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81;  (152)  88;  (153)  86;  (154)  86;  (156)  81;  (156)  88;  (167)  84;  (168)  36f 
(159)  88;  (160)  89;  (161)  48;  (162)  44;  (163)  47;  (164)  49;  (1^)  6B; 
(166)  66;  (167)  67;  (168)  60;  (169)  61;  (170)  64;  (171)  68;  (172)  70; 
(173)  78;  (174)  76;  (175)  78;  (176)  79;  (177)  88;  (178)  86;  (179)  SS; 
(180)  91;  (181)  98;  (182)  94;  (183)  97;  (184)  100. 

MiOHiOAN.—  (60,  61)  1;  (62)  4;  (63)  6;  (64,  65)  8;  (66,  67)  11;  (68,  69,  76)  18; 

(70)  14;  (71,  76)  16;  (72,  73,  74)  16;  (77,  78)  18;  (79)  19;  (80)  80;  (81, 

82,  83)  81;  (84)  88;  (86,  86,  87)  84;  (88)  86;  (89)  88;  (90,  91)  80;  (92) 

81;  (93)  88;  (94)  84;  (95,  96)  86;  (97)  87;  (98)  89;  (99)  41;  (100)  48; 

(101)  46;  (102)  47;  (103)  60;  (104)  68;  (105)  66;  (106)  68;  (107)  61; 

(108)  68;   (109)  63;  (110)  64;  (111)  66;  (112,  113)  67;  (114)  68;  (115) 

69;  (116,  117)  78;  (118)  74;  (119)  76;   (120)  77;   (121,  122)  80;   (123) 

81;  (124)  83;  (126)  84;  (126)  86;  (127)  89;  (128)  98;  (129)  96;  (130) 
09.  /isn  inn 


97;  (131)  100. 


88;  (53)  39;  (64)  40;  (65)  43;  (56)  46;  (57)  47;  (58)  49;  (69)  60;  (60 
(61)  68;  (62)  64;  (63)  66;  (64)  68;  (65)  60;  (66)  61;  (67,  68)  64;  y^, 
66;  (70)  68;  (71)  70;  (72)  71;  (73)  78;  (74)  73;  (75)  74;  (76,  77)  77; 
(78,  79)  79;  (80)  81;  (81,  82)  83;  (83)  86;  (84)  87;  (85)  89;  (86)  91;  (87) 
94;  (88)  97;  (89)  99;  (90)  lOL 

Mississippi.  '  (66)  7;  (66)  14;  (67)  19;  (68)  84;  (69)  80;  (70)  86;  (71)  48; 
(72)  48;  (73)  65;  (74)  60;  (76)  66;  (76)  71;  (77)  78;  (78)  84;  (79)  88; 
(80)  98;  (81)  95;  (82)  100. 

Missouri.  —  (92)  1;  (93)  8;  (94)  4;  (96)  6;  (96)  9;  (97)  10;  (98)  14;  (99)  17; 
(100)18;  (101)80;  (102)88;  (103)  83;  (104, 106)  84;  (106)87;  (107)  88; 
(108, 109)  38;  (110, 111)38;  (112)34;  (113,  114)  36;  (116)  37;  (116,  117) 
88;  (118)  40;  (119,  120)  41;  (121)  48;  (122)  48;  (123)  46;  (124, 125)  46; 
<126)  47;  (127)  48;  (128)  49;  (129)  60;  (130)  61;  (131)  68;  (132)  68; 
<133)  64;  (1.34)  66;  (135,  136)  68;  (137)  69;  (138)  60;  (139)  61;  (140) 
68;  (141,  142)  64;  (143)  66;  (144)  66;  (145)68;  (146)69;  (147, 148)71; 
(149,  150)  78;  (151)  74;  (152)  76;  (153,  154)  77;  (155)  78;  (156)  79; 
(157)  80;   (158,  159)  81;   (160)  83;   (161)  84;  (162,  163)  86;  (164)  86; 
(165)  88;  (166)  89;   (167,  168)  90;  (169)  98;  (170,  171)  94;   (172)  96; 
<173)  93;  (174.  175)  97;  (176)  98;  (177)  98;  (178.  179)  lOL 
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MovTAVA.  —(9)  18;  (10)  £4;  aD  88;  (12)  88;  (13)  40;  (14)  48;  (iS)  48f 
(16)  60;  (17)  68;  (18)  68;  (19)  81;  (20)  88;  (21)  88;  (22)  74;  (23)  76| 
(Si)  81;  (25)  87;  (26)  91;  (27)  94;  (28)  98:  (20)  IQL 

HOEASKA.  —  (22)  8;  (23,  24)  8;  (26)  18;  (26)  18;  (27)  80;  (28,  29)  88;  {'301 
87;  (31)  88;  (32;  33)  89;  (34)  88;  (36)  87;  (36)  88;  (37)  40;  (38)  41; 
(39,  40)  48;  (41)  48;  (42;  43)  47;  (44)  48;  (46,  46)  50;  (47)  88;  (47,  48) 
88;  (49)  50;  (SO)  81;  (51,  52)  88;  (53)  88;  (54)  89;  (55)  70;  (66)  71; 
(67)  78;  (58)  78;  (59)  80;  (60)  83;  (61^  87;  (62)  89;  (63)  98;  (64)  97; 
(66)1QL 

HsTAAi (19)  8;  (20)  19;  (21)  87;  (22)  58;  (23)  88;  (24)  77;  (25)  88;  (26)  99. 

HswHA]fP9]iiSB.-.(64)  lO;  (^  18;  (65)  88;  (66)  49;  (67)  88;  (68)  78; 
(69)  78;  (70)  85;  (71)  98;  (72)  101. 

Nsw  Ju8nr.~(43  K.  J.  Eq.)  8;  (44  N.  J.  Eq.)  6;  (60  K.  J.  L.)  7;  (51 
N.  J.  L.;  45  N.  J.  Eq.)  14;  (46  N.  J.  Eq.;  62  N.  J.  L.)  19;  (47  N.  J. 
Eq.)  84;  (53  N.  J.  L.)  88;  (48  K.  J.  Eq.)  87;  (49  N.  J.  Eq.)  81;  (54 
N.  J.  L.)  88;  (50  N.  J.  Eq.)  85;  (55  N.  J.  L.)  89;  (51  N.  J.  Eq.)  40;  (06 
N.  J.  L,)  44;  (52  N.  J.  Eq.)  48;  (57  N.  J.  L.;  53  N.  J.  Eq.)  51;  (54  N.  J. 
Eq.;  58  N.  J.  L.)  55;  (59  N.  J.  L.)  59;  (55  N.  J.  Eq.)  88;  (60  N.  J.  L.) 
84;  (56  N.  J.  Eq.)  67;  (61  N.  J.  L.)  68;  (62  N.  J.  L.)  78;  (57  N.  J.  Eq.) 
78;  (63  N.  J.  L.)  76;  (58  K.  J.  Eq.)  78;  (64  K.  J.  L.)  81;  (59,  60  N.  J. 
Bq.)  83;  (65  N.  J.  L.)  86;  (61 N.  J.  Eq.;  66  N.  J.  L.)  88;  (62  N.  J.  Eq.) 
90;  (67  N.  J.  L.)  91;  (63  N.  J.  Eq.)  98;  (68  N.  J.  L.)  96;  (64  K.  J.  Eq.) 
97;  (69  N.  J.  L.)  lOL 

Haw  York.— (107)  1;  (106)  8;  (109)  4;  (110)  8;  (HI)  7;  (112)  8;  (113)  10| 
(114)  U;  (115)  18;  (116,  117)  15;  (118,  119)  16;  (120)  17;  (121)  18;  (122) 
19;  (123)  80;  (124,  125)  81;  (126)  88;  (127)  84;  (128,  129)  86;  (130. 
131)  87;  (132, 133)  88;  (134)  80;  (135)  31;  (136)  38;  (137)  88;  (138)  34| 
(139)  36;  (140)  87;  (141)  88;  (142)  40;  (143)  48;  (144)  48;  (145)  45| 
(146)48;  (147)49;  (148)51;  (149)58;  (150)56;  (151)56;  (152)57; 
(153)  60;  (154)  61;  (155)  68;  (156)  66;  (157)  68;  (158,  159)  70;  (160) 
78;  (161,  162)  76;  (163,  164)  79;  (165)  80:  (166,  167)  88;  (168)  85; 
(169,  170)  88;  (171)  89;  (172)  98;  (173)  93;  (174)  95;  (175)  96;  (176)  98; 
(177)  lOl. 

HOBTH  Casoldta.  ~(97,  98)  8;  (99,  100)  6;  (101)  9;  (102)  11;  (103)  14;  (104) 
17;  (105)  18;  (106)  19;  (107)  88;  (106)  88;  (109)  86;  (110)  88;  (111)  88| 
(112)  84;  (113)  37;  (114)  41;  (115)  44;  (116)  47;  (117)  53;  (118)  54; 
(119)  56;  (120)  58;  (121)  61;  (122)  65;  (123)  68;  (124)  70;  (125)  74; 
(126)  78;  (127)  80;  (128)  88;  (129)  85;  (130)  89;  (131)  98;  (132)  95; 
(133)  98;  (134)  101. 

EosTH  Dakota.  ~  (1)  88;  (2)  33;  (3)  44;  (4)  50;  (5)  57;  (6,  7)  86;  (8)  78; 
(9)  81;  (10)  88;  (11)  95. 

Oma  —  (45  Ohio  81)  4;  (46(»uoSt.)  15;  (47  Ohio  St)  81;  (48  Ohio  St)  89f 

(49  Ohio  St)  84;  (50  Ohio  St)  40;  (51  Ohio  St)  46;  (52  Ohio  St)  49; 

(53  Ohio  St)  58;  (54  Ohio  St)  56;  (55,  66  Ohio  St)  60;  (57  Ohio  St.)  68; 

(58  Ohio  St)  65;  (59  Ohio  St)  69;  (60  Ohio  St)  71;   (61  Ohio  St)  76; 

(62  Ohio  St)  78;  (63  Ohio  St)  81;  (64  Ohio  St)  88;  (65  Ohio  St)  87; 

(66  Ohio  St)  90;  (67  Ohio  St)  98;  (68  Ohio  St.)  96;  (69  Ohio  St)  100; 

(70  Ohio  St)  IQL 
Ommi.— (15)  3;  (16)  8;  (17)  U;  (18)  17;  (19)  80;  (20)  83;  (21)  88;  (22) 

89;  (23)  37;  (24)  41;  (25)  48;  (26)  46;  (27)  50;  (28)  58;  (29)  54;   (30) 
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•0;  (81)  «55  (82)  OT;  (88)  78;  (34)  76;  (35)  7«  m  V^  (37)  M; 
84;  (89)  87;  (40)  91;  (41)  98;  (42)  90;  (43)  99. 

PurNSTLYAXii.  —  (lis,  lies,  117  P*.  St)  8|  {iSB,  U9  Jt^  6t)  4;  (120,  12m 
Fk.  St)  6;  (122  Pa.  St)  9;  (123»  124  P^  St)  10;  (125  F^  St)  U;  (UBS 
Pa.  St)  18;  (127  Pa.  9t)  14;  (128,  129  Pa.  St)  16;  (180,  181  Pa.  St)  17^ 
(132,  133,  184  Pa.  St)  19;  (135,  136  Pa.  St)  80;  (187,  188  Pa.  St)  BX^ 
(139. 140,  141  Pk.  St)  88;  (14S;  143  Pa.  St)  84;  (144,  145  Pm  St)  87$ 
(146  Pa.  St)  88;  (147,  160  Pa.  St)  80;  (151  Pa.  St)  81;  (148  Fk.  St.> 
88;  (149,  152,  153  Pa.  St)  84;  (154,  155  Pa.  St)  86;  (156  Pa.  St) 
(157  Pa.  St)  87;  (158  Pa.  St)  88;  (159  Pa.  St)  89;  (160  Pa.  St) 
(161  Pa.  St)  41;  (162  Pa.  St)  48;  (163  Pa.  St) 48;  (164,  165  Pa.  St) 
(166  Pa.  St)  46;  (167  Pa.  St)  46;  (168,  169  Pa.  St)  47;  (170,  171  Pa. 
St)  60;  (172,  173  Pa.  St)  61;  (174,  175  Pa.  St)  68;  (176  Pa.  St)  63$ 
(177  Pa.  St)  66;  (178  Pa.  St.)  66;  (179,  180  Pa.  St)  67;  (181  Pa.  St  > 
69;  (182  Pa.  St)  61;  (183,  184  Pa.  St.)  68;  (185  Pa.  St)  64;  (186  P&. 
St)  66;  (187  Pa.  St)  67;  (188  Pa.  St)  68;  (189  Pa.  St)  69;  (190  Fa. 
St)  70;  a81  Pa.  St)  71;  (192  Pa.  St)  78;  (193  Pa.  St)  74;  (194  Pa. 
St)  76;  (195  Pa.  St)  78;  (196  Pa.  St)  79;  (197  Pa.  St)  80;  (198  Pa. 
St)  88:  (199  Pa.  St)  86;  (195,  200  Pa.  St)  86;   (201  Pa.  St)  88;  (202 
Pa.  St)  90;  (203,  204  Pa.  St)  93;  (205  Pa.  St)  07;  (206  Pa.  St)  98^ 
(207  Pa.  St)  99;  (208  Pa.  St)  101. 

Rhods  Islani).  —  (15)  8;  (16)  87;  (17)  88;  (18)  49;  (19)  61;  (20)  78;  (21> 
79;  (22)  84;  (23)  91;  (24)  96. 

Bmna  Cabolima.  —  (26)  4;  (27,  2^  29)  18;    (30)  14;  (31,  82)  17;  (83)  8«; 

(34)  87;  (35)  88;  (36)  81;  (37)  84;  (88)  87;  (39)  89;  (40)  48;  (41)  44; 

(42)  46;  (43)  49;  (44)  61;  (45)  66;  (46)67;  (47)  68;  (48)  69;  (49)  61; 

(50)  68;  (51)  64;  (52)  68;  (63)  69;  (54)  71;  (55)  74;  (56,  57)  76;  (58)  79; 

(59)  88;  (60,  61)  86;  (62)  89;  (68)  90;  (64)  98;  (65)  96;  (66)  97;  (67) 

100. 
South  Dajcota.  — (I)  86;  (2)  89;  (8)  44;  (4)  46;  (5)  49;  (6)  66;  (7)  68; 

(8)  69;  (9)  68;  (10)  60;  (11)  74;  (12)  76;  (13)  79;  (14)  86;  (15)  9L 

TBnnBSKi.~(85)  4;  (86)  6;  (87)  10;  (88)  17;  (89)  84;  (90)  86;  (91)  80; 
(92)  86;  (93)  48;  (94)  46;  (95)  49;  (96)  64;  (97)  66;  (98)  60;  (99)  68; 
(100)  66;  (101)  70;  (102)  78;  (108)  76;  (104)  78;  (105)  80;  (106)  681; 
(107)  89;  (108)  91;  (109)  97;  (110)  100. 

Tbas.— (68)  8;  (69;  24  Tex.  App.)  6;  (70;  25,  26  Tta.  App.)  8;  (71)  lO; 

(27  Tex.  App.)  U;  (72)  18;  (78,  74)  16;  (75)  16;  (76)  18;  (77;  28  Tex. 

App.)  19;  (78)  88;  (79)  88;  (29  Tex.  App.)  86;  (80,  81)  86;  (82)  87; 

(30  Tex.  App.)  88;  (83)  89;  (84)  31;  (85)  84;  (81  Tex.  Or.  Rep.;  8G)  87; 

(86;  82  Tex.   Or.  Kep.)  40;  (87;  83  Tex.  Or.  Rep.)  47;  (84  Tex.  Or. 

Rep.;  88)  68;  (89,  90)  69;  (35  Tex.  Or.  Rep.)  60;  (36  Tex.  Of.  Rep.)  61; 

(91;  87  Tex.  Or.  Rep.)  66;  (88  Tex.  Or.  Rep.)  70;  (92)  71;  (39  Tex.  Gt 

Rep.)  78;  (40  Tex.  Or.  Rep.)  76;  (93)  77;  (94)  86;  (95)  98;  <41,  42, 

43  Tex.  Or.  R«p.)  96;  (96)  97;  (44  Tex.  Or.  Bep.)  JUa 
Utas.— (13)  67;  (14)60;  (15)  68;  (16)  67;  (17)  70;  (16)  78;  (19)  W;  (20) 

77;  (21)  81;  (22)  88;  (23)  90;  (24)  91;  (85)  96;  (26)  99;  (27)  161. 

▼ntvoKT.— (60)  6;  (61)  16;  (62)  88;  (63)  86;  (64)  38;  (65)  86;  (66)  44; 
(67)  48;  (68)  64;  (69)  60;  (70)  67;  (71)  76;  (72)  88;  (73)  87;  (74»  08; 
(75)  98. 
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BOIHU.— m  ^  (83)  5;  (8i)  10;  (86)  17;  (88)  10;  (87)  S4;  (88)  89;  (89) 
97;  (90)  44;  (91)  60;  (9^)  M;  (93)  67;  (94,  96)  64;  (96)  70;  (97)  76; 
|98)  81;  (99)  86^  (100)  08;  (101)  00. 

Washinoion.— a)  M;  (2)  86;  (8)  88;  (4)  81;  (6)  84;  (6)  86;  (7)  88;  (8) 
40:  (9)  48;  (10)  46;  (11)  48;  (12)  60;  (18)  68;  (14)  68;  (16)  66;  (16)  68; 
(17)  61;  (18)  68;  (19)  67;  (20)  78;  (21)  76;  (22)  70;  (23)  88;  (24)  86; 
|S9  B9;  (26)  OOl;  (27)  01;^  29)  08;  (30)  04;  (31)  06;  (32)  06;  (33)09; 
(64)101. 

WasT  VisoiNiA.  — (29)  6;  (30)  8;  (31)  18;  (32,  33)  86;  (34)  86;  (35)  80; 
(36>  88;  (37)  88;  (38,  39)  46;  (40)  68;  (41)  66;  (42)  67;  (43)  64;  (44) 
87;  (46)  78;  (46)  76;  (47)  61;  (48)  86;  (49)  87;  (60)  88;  (61)  00;  (62) 
94;  (53)  07. 

WnooHflZN.  —(69)  8;  (7€^  71)  6;  (72)  7;  (73)  0;  (74,  76)  17;  (76^  77)  80;  (78) 
88;  (79)  84;  (80)  87;  (81)  80;  (82)  88;  (83)  86;  (84)  86;  (85,  86)  80; 
(87)  41;  (88)  48;  (89)  46;  (90)  48;  (91)  61;  (92)  68;  (93)  67;  (94)  60; 
(95)  60;  (96^  97)  66;  (98,  99)  67;  (100)  60;  (101)  70;  (102)  78;  (103)  74; 
(104,  105)  76;  (106)  80;  (107,  108)  81;  (109)  88;  (110)  84;  (HI)  87; 
(112)  88;  (113)  00;  (114)  01;  (115)  06;  (116)  06;  (117)  08;  (118)  00; 

(119)  loa 

mm— (981|  (4)68;  (6)  68;  (6)  71;  (7)  76;  (8)80;  (9)87;  (10)08f 
(11)100. 
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SIMS  V.  STATE. 

[139  Ala.  74,  36  South.  138.] 

EOIOOIDE— Expert  Erldenoe  as  to  Obaraeter  of  Woiaid^^ 
A  phyueian  who  attended  the  deceased  after  he  had  received  the 
Hound  which  eanaed  hia  death,  is  competent  to  etate  hia  opinion  as 
to  whether  or  not  the  wound  was  fatal,     (p.  18.) 

HOMXCTDE— Evidence  of  Dying  Declaration8« — Oral  evidence 
nay  he  received  of  dying  declarations  made  by  the  deceased  and  re- 
duced to  writing,  but  not  signed  by  him.     (p.  18.) 

EVIDENCE — ^Dylng  DedarationSw — To  render  dying  declarap 
tions  admissible,  it  is  only  necessary  that  they  be  made  after  ibm 
infliction  of  a  mortal  wound,  and  after  hope  of  recovery  was  aban- 
doned by  tho  declarant,  and  after  he  realized  his  impending  death* 
(pp.  18,  19.) 

jt&viuEN'CaB. — ^Dylng  Dedaratlona  of  a  deceased  made  and  writ- 
ten when  he  has  not  lost  all  hope  of  recovery,  but  reaffirmed  by  him 
u  tnie  and  correct,  after  he  realized  his  impending  death,  and  while 
he  was  in  full  possession  of  his  mental  faculties,  are  admissible  in 
evidence,  although  not  read  over  to  the  declarant  at  the  time  he  re- 
affirmed their  correctness,     (p.  19.) 

EVIDEKCE  of  Absent  Witness. — The  testimony  of  a  witness 
pven  at  a  preliminary  examination,  with  opportunity  for  cross-exam* 
ination,  is  not  admissible  upon  the  subsequent  trial  merely  upon 
proof  of  the  absence  of  the  witness  from  the  state.  To  make  such 
testimony  admissible  it  must  be  shown  that  the  witness  is  either 
a  nonresident  or  permanently  absent  from  the  state,  or  that  he  is 
absent  such  a  length  of  time  as  to  make  his  return  contingent  and 
uncertain,    (p.  19.) 

EOIOOIDS— Evidence  tbftt  Deceased  Oaxried  Weapon. — On  a 

murder  trial,  it  is  not  competent  to  prove  by  a  witness  other  than 
the  accused  that  the  deceased  was  in  the  habit  of  carrying  a  pistol, 
nnlesB  sneh  fact  is  traced  to  the  knowledge  of  the  accused,  (p.  20.) 
EVIDEN'CE — ^Dsring  Declarations.— What  weight  should  be 
given  to  dying  declarations  is  for  the  determination  of  the  jnr^ 
alone,    (p.  20.) 

Abu  Si.  Rep.  YoL  101-2  (17) 
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Knox,  Bowie  &  Dixon  and  Lackey  &  Bowling,  for  the  appeX^ 
lani 

M,  Wilson,  attorney  general,  for  the  state. 

'^'^  TYSON,  J.    The  matters  presented  for  review  by  tfao- 
record  in  the  case  involve  rulings  by  the  trial  court  upon  the  ad- 
mission and  exclusion  of  evidence  and  the  refusal  of  certain  writ- 
ten charges  requested  by  the  defendant.    Proceeding  to  consider 
the  exceptions  taken  to  the  admission  of  evidence,  the  first  of 
these  relates  to  the  testimony  of  the  physician  who  attended  tke^ 
deceased  after  he  had  received  the  wound  which  caused  his  deatlr^ 
in  which  the  witness  was  permitted  to  state  in  his  opinion  tho 
wound  was  fatal.    There  was  no  error  in  this :  Simon  v.  State^ 
108  Ala.  27,  18  South.  731;  Page  v.  State,  61  Ala.  16. 

Assuming  for  the  purposes  in  hand  that  the  dying  declarations 
which  were  reduced  to  writing,  but  not  signed  by  the  declarant 
were  not  lost,  but  actually  in  the  possession  of  the  prosecutingf 
attorney,  the  objection  taken  to  the  oral  proof  of  them  because 
of  the  writing  is  without  merit:  Kelley  v.  State,  52  Ala.  361; 
Anderson  v.  S»tate,  79  Ala.  5 ;  Darby  v.  State,  92  Ala.  9,  9  South. 
429 ;  Jarvis  v.  State,  138  Ala.  17,  34  South.  1025.  The  defend- 
ant relies  upon  Boulden  v.  State,  102  Ala.  78, 16  South.  341,  as 
supporting  his  objection.  It  must  be  admitted  that  this  case  i» 
not  in  accord  with  those  cited  above,  if  the  writing  evidencing 
the  declarations  was  not  signed  by  the  declarant,  which  fact  is 
not  shown  either  in  the  statement  of  the  facts  by  the  reporter  or 
by  the  learned  judge  in  his  opinion.  If  suoh  was  the  fact,  the 
decision  is  wrong,  and  we  must  decline  to  follow  it.  We  are  not 
prepared  to  concede  its  correctness  if  the  fact  was  that  the  de* 
darant  signed  the  writing. 

Two  other  objections  were  interposed  to  the  admission  of  the 
dying  declarations  as  testified  to  by  some  of  the  witnesses  exam- 
ined on  behalf  of  the  state.  They  were  these:  1.  It  did  not  ap- 
pear that  the  declarant  was  conscious  of  his  condition,  and 
was  entirely  without  hope  of  recovery;  2.  That  it  appeared  that 
he  was  not  in  a  condition  to  make  an  intelligent  statement. 

■^^  It  is  undoubtedly  true  that  it  is  not  the  condition  of  the 
declarant  as  known  to  his  family  or  his  attending  physician,  that 
makes  his  declarations  admissible.  '^It  is  essential  to  their  ad- 
missibility that,  at  the  time  when  they  are  made,  the  declarant 
should  have  been  in  actual  danger  of  death,  that  he  should  then 
have  had  a  full  apprehension  of  his  danger,  and  that  death  has 
ensued*':  1  Taylor  on  Evidence,  718.    "It  is  the  impression  of 
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impending  deaths  and  not  the  rapid  Buccession  of  death  in  point 
of  fact,  wtiich  renders  the  testimony  admissible^':  Pulliam  t« 
State,  88  Ala.  3,  6  Sontk  840. 

The  evidence  shows  that  the  deceased  was  mortally  wotmded* 
He  died  within  twenty-four  hours  after  he  was  shot.    He  was 
told  by  his  attending  physician  that  death  was  inevitable  and 
wonld  soon  come.    It  is  true  he  seems  to  ^ave  had  some  hope  of 
reoovery  the  next  morning  after  he  was  shot,  and  so  expressed 
hiTnseilf,  and  to  have  entertained  that  hope  when  his  declaration 
▼as  reduced  to  writing.  •  However,  subsequently,  during  the  day 
en  whidi  his  declaration  was  reduced  to  writings  his  attending 
physician  was  sent  for  and  found  him  in  a  sinking  spell.    Just 
prior  to  his  physician^s  arrival,  the  evidence  on  the  part  of  the 
state  shows  that  he  abandoned  all  hope  of  recovery^  and  so  ex« 
pressed  himself.    Indeed,  only  a  short  period  of  time  elapsed 
between  his  statement  that  he  could  not  live  and  the  arrival  of 
bis  physician  to  whom  he  almost  immediately  affirmed  the  cor- 
rectness of  the  declarations  he  had  previously  made  as  to  the 
difiBculty  which  had  been  reduced  to  writing.    In  this  respect, 
the  case  is  strikingly  similar  to  what  occurred  in  Johnson's  case: 
Johnson  y.  State,  102  Ala.  114,  16  South.  99.    It  is  true  there 
is  evidence  on  behalf  of  the  defendant  tending  in  some  degree  to 
show  that  declarant  never  entertained  the  conviction  that  his 
wound  would  result  fatally.    So,  too,  there  is  some  confliot  in 
the  testimony  as  to  whether  the  declarant's  mental  condition  was 
soch  as  that  he  intelligently  understood  what  he  was  saying 
when  he  made  the  declarations^  and  also  when  he  reaffirmed  their 
correctness  to  his  physician.    But  these  matters  in  respect  to  the 
question  in  hand  were  for  the  '^  determination  of  the  trial 
judge  (Ward  v.  State,  78  Ala.  446),  and  we  are  unable  to  affirm 
that  his  findings  with  respect  to  them  were  erroneous.    The  dy« 
ing  declarations  were  properly  admitted. 

The  testimony  of  G.  B.  Bamhill  deposed  to  by  him  on  the 
preliminary  trial  before  the  committing  magistrate  was  erron« 
eously  admitted.  No  sufficient  predicate  was  laid  for  its  intro« 
duction  All  that  was  shown  preliminary  to  its  introduc- 
tion is  that  he  was  in  the  state  of  Texas  at  the  time  of  the 
trial  of  this  cause.  It  is  not  shown  inferentially  or  otherwise 
that  he  has  left  the  state  permanently  or  for  such  an  indefinite 
time  that  his  return  is  contingent  and  uncertain.  Non  constat, 
he  may  have  been  simply  on  a  visit  to  Texas^  and  expected  to 
letnm  to  his  home  in  Alabama  within  a  short  period  of  time : 
Thompson  v.  State,  106  Ala.  67,  17  South.  512;  Mitchell  v. 
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State,  114  Ala.  1,  22  South.  71;  Jacobi  y.  State,  133  Ala.  1,  33 
South.  158. 

It  cannot  be  assumed  that  upon  another  trial  a  gufiScient  pred* 
icate  will  be  laid  for  the  introduction  of  this  testimony.  We^ 
therefore,  do  not  deem  it  necessary  to  pass  upon  the  other  objec- 
tion interposed  to  a  certain  part  of  it.  However,  as  to  its  ad- 
missibility, see  Walker  v.  State,  52  Ala.  192,  194;  SuUivan  r. 
State,  102  Ala.  141,  142,  48  Am.  St  Eep.  22,  15  South.  264. 

While  it  is  true  that  in  the  cases  of  Cawley  v.  State,  133  Ala. 
128,  32  South.  227 ,  Naugher  v.  State,  116  Ala.  463,  23  South. 
26,  and  Wiley  v.  Stote,  99  Ala.  146,  13  South.  424,  it  was  held 
that  it  was  error  not  to  allow  the  defendant  to  testify  as  tending 
to  support  his  plea  of  self-defense  that  the  deceased  was  in  the 
habit  of  carrying  a  pistol,  which  fact  was  known  to  him,  these 
cases  do  not  go  to  the  extent  of  supporting  the  contention  that 
a  witness  other  than  defendant  knew  this  fact,  when  such  fact  is 
not  traced  to  defendant's  knowledge.  We  are  unwilling  to  ex- 
tend the  principle  further  than  is  declared  in  those  cases.  Theie 
was  no  error  in  the  ruling  on  this  point. 

This  brings  us  to  a  consideration  of  the  written  charges  re- 
fused to  defendant.  Charge  7  is  argumentative,  confusing,  and 
singles  out  particular  portions  of  the  testimony. 

Charges  9  and  16  are  so  manifestly  bad  tiiat  it  is  unneces- 
sary ®^  to  point  specially  their  vices.  Charge  13  invades  the 
province  of  the  jury.  Wbat  weight  should  be  given  dying  dec- 
larations is  for  their  determination  alone:  Kilgore  v.  State^ 
7,4  Ala.  7 ;  Justice  v.  State,  99  Ala.  180,  13  South,  668. 

Beversed  and  remanded. 


Dying  Declaration  are  not  required  to  be  in  any  particular  fornu 
They  may  be  oral  or  written;  and,  if  written,  they  need  not  be 
signed.  Jjeclarations  not  admissible  as  originally  made  may  become 
admissible  by  ratification  under  a  sense  of  impending  death:  See 
the  monographic  note  to  State  v.  Meyer,  86  Am.  St.  Bep.  642-647. 

The  AdmiBsihiUty  of  Evidence  given  on  a  former  trial  or  preliminary 
examination  ia  discussed  in  the  monographic  notes  to  Cline  v.  State, 
61  Am.  St.  Bep.  873-892;  Atchison  etc.  B.  B.  Co.  y.  Osbom.  91  Anu 
8t.  Bep.   192-208. 
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STATE  ▼.  TOTING. 

[139  Ala.  136,  36  Sontlu  10.] 

ASflOir  it  sa  Offense  a^rainst  the  posseaBioo,  rather  than  the 

Property  itaelf,  and  one  who  i>  in  poeseasion  under  a  lease  of  the 
building  allemd  to  have  been  burned  by  him  is  not  ffuilty  of  anon* 
(p.  21.) 

H.  F.  Beese  and  B.  J.  Gayle^  for  the  petitioner. 
If.  Wilflon^  attorney  general,  for  the  state. 


BOWDELL^  J.  The  defendant  was  arrested  on  a  war- 
nut  issued  by  a  justice  of  the  peace  on  afGidayit  charging  him 
with  arson,  and,  npon  preliminary  hearing,  was  by  a  justice  of 
the  peace  committed  to  jaiL  TJpon  his  application  to  the 
judge  of  tbe  city  court  of  Selma  he  was  discharged  by  the  judge 
of  said  city  court  on  writ  of  habeas  corpus.  From  the  judgment 
discharging  the  defendant  the  state  prosecutes  an  appeaL 

The  undisputed  eyidence  was  that  the  defendant  was  in  the 
possession  and  actual  occupancy  under  a  lease  of  the  house  al- 
leged to  have  been  burned  by  him.    Arson  at  common  law,  as 
well  as  under  the  statute,  is  an  offense  against  the  possession 
rather  than  the  property:  Heard  v.  State,  81  Ala.  55,  1  South. 
640;  Adams  y.  State,  62  Ala.  177.    The  defendant  was,  in  a 
sens^  during  the  term  of  the  lease  and  while  in  the  possession 
and  occupancy  of  the  ^^''^  house,  the  owner.    Under  the  abore 
autiK>ritie8,  and  the  case  of  Sullivan  y.  State,  5  Stew,  ft  P. 
(Ala.)  178,  the  judge  of  the  dty  court  properly  discharged  the 
defendant)  and  tiie  judgment  will  be  affirmed. 
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I.    Wliat  Constitutes   GeneraJly. 

Althaugh  modified  or  enlarged  by  statute  in  a  number  of  the  states, 
the  generally  accepted  definition  of  arson  is  that  it  consists  in  tlie 
willful,  malicious,  and  voluntary  burning  of  the  house  or  outhouse  o* 
another:  Mary  ▼.  State,  24  Ark.  44,  81  Am,  Dec.  60,  and  note  «5; 
People  V.  Myers,  20  Cal.  76;  People  v.  Pong  Hong,  120  Cal.  685,  5S 
Pac.  265;  State  v.  Hand,  1  Marv.  (Del.)  545,  41  Atl.  192;  State  ▼. 
Toole,  29  Conn.  342,  76  Am.  Dec.  602;  Commonwealth  ▼.  Barney,  lO 
Cush.  478. 

In  a  prosecution  for  arson  the  corpus  delicti  is  not  the  fact  alone 
that  the  building  was  burned,  but  also  that  it  was  burned  by  the  will- 
ful and  malicious  act  of  some  person  criminally  responsible  for  hi* 
act,  -and  that  it  was  not  burned  by  natural  or  accidental  causea: 
Winslow  ▼.  State,  76  Ala.  42;  PhiUips  v.  State,  29  Oa.  105.    But  a 
part  of  the  corpus  delicti  is  the  burning  of  the  building,  and  if  that 
fact  is  established  by  other  evidence,  the  confession  of  the  accused 
is  competent  to  show  that  such  burning  was  felonious,  and  that  he 
was  the  criminal  agent:  Winslow  v.  State,  76  Ala.  42;  Sam  v.  State, 
83  Miss.  847. 

a.  Malice  is  of  the  essence  of  the  crime  of  arson,  both  at  common 
law  and  under  the  statutes:  Jesse  v.  State,  28  Miss.  100;  Boone  ▼• 
State  (Miss.),  33  South.  72;  State  v.  Mitchell,  5  Ired.  350,  27  N.  O. 
350;  Thomas  v.  State,  41  Tex.  27.  Malice  is  a  necessary  ingredient 
in  arson,  though  its  presence  need  not  be  specifically  proven.  It  will 
be  presumed  by  the  law  from  the  willfulness  of  the  act.  Arson  is 
not  a  crime  involving  any  specific  intent  in  addition  to  the  act  done. 
The  malicious  intent  to  bum  is  the  only  intent  required,  and  that  is 
necessarily  implied  in  the  act  done  unless  some  excuse,  such  as  ac- 
cident, appears:  Morris  y.  State,  124  Ala.  44,  27  South.  336.  If  the 
facts  are  sufficient  to  constitute  arson  in  all  other  respects,  it  is 
immaterial  whether  the  motive  be  gain,  revenge,  or  any  other  kind 
of  malicious  mischief:  People  v.  Fong  Hong,  120  Cal.  685,  53  Pac. 
265.  If  the  burning  of  the  building  is  willful  and  malicious,  the 
means  used  to  communicate  the  fire  thereto  are  immaterial,  so  far  as 
the  burning  of  the  building  constitutes  the  crime  of  arson:  Overstreet 
▼.  State,  46  Ala.  30;  McDade  v.  People,  29  Mich.  50;  Smith  v.  State, 
23  Tex.  App.  357,  59  Anu  Bep.  773,  5  S.  W.  219. 

It  is  not  necessary  to  the  conviction  of  a  person  of  the  offense  of 
arson  that  it  be  established  that  he  burned  the  house  himself,  or 
applied  the  fire  thereto  with  his  own  hand:  People  v.  Trim,  39  CaL 
75.  As  one  may  be  principal  in  the  crime  of  arson  who  does  not 
himself  apply  the  torch,  thus  if  he  is  present  aiding  or  abetting,  he 
is  guilty  as  a  principal:  State  v.  Squaires,  2  Nev.  226. 

Arson,  under  the  statutes,  is  divided  into  degrees,  and  arson  in  the 
first  degree  consists  of  willfully  and  maliciously  setting  fire  to,  or 
burning  in  the  night-time,  a  dwelling-house,  in  which  there  is  at  the 
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time  a  human  being:  People  v.  Henderson,  1  Parle.  C.  C.  561;  Dick  ▼. 
.State,  53  Kiss.  384;  LAey  ▼.  State,  15  Wis.  13.  Thus  the  burning  of 
a  building  in  the  daytime  will  be  punished  with  a  less  period  of  im- 
prisonment than  if  perpetrated  at  night:  Hester  ▼.  State,  17  Ga.  130; 
Brigbtwell  ▼.  State,  41  6a.  482.  A  design  to  produce  death  is  not, 
kowever,  necessary  to  constitute  the  offense  of  arson  in  the  first  de- 
^ee:  People  ▼.  Orcutt,  1  Park.  C.  C.  252.  Nor  is  it  essential  that  the 
defendant  should  have  set  fire  to  the  building  with  intent  to  destroy 
it:  People  v.  Fanshawe,  65  Hun,  77,  19  N.  Y.  Supp.  865,  137  N.  Y. 
€3,  32  N.  £.  1102. 

Setting  fire  to  a  building,  with  the  malicious  intent  that  the  fire 
should  be  communicated  to,  and  should  burn,  a  dwelling-house  situated 
Jfcear  by,  is,  in  law,  deemed  the  burning  of  the  latter,  and  the  act  con- 
ctitutefl  the  crime  of  arson:  Grimes  ▼.  State,  63  Ala.  166;  Combs  ▼• 
Commonwealth,  14  Ky.  Law  Bep.  283,  20  S.  W.  221;  Hennessey  y. 
People,  21  How.  Pt.  239;  Woodford  v.  People,  62  N.  Y.  117,  20  Am. 
Bep.  464. 

1).  Bnming^ — To  constitute  the  crime  of  arson,  either  at  common 
law  or  under  the  statutes,  it  is  not  sufficient  that  the  fire  be  appiied 
OT  communicated  to  the  property  in  the  house,  or  to  the  house 
itself;  but  such  house  or  building,  or  some  part  thereof,  must  be 
bomedy  within  the  common-law  meaning  of  the  word  ''burn'': 
Graham  ▼.  State,  40  Ala.  659.  The  burning  of  the  house  or  building 
necessary  to  constitute  arson  must  be  an  actual  burning  of  the  whole 
Or  some  part  thereof.  Neither  a  bare  intention,  nor  an  attempt  to 
bum,  by  actually  setting  fire  to  the  building  amounts  to  arson,  if  no 
part  is  burned.  But  it  is  not  necessary  that  any  part  of  the  building 
be  wholly  consumed,  or  that  the  fire  should  have  any  continuance: 
Mary  v.  State,  24  Ark.  44,  81  Am.  Dec.  60.  If  a  house  is  simply 
ficorehed  or  smoked,  and  the  fire  is  not  communicated  to  the  building, 
the  offense  of  arson  is  not  complete:  Woolseyv.  State,  30  Tex.  App. 
346,  17  a  W.  646. 

While  burning  is  an  essential  element  of  the  crime  of  arson,  it  is 
not  necessary  that  any  part  of  the  building  should  be  actually  con- 
sumed by  fire:  State  v.  Dennin,  32  Yt.  158;  and  if  any  part  is 
burned  willfully  and  maliciously,  no  matter  how  small  the  part  may 
be,  the  crime  is  complete,  although  the  fire  is  extinguished  or  goes 
out  itself  before  the  whole  building  is  consumed:  Commonwealth  v. 
Yan  Schauck,  16  Mass.  105;  People  v.  Butler,  16  Johns.  203;  Wood- 
ford V.  People,  62  N.  Y.  117,  20  Am.  Bep.  464;  State  v.  Mitchell,  5 
Ired.  350;  State  v.  Babcock,  51  Yt.  570.  The  building  need  not  be 
consumed  by  fire  to  constitute  the  offense.  It  will  be  sufficient  to 
show  that  a  person  set  fire  to  the  building  to  the  extent  that  some 
part  of  it  was  on  fire,  unless  it  is  made  clearly  to  appear  that  it  was 
accidental  or  was  done  for  some  object  wholly  different  from  the 
intention  to  maliciously  bum  up  or  consume  the  building:  Smith  ▼• 
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State,  23  Tex.  App.  357,  59  Ajd.  Bep.  774,  5  S.  W.  219.    To  eozu9titiit€ 
arson,  the  least  burning  of  the  house  is  sufficient,  as  the  chanrin^  o^ 
the  floor  by  tx^  to  the  depth  of  half  an  inch:  State  y.  Sandy^   S 
Ired.  570.    Hence,  if  an  attempt  is  made  to  bum  a  house  by  li^lit^ 
ing  a  fire,  and  the  wood  of  the  house  is  charred  in  a  single  pl&ce,  ao- 
as  to  destroy  its  fiber,  the  crime  is  complete,  even  if  the  fire  Ib   then. 
extinguished:  People  ▼.  Haggerty,  46  CaL  355.    If  a  wooden   parti- 
tion 'annexed  to  a  building  is  charred  by  fire,  and  in  one  place  bixriLed 
through,  it  is  a  sufficient   burning  to  constitute   arson:  People    v. 
Simpson,  50  CaL  304.    If  some  part  of  the  house  was  actually  on  fire, 
so  that  the  substance  of  the  wood  of  such  portion  was  actually  burned, 
although  not  actually  consumed,  nor  the  substance  and  fiber  of   the 
wood  actually  destroyed,  such  burning  is  sufficient  to  constitute  arson: 
Commonwealth  y.  Tucker,  110  Mass.  403.    If  the  building  is  in  some 
appreciable  degree  burned  or  consumed,  or  fire  is  communicated   to 
the  woodwork  or  other  inflammable  materials  of  which  the  building 
is  constructed,  so  that  they  are  in  some  measure  destroyed,  and  the 
building  would  probably  have  been  wholly  destroyed,  if  the  fire  had 
not  been  extinguished,  the  facts  are  sufficient  to  sustain  a  charge  of 
arson:  State  ▼.  Spiegel,  111  lowa^  701,  83  N.  W.  722.    In  one  case, 
under  a  statute  providing  that  ''if  any  person  shall,  in  the  night- 
time,   maliciously,  unlawfully,  and   willfully  bum,  or  cause    to    be 
burnt  or  destroyed,  any  ricks,  bams,  or  other  houses  or  buildings^ '^ 
he  shall  be  guilty  of  arson,  it  was  held  that  the  injury,  to  come  within 
the  meaning  of  the  statute,  must  amount,  either  to  a  total  demolition 
of  the  building,  or  be  such  as  unfits  it  for  the  purpose  for  which  it 
was  erected:  State  ▼.  De  Bruhl,  10  Eich.  23. 

ZX.    Bnzning  Place  of  Imprisonmeat. 

The  eases  on  the  question  as  to  whether  a  prisoner  who  fires  a  jaO 
for  the  purpose  of  escaping  therefrom  is  guilty  of  arson  or  not  are 
in  hopeless  confiict  and  cannot  be  reconciled  on  any  possible  ground. 
The  majority  hold  that  though  a  prisoner  may  willfully  and  mali- 
ciously fire  a  jail,  yet  if  it  appears  that  his  purpose  was  only  so  to 
bum  it  as  to  make  his  escape  therefrom  with  no  desire  or  intent  to 
bum  it  down  or  wholly  consume  it,  it  is  not  the  willful  burning  of 
a  building  contemplated  by  the  law  of  arson.  These  decisions  are 
based  upon  the  fact  that  the  intent  to  bum  the  building  is  absent, 
and,  in  its  absence,  the  perpetrator  cannot  be  guilty  of  arson:  Jen- 
kins ▼.  State,  53  Ga.  33,  21  Am.  Bep.  255;  Washington  ▼.  State,  87 
Ga.  12,  13  S.  £.  131;  People  v.  Cotteral,  18  Johns.  115;  State  t. 
Mitchell,  5  Ired.  350;  Delaney  v.  State,  41  Tex.  601.  On  the  other 
hand,  a  respectable  number  of  cases  hold  that,  if  a  prisoner  confined 
in  a  jail  sets  fire  to  the  building,  with  intent  only  to  bum  a  hole 
through  which  he  may  escape,  not  intending  that  the  buUding 
should  be  further  damaged  by  fire,  he  is  guilty  of  arson:  Luke  ▼. 
State,  49  AUk  30,  20  Am.  Bep.  269;  Lockett  v.  State,  63  Ala.  5; 


Tin.  1904.}  State  v.  Touko.  25- 

Budth  ▼.  St&U,  23  Tex.  App.  857,  59  Am.  Bep.  778,  5  8.  W.  219, 
OTemiling  Belanej  t.  State,  41  Tex.  601,  and  reaffinned  ia  Willie 
T.  State,  32  Teoc  Gr.  Bep.  534,  25  &  W.  123,  holding  that  a  prisoner 
setting  liie  to  a  ealaboose  in  whieh  he  ie  confined,  in  order  to  ea- 
eape,  is  gniltj  of  arson.  In  Lake  t.  State,  49  Ala.  30,  20  Am.  Bep. 
S69,  the  extreme  Tiew  is  taken  that  if  a  person  eonilned  in  a  jail^ 
for  the  purpose  of  escape,  sets  fire  thereto,  he  is  guilty  of  arson,  al- 
thongfa.  he  had  no  intent  to  consume  the  building  by  burning  it, 
and  although  he  so  controlled  the  fire  that  it  could  not  bum  the 
Imildixtg. 

HL    Bnmiiig  by  Tenant. 

Undoubtedly,  under  the  common  law  and  under  statutes  which 
follow  the  common  law,  arson  is  an  offense  against  the  possession 
Tatber  than  against  the  property  itself;  and  a  tenant  who  is  in  pos^ 
don  and  actual  occupancy  of  the  building  burned,  under  a  lease, 
Lot  be  guilty  of  arson  in  burning  it:  Sullivan  y.  State,  5  Stew» 
*  P.  175;  State  ▼.  Fish,  27  N.  J.  L.  323.  If  one  bums  the  dwell- 
ing-house that  he  is  lawfully  occupying  as  a  tenant,  he  cannot  in 
a  legal  sense  be  guilty  of  arson,  which  consists  in  burning  the  build- 
ing of  another,  as  he,  in  effect,  burns  his  own  dwelling-house,  and 
arson  is  a  crime  against  the  security  of  the  dwelling-house  as  such,- 
and  not  as  property:  State  y.  Hannett,  54  Yt.  83.  Arson  at  com- 
mon law  is  an  offense  against  the  possession  rather  than  the  prop* 
erty,  and  if  the  person  charged  with  burning  a  building  was  in  pos- 
session and  occupancy  of  it  as  a  tenant  from  year  to  year,  he  can- 
not be  guilty  of  arson:  McNeal  y.  Woods,  3  Blackf.  485.  "At  com- 
mon law,  arson  is  an  offense  against  the  possession,  and,  under  that 
law,  a  i>erson  cannot  be  guilty  of  arson,  in  setting  fire  to,  and  burn- 
ing the  dwelling-house  while  he  was  in  lawful  possession  thereof,. 
without  regard  or  reference  to  the  ownership  of  such  property": 
Garrett  y.  State,  109  Ind.  530,  10  N.  E.  570. 

Under  statutes  in  many  of  the  states  arson  is  a  crime  against 
property  rights  as  well  as  against  the  habitation.  Hence  a  dwelling- 
house  or  other  building  belonging  to  another  person  may  be  the  sub- 
ject of  arson,  eyen  though  it  is  occupied  by  a  tenant  who  commits 
the  offense:  Idpschitz  y.  People,  25  Colo.  261,  53  Pac.  1111;  Allen 
y.  State,  10  Ohio  St.  287;  Mulligan  y.  State,  25  Tex.  App.  199,  8 
Am.  St.  Bep.  435,  7  S.  W.  664.  The  statutory  offense  of  arson  may 
be  committed  by  the  tenant  in  possession  as  against  the  owner  of 
the  estate  in  fee:  Kelley  y.  State,  44  Tex.  Or.  Bep.  188,  70  S.  W. 
20.  This  appears  to  be  held  as  a  result  of  a  statute  declaring  that 
a  part  owner  may  not  bum  the  property,  the  tenant  and  his  land* 
lord  each  being  regarded  as  haying  an  interest  or  ownership  in  the^ 
leased  building:  Mulligan  y.  State,  25  Tex.  App.  199,  8  Am.  St.  Bep. 
435,  7  S.  W.  664.  Under  the  statute  a  tenant  may  commit  arson  in 
respect  to  the  house  of  his  landlord  occupied  by  himself:  State  y» 
ICoore^  61  Mo.  276.     "Were  this  a  prosecution  at  common  law  there- 
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might  be  abundant  anthority  found  to  sustain  the  idea  tli&t  the 
tenant  could  not  be  held  guilty  of  arson  in  burning  a  house  o£  -wliicli 
he  had  the  occupancy.  For  the  distinguishing  charaeteristie  ot  ar- 
«on  at  common  law  is,  that  it  is  an  offense  immediately  against  the 
possession,  and  therefore  if  a  tenant,  howeyer  short  his  term,  set 
ftre  to  a  house  he  occupied,  it  was  not  arson.  But  under  oar  stat- 
utory provisions  of  arson,  the  offense,  especially  in  the  third  de- 
gree, is  directed,  not  at  the  possession,  but  at  the  property,  o£ 
other,  thus  avoiding  many  of  those  'unseemly  niceties'  as  to 
sion,  which  formerly  baffled  prosecutions  and  enabled  the  guilty  to 
escape.  Under  our  statute  even  a  tenant  may  be  convicted  of  ar- 
son": State  V.  Moore,  61  Mo.  280. 

IV.    Owner  Burning  His  Own  House. 

At  common  law  and  under  the  statutes  of  a  number  of  the  states, 
a  person  cannot  be  convicted  of  arson  in  setting  fire  to  and  burninjr 
his  own  house,  of  which  he  is  the  occupant,  even  though  such  burn- 
ing is  with  malicious  intent:  People  y.  De  Win  ton,  113  Cal.  403,  54 
Am.  St.  Eep.  357,  45  Pac.  708;  Bloss  v.  Tobey,  2  Pick.  320;  State 
T.  Sarvis,  45  S.  C.  668,  55  Am.  St.  Bep.  806,  24  S.  E.  53,  32  L.  B. 
A.  647.    The  reason  for  this  rule  is  that  arson  has  always  been  re- 
garded as  essentially  an  offense  against  the  security  of  the  dwell- 
ing or  building,  rather  than  against  the  property,  and  the  right  of 
the  owner    to  destroy  his  own  dwelling    or  building     is  doubtless 
founded  on  the  right  which  the  law  accords  to  a  man  of  making 
such  use  of  his  property  as  he  may  see  fit,  so  long  as  others  are  not 
Injured  thereby:  People  v.  De  Winton,  113  CaL  403,  54  Am.  St.  Bep. 
357,  45  Pac.  708.    An  occupant  of  a  house  under  an  adverse  claim 
of  right   thereto    is   not  guilty   of   arson  in   burning   such   bouse: 
Sullivan  v.  State,  5  Stew.  &  P.  175.    It  is  not  arson  for  one  per- 
son to  bum  his  own  dwelling-house  or  other  building,  or  to  pro- 
cure or  demand  it  to  be  done  by  another,  for  the  purpose  of  defraud* 
ing.an  insurer  thereof,  unless  expressly  made  so  by  statute;  and  in 
the  following  states  the  statute  does  not  make  such  an  act  arson: 
Heard  v.  State,  81  Ala.  55,  1  South.  640;  State  v.  Haynes,  66  Me. 
307,  22    Am.  Bep.  569;  Commonwealth     y.  Makely,  131    Mass.  421; 
Boberts  v.  State,  7  Cold.  359;  State  v.  Sarvis,  45  S.  C.  668,  55  Am. 
St.  Bep.  806,  24  S.  K  53,  32  L.  B.  A.  647.    The  owner  of  a  house 
may  be  guilty  of  arson  if  he  sets  fire  to  and  burns  it  while  it  is  oc- 
cupied by  another:  State  v.  Toole,  29  Conn.  342,  76  Am.  Dec.  602; 
Mulligan  v.  State,  25  Tex.  App.  199,  8  Am.  St.  Bep.  435,  7  S.  W. 
664;  State  v.  Hannett,  54  Yt.  83;  Erskine  v.  Commonwealth,  8  Gratt. 
624.     So  if  an  owner  bums  his  house  while  it  contains  the  prop- 
erty of  another,  it  may  constitute  arson:  Mulligan  v.  State,  25  Tex. 
App.  199,  8  Am.  St.  Bep.  437,  7  a  W.  664. 

TJnder  the  statute  in  some  of  the  states,  the  owner  of  a  bnild* 
ing  which  is  the  subject  of  arson  may  be  and  is  guilty  of  that  crime 
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if  1m  malieioQsly  fires  and  bnins  bis  own  building.    In  tbete  eaies 
fhe  statute  makes  no  distinction  in  reference  to  the  ownership  of 
tke  building  whether  belonging  to  the  accused  or  to  a  third  person: 
8ute  v.  Bobfriseht,  12  La.  Ann.  382;  State  y.  Elder,  21  La.  Ann. 
157;  Stete  T.  Hurd,  51  N.  H.  176;  Shepherd  v.  People,  19  N.  Y.  537, 
erermling  People  v.  Gates,  15  Wend.  159;  and  People  v.  Hender- 
son, 1  Park.  C.  C.  560;  Erskine  ▼.  Commonwealth,  8  Gratt.  624.  As  has 
slreadj  been  shown,  a  person  who  has  burned,  or  procured  someone 
else  to  bum,  bis  own  dwelling-house,  with  intent  to  defraud  an  in* 
surer  thereof,  ia  not  subject  to  an  indictment  for  arson,  unless  ex- 
pressly made  so  hj  statute:  State  y.  Saryis,  45  S.  C.  668,  55  Am. 
6L  Bep.  806,  24  S.  £.  53,  32  L.  B.  A.  647.     But  in  most  of  the  states 
itstotes  exist  which  make  it  arson  or  a  felony  for  any  person  to 
bom  his  own  inmured  dwelling-house  or  other  insured  building  ma* 
heiously,  and  with  intent  to  defraud  the  insurer,  or  to  injure  him: 
Uartin  y.  Statei,  28  Ala.  71;  People  y.  Hughes,  29  Cal.  257;  People 
y.  Schwartz,  32  Cal.  160;  State  y.  Byrne,  45  Conn.  273;  McDonald 
▼.  People,  47  HL  533;  Commonwealth  y.  Goldstein,  114  Mass.  272; 
Commonwealth  v.  Bradford,  126  Mass.  42;  People  y.  Jones,  24  Mich. 
215;  Zhous  y.  People,  25  Mich.  499;  Meister  y.  People,  31  Mich.  99; 
Shepherd  y.  People,  19  N.  Y.  537;  People  y.  Henderson,  1  Park.  C. 
C  560;  State  y.  Babcock,  51  Vt.  570. 

V.  Oecopatioa  of  the  dwelling-house  is  an  essential  element  of 
the  crime  of  arson  thereof:  Hicks  y.  State,  43  Fla.  171,  29  South. 
631;  StaUings  y.  State,  47  Ga.  572;  State  y.  O'Connell,  26  Ind. 
266;  Page  y.  Commonwealth,  26  Gratt.  943.  If  the  occupant  has  his 
or  her  household  effects  or  yaluable  articles  in  the  dwelling-house, 
and  is  temporarily  absent  therefrom,  and  such  house  is  burned  dur- 
ing such  temporary  absence,  it  is  the  burning  of  an  occupied  dwell- 
ing-house, within  the  meaning  of  the  statute,  although  no  one  was 
in  the  house  at  the  time  it  was  burned:  Johnson  y.  State,  48  Ga.  116. 

Willful  burning  of  an  unfinished  house  which  was  neyer  occupied, 

though  designed  for  a  dwelling,  and  which  was  not  appurtenant  to 

any  other  house,  is  not  arson:  State  y.  McGowan,  20  Conn.  245,  52 

Am.  Dec.  336.    Thus  the  burning  of  a  house  which  has  neyer  beon 

oeeupied  as  a  dwelling  is  not  arson:  Commonwealth  y.  Barney,  10 

Cush.  478. 

VI.    Bnxnlng  by  Husband  or  Wife. 

A  husband  liying  with  his  wife  and  haying  rightful  possession 
jointly  with  her  of  a  dwelling-house 'which  she  owns  and  they  both 
occupy,  is  not  guilty  of  arson  under  the  common  law  in  burning  such 
dwelling-house,  although  such  burning  was  done  willfully  and  ma- 
liciously: Garrett  y.  State,  109  Ind.  527,  10  N.  E.  570;  Snyder  y. 
People,  26  Mich.  106,  12  Am.  Bep.  302.  And  this  rule  is  not  changed 
by  a  statute  securing  to  the  wife  her  separate  property:  Snyder  y. 
People,  26  Mich.  106,  12  Am.  Bep.  302.  But  under  the  statute  of 
Indiana  it  has  been  held  that  if  a  man  unlawfully,  willfully,  and 
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maliciously  sets  fire  to  and  bums  tlie  dwelling-liouse  of 

wherein  she  permits    him  to  live  with  her  as    her  husband,  he   ^ 

guilty  of  arson,  although  he  may  have  furnished  the  money  to 

the  house:  Garrett  t.  State,  109  Ind.  627,  10  N.  E.  570.    And  nnd 

the  same  statute  a  wife  may  be  guilty  of  arson  in  burning  her  h 

band's  barn:  Emig  v.  Daum,  1  Ind.  App.  146,  27  N.  £.  322. 

Vn.    Defenses. 

If  it  is  clearly  made  out  that  the  firing  of  the  building  was  vriU- 
ful,  the  intention  or  motive  of  the  accused  is  of  no  moment,  and 
state  of  intoxication  at  the  time  of  such  firing  is  not  only  no 
tenuation  of  the  crime,  but  is  not  even  to  be  considered  in  inquir- 
ing into  his  capacity  at  the  time  to  have  a  motive  or  intention:  Peo- 
ple ▼•  Jones,  2  Edm.  Bel.  Cas.  86.  An  acquittal  on  a  charge  <^ 
setting  fire  to  a  gristmill  is  a  good  defense  to  a  subsequent  prose* 
eution  for  burning  its  contents  when  both  were  consumed  by  the- 
same  ibre:  State  ▼•  Colgate,  31  Kan.  511,  47  Am.  Bep.  507,  3  Pae:. 

846. 

Vm.    Attempts  to  Oommit  Arson. 

The  offense  of  attempting  to  commit  arson  depends  on  the  pur* 
pose  for  which  the  fire  was  Idndled,  and  if  the  kindling  of  such  fir^ 
would  as  an  inevitable  result  have  burned  the  building,  an  inten- 
tion to  do  so  may  be  presumed:  People  v.  Long,  2  Edm.  Sel.  Casu 
129.    Thus  one  who  places  a  lighted  candle  in  and  among  hay  and 
grain  in  a  bam,  with  intent  to  cause  the  bam  to  be  burned,  is  guilty 
of  an  attempt  at  arson,  though  the  candle  is  extinguished  before^ 
any  further  burning  takes  place:  State  v.  Johnson,  19  Iowa,  230. 
If  one  solicits  another  to  set  fire  to  a  bam  belonging  to  a  third  per- 
son, and  gives  him  materials  for  that  purpose,  although  not  intend- 
ing to  be  himself  present  at  the  commission  of  the  offense,  and  the 
other  never  intends  to  commit  the  crime,  yet  the  one  who  solicita 
such  act  to  be  done  is  guilty  of  an  attempt  to  commit  arson:  People 
T.  Bush,  4  Hill,  133.    Proof  that  the  prisoner  prepared  camphene 
and  other  combustibles,  and  placed  them  in  his  room,  and  sob'cited 
another  to  use  them  in  burning  a  barn,  promising  to  give  him  a 
deed  to  land  for  doing  so,  is  sufficient  to  convict  him  of  an  attempt 
at  arson:  McDermott  v.  People,  5  Park.  C.  C.  102.    Or  if  a  person 
solicits    another  to  commit     arson,  and  promises    him  a  reward  or 
money  therefor,  and  offers  him  matches  for  the  purpose  of  starting 
the  ^e,  such  person  is  guilty  of  an  attempt  to  commit  arson,  al« 
though  the  offer  is  immediately  repudiated:  State  v.  Bowers,  35  S* 
C.  262,  28  Am.  St.  Bep.  847,  14  S.  E.  488,  15  L.  B.  A.  199.    It  is  not 
necessary  to  a  conviction  for  an  attempted  arson  that  any  portion 
of  the  building  should  be  actually  burned,  and  it  is  sufficient  if  fir» 
is  applied  to,  or  in  immediate  contact  with,  the  building,  with  in* 
tent  to  bum  it,  though  such  intent  is  not  carried  out:  State  v.  Denf 
min,  32  Yt.  158. 
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MILLIKIN  T.  CABMICHAEE. 

[139  Ala.  226,  35  South.  706.] 

HOMESTEADS— I^ase  of— Consent  of  Wife. — A  busband, 
^tbont  coiiflent  of  his  wife,  may  lease  the  homestead  lands  for  pur- 
poses not  intorfering  with  the  use  of  the  property  as  a  homestead;  but 
be  eannot  do  so  when  the  lease  interferes  with  such  use.     (p.  30.) 

HOMESTEADS — ^Loaso  of— Oonsent  of  Wife. — ^A  husband 
•lone,  and  without  the  consent  of  his  wife,  may  lease  the  premises 
comstitiitiiig  their  homestead  for  the  turpentine  priyilegee  thereon, 
with  ri^ht  of  ingress  and  egress  for  the  purposes  of  the  lease* 
(pp.  SO,  31.) 

Saiiiders  &  McOriff^  for  the  appellants. 

H.  A.  Peaioe  and  B.  D.  Crawford,  for  the  appellees. 


TYSON,  J.    The  matter  of  controversy  between  the 
parties  arises  ont  of  their  respective  claims  to  box  and  take  from 
pine  trees  gam  or  rosin  standing  npon  the  homestead  of  one 
franklin*     The  complainants  predicate  their  right  upon  a  writ- 
ten instniment  of  date  of  December  8,  1899,  granting  to  them 
the  right  of  ingress  and  egress  npon  the  land  for  the  boxing  of 
&e  trees  and  taking  from  them  the  gum  for  the  purpose  of 
mannfactoring  ^^  turpentine  for   a  designated  period  of  time 
irhich  was  executed  by  both  Franklin  and  his  wife  and  properly 
acknowledged  by  both.    The  acknowledgment  of  the  wife  is  in 
the  form  required  for  conveyances  of  homesteads. 

The  respondent  asserts  his  right  under  a  similar  instrument, 
executed  by  Franklin,  the  husband,  alone  on  November  24, 
1890,  and  recorded  June  1,  1891. 

From  this  statement  it  will  readily  be  seen  that  the  question 
pr^ented  is,  whether  the  signature  of  the  wife  and  her  separate 
and  apart  acknowledgm^it  is  necessary  to  the  validity  of  Ihe  in- 
strument under  which  the  respond^it  claims.  If  not,  it  is  en- 
tirely clear  that  his  right  is  auperior  to  those  of  the  complain- 
ants. 

The  statute  provides  that  '^no  mortgage,  deed  or  other  con- 
veyance of  the  homestead  by  a  married  man  shall  be  valid  with- 
out the  voluntary  signature  and  assent  of  his  wife,  which  must 
be  shown  by  her  examination,  separate  and  apart  from  him,  be- 
fore an  officer  authorized  by  law  to  take  acknowledgments  of 
deeds,  and  the  certificate  of  such  officer  upon  or  attached  to  said 
mortgage,  deed  or  conveyance,^'  etc. :  Code,  sec.  2034.  This  stat- 
nte  simply  lestrains  and  limits  the  husband's  power  of  aliena* 
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tion  in  whom  the  title  to  the  homestead  is  vested,  whicli  is  a 
mere  incident  of  his  ownership :  McGuire  v.  Van  Pelt,   SB  Ala. 
353.    He  is  the  owner  of  it,  and  has  unlimited  dominion  and 
power  over  it  od  far  as  the  use  to  which  it  may  be  put.     He  may 
cultivate  it,  if  it  is  susceptible  of  cultivation  or  not  as  he  pleasea 
and  in  such  manner  as  he  may  choose.    He  may,  if  it  is  timber 
land,  fell  the  timber  for  the  purpose  of  making  it  suitable  foT- 
cultivation,  or  for  that  matter  he  may  destroy  the  timber  growing 
upon  it  or  he  may  sell  it  after  he  has  felled  it;  and  this  he  may- 
do  although  the  doing  of  it  may  destroy  the  market  value  of  the 
land.    He  has  the  undoubted  right  to  extract  from  the    pine- 
trees  upon  it  the  gum  or  rosin  without  molestation  or  hindrance;, 
or  to  take  from  the  trees  the  burrs  or  needles  for  the  purpose  of 
sale  or  otherwise. 

Should  there  be  upon  it  an  orchard  of  fruit  trees,  who  donbtff 
hia  unqualified  right  to  gather  the  fruit  and  dispose  ^^^  of  it 
as  he  may  choose?  Or  should  minerak  exist  in  or  upon  it,  who 
can  question  his  right  to  mine  or  dispose  of  them?  The  crops^ 
he  may  raise  upon  it  are  his  and  these  he  may  mortgage  or  sell 
without  his  wif e^s  assent  In  shorty  being  the  owner,  the  use  to 
which  he  may  put  the  land,  and  everything  attached  to  it  and  a 
part  of  it,  is  illimitable  and  uncontrollable. 

Assuming  for  the  purpose  of  this  case,  as  seems  to  have  been 
done  in  Millikin  v.  Carmichael,  134  Ala.  623,  92  Am.  St  Eep. 
45,  33  South.  9,  that  the  instrument  under  which  the  respondent 
claims  is  a  conveyance  of  an  interest  in  the  land  (a  propositioii. 
not  decided),  the  principle  that  must  control  is  found  in  15  Am- 
erican and  Engli^  Encyclopedia  of  Law,  second  edition,  page" 
674.    It  is  there  said:  ^^The  authorities  are  not  uniform  as  to 
the  right  of  the  husband  alone  to  lease  the  homestead  premises,, 
for  this  right  has  been  both  a£Brmed  and  denied.    The  most 
satisfactory  rule  would  seem  to  be  that  the  husband  alone  may 
lease  the  homestead  lands  for  purposes  not  interfering  with  the 
use  of  the  property  as  a  homestead,  but  cannot  do  so  when  the 
lease  interferes  with  such  possession  and  enjoyment  of  the  prem- 
ises by  the  wife.*' 

Mr.  Thompson,  in  his  work  on  Homestead  and  Exemptions 
(section  471),  states  the  same  rule  in  this  language:  ^^But  the 
husband  may,  without  the  consent  of  the  wife,  give  leases  of 
homestead  lands  which  do  not  interfere  with  their  use  and  oc- 
cupancy as  a  homestead  and  also  licenses  to  cut  timber,  quarry 
stone,  remove  minerals  and  the  like,*'  etc. :  See,  also,  Waples  oii> 


Dec  1903.3  MiuJKiK  v.  Carhiohaxl.  81 

Homestead  and  Exemptions^  sec.  433 ;  Smyth  on  Homestead  and 
Rzemptions,  sec.  303;  Harkness  y.  Burton^  39  Iowa,  101; 
CcmgUin  y.  Conghlin,  26  Kan.  116. 

Under  this  rule  the  rights  of  the  hnshand  as  owner  are  fully 
protected  and  conserred  and  no  right  of  the  wife  yiolated. 

In  the  aheence  of  averment  and  proof  that  the  exercise  of  the 
pxivilegea  granted  to  the  respondent  interfere  with  the  nse  and 
occapancy  of  the  land  as  a  homestead^  it  cannot  be  affirmed  that 
it  doea.     It  is  not  even  shown  that  the  extracting  of  the  gum  or 
Tosin  from  the  trees  ^^  deteriorates  their  value,  much  less  dim- 
inishes the  value  of  the  land  or  otherwise  impairs  its  value  as  a 
homestead;  non  constat^  its  value  may  be  enhanced  and  its  use 
and  occupation  as  a  homestead  rendered  more  valuable.    The 
ease  of  McKenzie  v.  Shows,  70  Miss.  388,  35  Am.  St.  Eep.  654, 
12  South.  336,  cited  by  appellants,  involved  the  validity  of  a 
eonyeyance  by  the  husband  of  all  the  timber  of  a  designated 
size  growing  on  the  land,  no  time  being  fixed  for  its  removaL 
The  question  presented  was  whether  theconveyance  was  an  en- 
eiuDbrance  of  the  homestead.    The  court  held  that  growing  trees 
are  a  part  of  the  realty ;  that  the  conveyance  was  an  encumbrance 
and  that  the  wife  should  have  joined  in  it    Stress  was  laid  in  the 
opinion  upon  the  fact  that  there  was  a  wholesale  conveyance  of 
the  timber  with  large  diminution  in  value  of  the  homestead. 
The  case  of  Pritchett  v.  Davis,  101  Oa.  236,  65  Am.  St.  Sep. 
298,  2S  S.  E.  666,  also  dted  and  relied  upon,  is  very  much  like 
file  Mississippi  case. 

The  point  involved  in  Millikin  v.  Paull^  111  Ala.  658,  20 
South.  594,  was  whether  the  lease,  which  was  of  the  same  char- 
acter as  fiiese,  was  an  unconditional  conveyance  of  real  property 
within  the  meaning  of  section  1005  of  the  Code.  It  was  held 
that  it  was.  Neither  of  these  cases  are  in  point.  What  we  have 
said  in  no  wise  conflicts  with  McOhee  v.  Wilson,  111  Ala.  615, 
56  Am.  St  Eep.  72,  20  South.  619,  which  holds  that  the  con- 
veyance of  a  right  of  way  to  a  railroad  through  the  homestead  in 
which  the  wife  does  not  join  is  void.  The  distinction  between 
that  case  and  this  one  is  so  apparent,  it  is  unnecessary  to  point 
it  out. 
Affirmed. 


The  LeoM  cf  a  Eometiead  by  one  spouse  only  is  discussed  In  the 
■unogTaplue  note  to  Jerdee  y.  Fnrbush,  95  Am.  St.  Bap.  926-928. 


32i  AiCEBiOAN  Statb  Ebpobts^  Vol.  lOL    £Alabaiiia» 


GHAHAM  V.  PAETEE. 

[139  Ala.  810,  35  South.  1016.] 

MOBTGAOE8 — ^Estoppel. — ^If  an  owner  of  land  exeeutes  & 
first  and  second  mortgage  thereon,  and,  upon  default,  thero  i«  * 
foreclosure  by  both  of  the  mortgagees,  the  mortgagor  is  estopped  to 
dispute  the  title  conveyed  by  his  second  mortgage,     (p.  35.) 

EJECTMENT — Title  Sufficient  to  Maintalo. — A  purchaser  at 
foreclosure  sale  of  property  conveyed  by  a  first  and  second  mort- 
gage shows  title  sufficient  to  maintain  ejectment  against  the  mort- 
gagor, by  introducing  and  proving  a  deed  of  the  premises  from  tlie 
second  mortgagee  to  him  as  purchaser  at  foreclosure  sale.     (p.  S5.} 

OORPOSATIONS — Conveyances  by  Presmnption  from  Aflliiiig 
Seal. — If  a  corporate  seal  is  affixed  to  an  instrument,  and  the  oa^ 
natures  of  the  proper  corporate  officers  are  proven,  it  must  be  pre- 
sumed that  such  officers  had  the  authority  which  they  exercised.  Tlio 
seal  itself  is  prima  facie  evidence  that  it  was  affixed  by  proper  au- 
thority,    (p.  37.) 

COBFOBATIONS — ^Instrument  Sealed  but  not  Signed  — 
Evidence. — If  the  corporate  seal  is  affibced  to  a  corporate  instrument, 
fluch  seal  is  prima  facie  evidence  that  it  was  thus  affixed  hy 
proper  authority,  and  the  instrument  duly  executed,  and  it  is  then. 
admissible  in  evidence,  although  the  corporate  name  is  not  signed 
thereto,     (p.  38.) 

W.  E.  Nelson  and  H.  Neleon,  for  the  appellant. 
Burnett,  Hood  ft  Mnrphree,  for  the  appellee. 

*^^  DOWDELL,  J.  There  is  nothing  in  the  suggestion  in 
argument  by  counsel  for  appellees  that  the  bill  of  exceptions  was 
signed  out  of  time.  It  appears  from  the  record  that  the  bill 
was  signed  in  vaoation,  but  within  the  time  fixed  by  the  order  of 
the  court.  No  motion  was  made  either  before  or  at  the  time  of 
the  submission  of  the  case  to  strike  from  the  bill  of  exceptionsy 
what  purports  to  be  a  contract  executed  by  Emma  J.  and  A.  M. 
Partee  for  want  of  a  sufficient  identification,  and  the  cause  hav- 
ing been  regularly  submitted  on  the  merits,  the  insistence  in 
argument  to  strike  out  the  contract  comes  too  late.  Moreover, 
it  appears  from  the  bill  of  exception^  that  the  contract  as  set 
forth  was  regularly  introduced  in  evidence. 

The  plaintiff  in  support  of  his  right  to  recover  the  possession 
of  the  land  sued  for,  introduced  in  evidence,  as  showing  title  in 
himself,  two  mortgages  duly  executed  by  the  defendants,  the  first 
on  the  twenty-first  day  of  February,  1900,  to  the  American 
Freehold  Land  Mortgage  Company  of  London,  Limited,  and  the 
second  to  the  Loan  Company  of  Alabama,  on  the day  of 
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February,  •^  1900.    He  then  introduced  in  evidence,  in  order, 
the  forecloBure  proceedings  had  under  the  powers  contained  in 
the  mortgages,  showing  the  advertisement,  sale,  and  the  pur- 
chase by  him  at  said  sale,  which  were  in  all  respects  regular;  the 
final  affidavit  of  Emma  J.  Fartee  made  in  obtaining  the  loan  for 
vhich  the  mortgage  was  given  to  secure;  the  receipt  of  the  de- 
f aidant  for  the  amount  of  the  loan;  the  contract  of  the  defend- 
.ante  with  the  Loan  Company  of  Alabama  for  securing  for  them 
ihe  loan«    The  bill  of  exceptions  then  recites:  "The  plaintiff 
here  introduced  a  deed  executed  by  the  American  Freehold  Land 
Mortgage  Company  of  London,  Limited,  by  Francis  John  Pat- 
ton,  its  attorney  in  fact,  also  the  Loan  Company  of  Alabama  to 
Benjamin  Graham,  executed  on  the  26th  day  of  August,  1901, 
conveying  the  S.  W.  i  of  Sec.  6,  T.  9,  south  of  Sange  9  east  of 
Huntsville,  Meridian,  and  recorded,*^  etc.,  following  this  the 
deed  is  set  out     The  deed  is  signed:  "The  American  Freehold 
Land   Mortgage  Company  of  London  Limited.     (Seal.)     by 
Francis  John  Patton,  attorney  in  fact.*'    'TJoan  Company  of 
Alabama-     (Seal.)     by  W.  R.  Nelson,  President^'    The  execu- 
tion is  duly  attested  and  acknowledged.    The  bill  of  exceptions 
then  recit€» :  **The  plaintiflE  then  introduced  a  power  of  attorney 
executed  by  the  American  Freehold  Land  Mortgage  Company 
of  London,  Limited,  on  the  21st  day  of  June,  1893,  by  E. 
Brodie  Hoare,  W.  M.  Cunninghame,  Directors,  Ernest  A.  Bul- 
lock, Secretary,  to  Cornelius  Cuyler,  Benjamin  Graham,  and 
Francis  John  Patton  in  words  and  figures  as  follows,  to  wit.'* 
Here  the  power  of  attorney  is  set  out,  which  is  in  the  name  of 
the  American  Freehold  Land  Mortgage  Company  of  London, 
Limited,  a  corporation  duly  organized  and  existing  under  and  by 
virtue  of  the  laws  of  Great  Britain,  and  which  in  terms  author- 
izes the  execution  of  the  power  confided,  by  any  one  of  the 
grantees  named  therein.    The  testimonial  clause  of  the  power  of 
attorney  is  as  follows,  to  wit :   "In  witness  whereof  the  American 
Freehold  Land  Mortgage  Company  of  London,  Limited,  has 
caused  its  corporate  seal  to  be  afSxed  to  these  presents,  and  the 
same  to  be  attested,  it  having  no  president,  ^^  by  its  chairman, 
and  also  by  one  other  of  its  directors,  and  by  its  secretary,  at  the 
said  city  of  London,  this  the  21st  day  of  Jime,  in  the  year 
one  thousand  eight  hundred  and  ninety-three.^'    The  names  of 
B.  Brodie  Hoare,  W.  M.  Cunninghame,  directors,  and  Ernest  A. 
Bollock,  secretary,  are  subscribed  to  the  instrument  with  the 
seal  attached  bearing  the  impress,  "The  American  Freehold 
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Land  Mortgage  Company  of  London,  Liniited,   Seal/'   with 
additional  attestation  by  two  witnesses.    Accompanying  and 
attached  to  the  instrument  is  a  certificate  of  the  United  States 
consul  general  at  London  to  the  sworn  statement  of  E.  Brodie 
Hoare,  taken  before  the  consul  general,  proving  the  ofScial  char- 
acter of  the  parties  signing,  the  instrument,  the  genuineness  of 
the  seal,  and  that  the  same  was  affixed  by  the  authority  of  the 
corporation;  also,  an  acknowledgment  in  due  form  by  the  parties 
executing  said  instrument,  taken  by  the  United  States  consul 
general  at  London,  England,  on  the  twenty-first  day  of  June, 
1893.    Li  addition  to  all  of  this,  there  was   also   attached  a 
certificate  by  Ernest  A.  Bullock,  secretary,  "that  the  foregoing 
IB  contained  in  the  minutes  of  a  meeting  of  the  board  of  directors 
held  at  the  office  of  the  company  the  twenty-first  day  of  June, 
1893.    For  the  American  Freehold  Land  Mortgage  Company  of 
London,  Limited'' — signed,  Ernest  A.  Bullock,  secretary.    This 
instrument  was  duly  recorded  in  the  office  of  the  judge  of  pro- 
bate of  Cherokee  county,  Alabama.    The  defendant  objected  to 
the  introduction  in  evidence  of  the  said  power  of  attorney,  and 
for  grounds  of  their  objection  assigned  the  following:  "1.  Be- 
cause the  paxties  executing  the  said  power  of  attorney  showed 
no  authority  and  power  to  execute  the  same;  2.  Because  said 
power  was  not  executed  by  the  president  of  the  corporation; 
because  said  power  was    not    executed  by    the    corporation;. 
3.  Because  said  power  of  attorney  does  not  show  that  it  was 
executed  by  anyone  authorized  to  do  so  by  the  said  American 
Freehold  Land  Mortgage  Company  of  London,  Limited;  be- 
cause the  name  of  said  corporation  is  not  signed  to  said  power 
of  attorney."    The  court  sustained  the  objection,  and  the  plain- 
tiff duly  excepted  to  the  ruling  of  the  court    On  the  foregoing 
state  *^*  of  the  evidence  as  to  title,  the  defendants  not  offering 
any,  the  court  at  the  request  of  the  defendants  in  writing,  gave 
the  general  charge  in  their  favor,  and  to  which  action  the  plain- 
tiff excepted.    The  defendant's  objection  to  evidence  was  con- 
fined to  the  power  of  attorney  offered  by  the  plaintiff,  and  on  the 
specific  grounds  as  stated.    After  the  exclusion  by  the  court  of 
the  power  of  attorney  on  defendant's  objection,  there  was  left  in 
evidence  before  the  jury  the  two  mortgages  executed  by  the  de- 
fendants, the  foreclosure  proceedings,  and  the  deed  executed  to 
the  plaintiff  under  the  foreclosure,  which  was  jointly  executed 
by  lie  Loan  Company  of  Alabama,  by  its  president,  with  the 
American  Freehold  lind  Mortgage  Company.    It  is  true  that 
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the  lioen  Company  mortgage  is  a  second  mortgage^  and  that  the 
freehold  Land  Mortgage  Company  mortgage  is  superior,  but 
the  defendants  are  estopped  to  set  up  the  defense  of  superior 
outstanding  title:  Jones  on  Mortgages,  2d  ed.,  sec  719.    The 
niortgagoiB  cannot  dispute  the  title  which  they  conveyed  by  their 
mortgage  to  the  Loan  Company,  and  this  title  the  Loan  Com- 
pany conveyed  foy  its  deed  to  the  plaintiff.    As  showing  title  in 
the  plaintiff  upon  which  to  base  a  recovery  of  the  possession  of 
the  land  against  the  defendants,  mortgagors,  this  was  sufBcient : 
Jones  T.  Beese,  65  Ala.  134.    See,  also,  Lang  v.  Stansell,  106 
Ala.  389,  17  South.  619;  Tew  v.  Henderson,  116  Ala.  545,  23 
Souih.  128.    The  court  erred  in  giving  the  general  charge  for 
the  defendants^  and  should  have  given  it  for  the  plaintiff  as  re- 
quested.    But  as  the  question  of  the  proper  execution  of  the 
power  of  attorney  by  the  American  Freehold  Land  Mortgage 
Company  to  the  person  who  executed  the  foreclosure  deed  to  the 
plaintiff  on  behalf  of  the  freehold  company  is  now  presented  and 
will  doubtless  arise  on  another  trial,  we  will  now  consider  and 
pass  upon  the  same.    That  the  power  of  attorney  as  set  out  in  the 
record  is  not  the  act  of  the  individuals  executing  it,  but  that  of 
the  corporation,  is,  we  think,  quite  clear.    It  purports  on  its 
face,  both  in  the  statement  at  the  beginning,  and  in  the  tes- 
timonial clause,  to  be  the  act  of  the  American  Freehold  Land 
Mortgage   Company  of  London,  Limited.    The  •^^  attesting 
clause  shows  also  that  the  corporation  had  no  such  officer  as  a 
president,  and  that  the  execution  was  by  its  chairman,  and  one 
other  of  its  directors,  and  by  its  secretary.    The  corporate  seal 
is  also  attached  and  is  used  as  the  signature  of  the  corporation. 
In  the  case  of  American  Savings  etc.  Assn.  v.  Smith,  122  Ala. 
505, 27  South.  920,  it  was  said  in  an  opinion  by  the  present  chief 
justice:  'The  testimonial  to  the  instrument  reciting  that  'the 
said  party  of  the  fir^t  part  (the  Oxana  Building  Association) 
hereunto  eets  its  hand  and  seal  the  day  and  year  first  above  writ- 
ten by  its  president,  B.  F.  Sawyer,  who  is  fully  authorized  to 
execute  this  mortgage,'   had  the  corporate  seal  been  attached 
the  presumption  would  have  been  that  the  president  had  the 
authority  to  execute  the  conveyance,  and  the  seal  itself  would 
have  been  prima  facie  evidence  that  it  was  affixed  by  proper 
ftutbority/'  citing  Thorington  v.  Gould,  59  Ala.  465 ;  Jinwright 
V.  Xelson,  105  Ala.  405,  17  South.  93.    In  the  case  last  above 
dted  it  was  said :  ''When  the  corporate  seal  appears  to  be  fixed 
to  an  instrument,  and  the  signatures  of  the  proper  officers  are 
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proved  (which  is  shown  in  the  present  case),  courts  presume 
that  the  officers  had  the  authority  which  they  exercised,  and  the 
seal  itself  is  prima  facie  evidence  that  it  was  affixed  by  proper 
authority/^  It  is  also  said  in  this  case,  on  page  40*^:,  105 
Ala.,  and  page  93,  17  South.,  preceding  the  above  quotatioii, 
that  ^^the  name  of  the  corporation  must  be  subscribed  or  signed 
to  the  conveyance,  and  it  must  be  subscribed  or  signed  by  an 
officer  of  an  agent  having  authority  in  writing'^ :  Citing  Standif  ^ 
V.  Swann,  78  Ala.  88 ;  Swann  v.  Gaston,  87  Ala.  569,  6  South. 
886;  and  section  1789  of  the  Code  of  1886,  which  is  the  same  as 
section  982  of  present  Code  of  1896.  This  last  quotation  from 
Jinwright  v.  Nelson,  105  Ala.  405,  17  South.  93,  and  the  cases 
there  cited  of  Standifer  v.  Swann,  78  Ala.  88,  and  Swann  v. 
Gaston,  87  Ala.  669,  6  South.  886,  are  relied  on  by  appellees 
here  in  support  of  the  ruling  of  the  court  below.  In  Swann  v. 
Gaston,  87  Ala.  569,  6  South.  886,  the  instrument  in  question 
was  signed  ^T>y  J.  C.  Stanton,  general  superintendent  and  at- 
torney in  fact.'*  It  does  not  appear  that  any  seal  of  the  corpora- 
tion was  attached.  The  court  said :  "There  being  no  evidence  of 
any  written  authority  from  the  governing  body  of  the  company, 
for  which  Stanton  purported  to  •^^  act  as  agent,  to  execute  the 
deed,  it  conveyed  no  legal  title  or  estate  to  the  defendant**: 
Citing  Standifer  v.  Swann,  78  Ala.  88.  In  this  last  case,  as  in 
87  Ala.,  the  instrument  in  question  purported  to  be  signed  by 
the  railroad  company,  *T>y  J.  C.  Stanton,  general  superintendent 
and  attorney  in  fact**  No  corporate  seal  was  attached,  so  far 
as  it  appears  from  the  report  of  the  case.  This  court  there  said, 
speaking  through  Somerville,  J. :  'T!n  this  state,  all  conveyances 
for  the  alienation  of  lands  are  required  to  be  written  or  printed 
on  parchment  or  paper,  and  must  be  signed  at  their  foot  by  the 
grantor,  or  contracting  party,  and  if  the  conveyance  is  made  by 
an  agent,  he  is  required  by  the  statute  to  have  ^a  written  author- 
ity* **;  citing  section  2145  of  the  Code  of  18'}'6,  which  is  the  same 
as  section  982  of  the  present  Code.  "It  is  manifest  that  no  body 
corporate  can  appoint  an  agent  to  convey  lands,  except  by  the 
yote  of  its  directors,  or  other  managing  board,  id  whom  the 
power  to  sell  may  be  reposed  by  charter,  or  by  general  law.  The 
defendants  have  failed  to  produce  any  corporate  proceedings, 
or  minutes,  showing  the  appointment  of  Stanton  as  agent  of 
the  railroad  company,  with  authority  to  sell  and  convey  the 
lands.  This  was  the  best  and  only  legal  evidence  of  such  author- 
ity, and  in  the  absence  of  it,  the  deed  from  Stanton  would  be 
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no  evidence  of  title,  but  only  color  of  title,"  etc.    It  is  to  be 
observed,  that  in  these  two  cases  no  corporate  seal  was  afiked 
to  the  instroment,  and  there  was  no  evidence  otherwise  of  au- 
thority in  the  agent.    Nothing  is  said  as  to  the  necessity  of  sub- 
scribing the  name  of  the  corporation  to  the  instrument  in  order 
to  give  it  validity.    In  the  case  of  Savannah  etc.  R.  K.  Co.  v. 
Lancaster,  62  Ala.  555,  the  deed  in  the  statement  at  the  begin- 
ning purported  to  be  by  the  railroad  company,  and  the  testi- 
monial clause  was  as  follows:  ^^In  witness  whereof,  the  said 
party  of  the  first  part  has  caused  its  corporate  seal  to  be  hereto 
affixed,  and  these  presents  to  be  signed  by  its  president,  Samuel 
O.  Jones,  and  its  secretary,  Samuel  E.  Hall,  in  the  presence 
of  James  M.  Muldon  and  William  D.  Dunn,  who  subscribed 
fiieir  names  thereto  as  witnesses  on  the  ^^'^  day  and  year  first 
above  written.*'    Signed,  "Samuel  G.  Jones,  President    (Seal).** 
''Samuel  E.  Hall,  Secretary  (Seal).''    The  name  of  the  corporar 
tion  was  not  subscribed  or  signed  to  the  instrument.    The  fail- 
ure to  do  so  was  urged  by  counsel  in   argument  against  the 
validity  of  the  deed,  citing  the  statute  requiring  conveyances 
to  be  signed  "at  the  f oof'  by  the  contracting  party.    This  court, 
speaking  through  Manning,  J.,  said :  "The  sections  of  the  code 
which  require  conveyances  to  be  'signed  at  their  foot  by  the  con- 
tracting party  or  his  agent  having  a  written  authority,  and  dis- 
pense with  seals  to  them,'  cannot  have  been  intended  to  embrace 
conveyances  by  corporations,  which,  being  unable  to  write  and 
have  signatures  of  their  own,  have  always  executed  such  in- 
struments by  causing  their  seals  to  be  aflBxed  to  them.    To  have 
a  seal  for  such  purposes  has  not  only  been  the  uniform  usage 
of  these  bodies  politic,  but  the  right  4o  use  a  common  seal,  and 
to  alter  the  same  at  pleasure,'  is  expressly  conceded  to  them 
by  our  statute."    The  deed  was  held  to  have  been  well  executed. 
"A  deed  by  a  corporation  is  in  proper  form  if  expressed  to  be 
by  the  corporation,  naming  it,  by  their  agent,  naming  him,  and 
concluding,  T[n  witness  whereof,  they,'   naming  the  company, 
1)y  their  agent,  having  hereunto  set  their  seal,  and  the  said 
agent  hath  hereunto   subscribed   his   name' " :  4   Thompson's 
Conmientaries  on  Corporations,  sec.  6090,  end  note  3 ;  Flint  v. 
Clinton,  12  N.  H.  430;  2  Cook  on  Stockholders  and  Corporation 
Law,  sec.  722,  p.  153,  note  1,    "In  like  manner  the  following 
was  well  executed,  as  a  deed  of  a  corporation:  ^n  testimony 
whereto,  said  party  of  the  first  part,  have  caused  these  presents, 
and  their  common  seal  to  be  hereto  afi&xed.    A.  B.,  President,' 
and  a  corporate  seal" :  Note  3  of  above  citation. 
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In  Thormgton  v.  Gould,  69  Ala.  468,  it  is  said :  "Courts  are 
to  presume  that  officers  did  not  exceed  their  authority,  and  tihe 
seal  itself  is  prima  facie  evidence  that  it  was  affixed  by  proper 
authority.*'  Our  conclusion  is,  that  the  instrument  creating 
the  power  of  attorney,  which  was  excluded  from  evidence,  was 
sufficiently  executed,  and  the  failure  to  subscribe  the  name  of 
the  company,  *^®  and  this  is  the  principal  objection  insisted 
on,  did  not  render  it  inadmissible  in  evidence.  The  judgment 
will  be  reversed  and  the  cause  remanded. 


The  Presence  of  the  Beat  of  a  Corporation  eBtablishes,  prima  facie, 
tliat  the  instrument  to  which  it  is  affixed  is  the  act  of  the  corporar 
tion,  and  dispenses  with  the  necessity  of  any  proof,  on  the  part  ot 
the  person  claiming  under  it,  that  it  was  executed  by  the  proper 
officers,  that  they  had  authority  to  so  execute  it,  and  that  all  pro- 
ceedings necessary  to  such  authority  had  been  duly  given,  unless  the 
corporation  shall  first  have  rebutted  the  presumption  arising  from 
the  presence  of  the  seal:  See  the  monographic  notes  to  B.  S.  Green 
Co.  V.  Blodgett,  50  Am.  St.  Bep.  155;  Morrison  ▼.  Wilder  Gas  Co.,  64 
Am,  St.  Bep.  264.  The  supreme  court  of  Maine,  however,  seems  to 
take  a  different  view  of  the  question:  Morrison  v.  Wilder  Gas  Co.,  91 
Me,  492,  64  Am.  St.  Bep.  257,  40  Atl.  542. 


JONES  V.  McNEALT. 

[139  Ala.  379,  35  South.  1022.] 

DEED&— Bafonnation  of— Knowledge  of  Mistake.—- If  a  bill 
for  the  reformation  of  a  deed  by  a  subsequent  purchaser  does  not 
-allege  want  of  notice  of  the  mistake,  construing  it  most  strongly 
against  the  complainant,  such  purchaser  must  be  held  to  have  known 
of  the  mistake  at  the  time  of  acquiring  rights  under  the  conyeyanee. 
(p.  40.) 

DEEDS— Beformatlon  of. — ^A  purchaser  is  entitled  to  his 
grantor's  right  to  enforce  a  correction  of  a  description  in  a  prior 
deed  to  a  part  of  the  premises  executed  by  the  grantor  to  another. 
(p.  40.) 

DEEDS— Befonnation  of— DeedB  of  Gift. — The  right  to  the 
reformation  of  a  deed  is  not  affected  by  whether  it  is  one  of  bargain 
and  sale,  or  of  gift.     (p.  40.) 

DEEDS— Befonnationd — ^Possession  of  PremlseB  by  the  pur- 
chaser is  not  essential  to  enable  him  to  obtain  correction  of  a  mis^ 
take  in  the  description  contained  in  a  prior  deed  to  a  portion  of  the 
premises  executed  by  his  grantor  to  another,     (p.  40.) 

DEEDS — ^Befonnation  of  Lacbes. — Complainant  asking  the  cor- 
rection of  a  mistake  in  a  description  in  a  deed  is  not  guilty  of 
laches  in  bringing  suit,  if  she  has  been  in  possession  of  a  portion  of 
the  premises  to  which  she  has  a  deed  ever  since  its  execution,  and 
her  mortgagor  and  grantor  has  been  in  possession  of  the  other  por- 
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tlim,  and  the  bill  is  filed  promptly  after  the  defendant,  who  elalms 
title  under  the  deed  containing  the  mistake,  dieclosee  hia  intention  to 
disturb  complainant's  possession,     (p.  41.) 

DEEDS— Sdfoxmatiini  of— Time  of  DIscoyory  of  Mistake^—' 
A  bill  for  the  correction  of  a  mistake  in  a  deed  need  not  allege  when 
the  complainant  discovered  the  mistake,  or  that  a  demand  or  request 
lias  been  made  for  its  correction,     (p.  41.) 

DEEDS — ^Refonnation  of— Demand  for. — A  bill  for  the  cor- 
leetion  of  a  mistake  in  description  in  a  deed  need  not  allege  a  de- 
mand Or  request  of  defendant  to  correct  it,  when  defendant  has  in- 
•ititnted  rait  in  ejectment  against  the  complainant's  tenant,  (p. 
41.) 

DEEDS— Eeformation  of— Belief  Qraoted. — ^If  a  bill  presents 
a  ease  for  the  correction  of  a  mistake'  in  a  deed,  the  court  will  grant 
AiU  relief  to  the  end  of  foreclosing  a  mortgage  given  bj  defendant 
to  complainant  on  a  i»ortion  of  the  same  premises,  when  the  evidenee 
establishes  the  right  to  the  correction,     (p.  41.) 

Houston  ft  Power  and  O.  A.  Hays,  for  the  appellant. 
Barnes  &  Dnke,  for  the  appellee. 


TYSON,  J.  The  bill,  as  amended,  to  which  the  de- 
mnrrer  was  enstained,  seeks  to  have  a  certain  deed  executed 
by  Mrs.  Smith  to  her  daughter,  Mrs.  McNealy,  reformed  and 
canceled  as  to  a  certain  portion  of  the  lot  described  in  it  and 
XKirported  to  be  conyeyed  by  it  and  to  correct  the  description 
in  the  mortgage  now  held  by  complainant  and  to  foreclose  it, 
and  also  to  enjoin  certain  actions  of  ejectment  instituted  by  Mrs. 
McNealy,  etc. 

It  proceeds,  in  so  far  as  the  reformation  and  cancellation 
of  the  deed  under  which  Mrs.  McNealy  claims  title  to  the 
whole  lot  upon  two  theories :  1.  Upon  tiie  ground  of  a  mutual 
mistime  by  the  parties  to  it;  and  2.  In  the  event  there  was  no 
mistake  upon  the  ground  of  an  estoppel  in  pais  predicated  upon 
the  conduct  of  Mrs.  McNealy.  The  right  of  the  complainant 
to  the  relief  she  seeks  is  based  upon  two  conveyances,  one  a 
mortgage,  referred  to  above,  acquired  by  transfer  and  the  other 
a  deed,  both  of  which  were  executed  by  Mrs.  Smith,  convejring 
a  certain  portion  of  the  lot  covered  by  the  deed  previously  exe- 
cuted by  Mrs.  Smith  to  her  daughter. 

A  demurrer  comprising  eleven  assignments  was  interposed 
to  the  bill  as  amended.  The  chancellor,  it  appears,  *®*  only 
regarded  the  first  two  grounds  meritorious.  These  two  practi- 
cally raise  the  same  question.  They  go  to  the  entire  bill  and 
challenge  the  right  of  the  complainant  to  relief  upon  the 
ground  thftt  it  is  not  stown  that  she  had  no  notice  or  knowledge 
of  tbe  alleged  mistake  in  the  deed  from  Mrs.   Smith  to  her 
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daughter.    It  is  true  the  bill  does  not  allege  her  want  of  notice- 
or  knowledge  of  the  fact.    And  confitruing  its  averments  mos't 
strongly  against  the  complainant,  it  must  be  taken  that  she 
knew  of  the  mistake  when  she  acquired  her  rights  under  the- 
conveyances  she  now  holds.     Knowing  this,  she  also  knew  that; 
Mrs.  Smith  had  the  right  to  have  her  deed  to  her  daughter  cor- 
rected :  Larkins  v.  Biddle,  21  Ala.  252 ;  Williams  v.  Hamilton, 
65  Am.  St.  Eep.    514,  note.    Having   acquired  Mrs.  Smith's 
right  to  the  part  of  the  lot  in  controversy,  the  complainant  takea 
her  place  and  is  entitled  to  enforce  that  right  in  the  matter  of 
the  misdescription.     This  point  was  raised  by  the  demurrer  to 
the  bill  in  the  case  of  Harris  v.  Ivey,  114  Ala.  363,  21  South. 
422,  which  was  filed  by  a  purchaser,  as  here,  to  have  corrected  st 
misdescription  of  the  lands  contained  in  a  deed,  previously  exe- 
cuted by  his  grantor  to  another.     It  was   ruled  to  be  without 
merit    These  grounds  of  demurrer  were  improperly  sustained. 
If  they  had  been  interposed  solely  to  that  phase  of  the  bill  which 
relies  upon  the  estoppel  in  pais  we  are   not   prepared  to   say 
whether  they  are  well  taken  or  not.    That  question  is  not  pre- 
sented, and  we,  therefore,  decline  to  express  an  opinion  on  it. 
Nor  for  that  matter  are  any  of  the  other  grounds  of  demurrer 
well  taken,  as  we  shall  proceed  to  show. 

The  deed  from  Mrs.  Smith  to  Mrs.  McN"ealy,  her  daughter^ 
sought  to  be  corrected,  expresses  the  consideration  of  five 
dollars  paid  and  for  love  and  affection,  and  contains  cov- 
enant of  warranty.  Whether  it  is  one  of  bargain  and  sale  or 
of  gift  is  immaterial,  since  if  it  be  one  or  the  other,  Mrs. 
Smith  would  have  had  the  right  to  have  it  reformed:  Larkins 
V.  Biddle,  21  Ala.  252 ;  Weathere  v.  Hill,  92  Ala.  492,  9  Soutii. 
412.  The  third  ground  of  demurrer  is,  therefore,  not  well 
taken. 

The  title  asserted  by  complainant  being  equitable,  it  is  *®*  not 
necessary  for  the  purposes  of  this  bill,  that  she  should  be  in  pos- 
session, since  she  has  no  adequate  remedy  at  law :  Echols  v.  HuIk 
bard,  90  Ala.  309,  7  South.  817,  and  authorities  there  cited. 
Nor  can  laches  be  imputed  to  her  on  the  facts  alleged.  Com- 
plainant has  been  in  the  possession  of  that  portion  of  the  lot 
to  which  she  has  a  deed  ever  since  its  execution,  and  the  mort- 
gagor, Mrs.  Smith,  also  Mrs.  McNealy's  grantor,  has  all  along 
been  in  the  undisturbed  possession  of  the  other  portion  of  it. 
This  bill  was  filed  promptly  after  Mrs.  McNealy  made  knowDr 
her  intention  to  disturb  complainant^s  possession.  Nor  is  it 
necessary  that  the  bill  should  allege  when  complainant  discovered 
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the  mistake  in  the  description;  or  that  a  request  or  demand  was 
made  by  lier  on  the  respondent,  Mrs.  McNealy,  to  correct  the 
mistake  before  the  bill  was  filed.  Mrs.  McNealy's  attitude  in  the 
matter  of  instituting  the  suits  in  ejectment  excluded  all  expecta- 
tion that  bad  a  request  or  demand  been  made  upon  her,  that  she 
would  have  complied  with  it:  Weathers  v.  Hill,  92  Ala.  492,  9 
South,  412  ;  Harrold  v-  Weaver,  72  Ala.  373. 

The  averments  of  the  bill  when  taken  in  connection  with  the 
stipulatiotis  contained  in  the  mortgage  sufficiently  show  a  ma- 
turity of  the  debt  secured  by  it  and  a  default  on  the  part  of  the 
mortgagor  tliat  entitles  complainant  to  have  it  foreclosed.  What 
we  have  said  disposes  of  those  assignments  of  demurrer  inter- 
posed by  both  respondents  adversely  to  each  of  them. 

The  remaining  grounds,  asserted  separately  by  each  of  the 
respondents^  attack  the  bill  for  multifariousness,  but  are  confined 
to  the  first  phase  of  the  bill  which  seeks  relief  on  account  of  the 
mistake  in  the  deed  executed  by  Mrs.  Smith  to  her  co-respond- 
ent^ Mrs.  MclTealy. 

Complainant  claims  an  equitable  title  to  all  the  lands  in  con- 
troversy from  the  same  grantor,  Mrs.  Smith,  and  also  asserts 
tiiat  all  the  lands  claimed  by  her,  whether  acquired  by  deed  or 
mortgage^  was  by  mistake  included  in  the  deed  from  Mrs.  Smith 
to  Mrs.  McNealy. 

The  bill  properly  presents  a  case  for  the  exercise  of  flie  court's 
jurisdiction  to  refoipn  and  correct  the  deed,  and  the  court  will 
grant  full  relief  to  the  end  of  foreclosing  the  mortgage,  if  the 
complainant  establishes  by  evidence  *••  her  right  to  a  correction 
of  the  misdescription :  Bieler  v.  Dreher,  129  Ala.  384,  30  South. 
22;  McGehee  v.  Lehman,  Durr  &  Co.,  65  Ala.  319.  These 
grounds  of  demurrer  are,  tiierefore,  not  well  taken. 

It  follows  that  the  decree  appealed  from  must  be  reversed, 
and  a  decree  will  be  here  rendered  overruling  the  demurrer. 

A  Deed  map  5e  Reformed  so  as  to  embrace  land  whieh  was  intended 

to  be  conveyed,  or  to  exclude  land  from  its  operation  which  was  not 

*    intended  to  he  conveyed.    And  if  a  mistake  of  description  occurs  in 

a  seriee  of  eonvejances,  nnder  cirenmstances  that  would  entitle  any 

one  of  the  sendees  to  a  reformation  as  against  his  immediate  vendor, 

the  equity  will  work  back  through  all,  and  give  the  last  vendee  a 

Tigbt  of  reformation  against  the  original  vendor:  See  the  monographic 

note  to  'Williams  v.  Hamilton,  65  Am.  St.  Eep.  507-511;  Herring  v. 

Fitts,  43  IPla-  54,  99  Am.  St.  Rep.  108,  30  South.  804.     Deeds  of  gift 

may  be  reformed:  Note  to  Williams  v.  Hamilton,  65  Am.  St.  Bep. 

614.     See  in  this  connection,  Willey  v.  Hodge,  104  Wis.  81,  76  Am. 

8t.  Bep.  852,  80  N.  W.  75.    As  to  the  effect  of  laches  on  the  right  to 

xef  ormationy  see  page  504  of  this  note. 
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ANNISTON    ELECTEICAIi    AND    GAS    COMPANY    t. 

HEWITT. 

[139  Ala.  442,  36  South.  39.1 

ELEOTBIO   BATLBOADS— Negligence— Injury   to   Steele. — ^A 

railroad  company  operating  its  road  by  electricity  and  laioyv^lngly 
running  its  trains  under  conditions  rendering  it  impracticable  for 
those  in  charge  to  prevent  injuring  stock  straying  upon  its  trsLckB, 
is  accountable  for  the  loss  when  injury  occurs,     (p.  42.) 

EI£CTBIO  BAIULOADS^-KegUgent  Speed— Injury  to  Zdve- 
stock* — Running  an  electric  street-car  in  the  night-time,  at  a  speed 
in  violation  of  a  city  ordinance,  and  so  rapidly  that  it  cannot  be 
stopped  within  the  distance  a  cow  is  seen,  when  she  comes  on  the 
track  twenty  yards  ahead,  is  negligence,  which  renders  the  railroad 
eompany  liable  for  the  resulting  injury  to  the  cow.     (p.  43.) 

Lapsley^  Arnold  &  Martin,  for  the  appeUant. 
B.  Blackman^  for  the  appellee. 

*^  HAEALSON",  J.  The  law  is  well  settled  that  railroad 
companies  that  knowingly  run  their  trains  under  conditions 
rendering  it  impracticable  for  those  in  dharge  to  prevent  injur- 
ing stock  straying  on  their  tracks,  are  aoconntable  for  the  loss 
when  injury  results:  Birmingham  etc.  E.  E.  Co.  v.  HaDris,  98 
Ala.  326,  13  South.  377 ;  Louisville  etc.  E.  E.  Co.  v.  .Davis,  103 
Ala.  661, 16  South.  10;  Louisville  etc.  E.  E.  Co.  v.  Cochran,  105 
Ala,  354, 16  South.  797;  Louisville  etc.  E.  E.  Co.  v.  Kelton,  112 
Ala.  533,  21  South.  819 ;  Central  of  Georgia  E.  E.  Co.  v.  Stark, 
126  Ala.  367,  28  South.  411. 

This  principle  applies,  when  needful  for  the  protection  of  life 
and  property,  to  a  railroad  on  which  electricity  is  used  ae  the 
moving  power,  as  well  as  to  one  operated  by  steam:  LouiBviUe 
etc.  E.  E.  Co.  V.  Anchors,  114  Ala.  493,  504,  505,  62  Am.  St 
Eep.  116,  22  South-  279. 

The  law  enjoined  upon  the  motormon  operating  defendant's 
car  Ihe  duty  to  keep  a  lookout  for  livestock,  and  not  to  run  his 
car  at  such  a  rate  of  speed  that  he  could  not  stop  it  within  the 
distance  he  could  see  the  plaintiflE's  cow.  The  only  qualification 
of  this  rule  is  that  where — such  duties  being  observed  by  the  en- 
gineer or  motorman — ^the  animal  comes  suddenly  upon  the  track, 
so  close  to  the  engine  that  the  engineer  cannot  stop  in  time  to 
prevent  running  over  it,  in  which  case  its  destruction  cannot  be 
ascribed  to  defendant's  negligence:  Louisville  etc.  E.  E.  Co.  v. 
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Brinkerhoff,  119  Ala.  606,  24  Southu  892;  Central  of  Georgia 
IL  B.  Co.  V.  Stark,  126  Ala.  367,  28  South.  411. 

In  this  case,  the  evidence  showed  without  conflict,  that  by  an 

erdinance  of  the  city  of  Anniston,  in  the  corporate  limits  of 

wfaidi  dtj  plaintifPs  cow  was  killed,  it  was  ordained,  that  '^no 

person  shall  run,  or  cause  to  be  run,  any  railroad  train,  car  or 

^igme^  within  the  corporate  limits  of  Anniston,  faster  than  at 

the  rate  of  six  miles  an  hour.''    The  evidence  satisfactorily 

showed  that  the  car  was  running,  at  the  time  of  the  accident, 

over  six  miles  an  hour.    The  motorman  testified  it  was  running 

about  ten  miles  an  hour.    He  also  testified  that  a  car  running 

at  an  ordinary  rate  of  speed  can  be  stopped  within  a  distance  of 

about  thirty  steps.    Other  ***  evidence  tended  to  show  that  it 

can  be  stopped  within  a  distance  of  twenty-five  or  thirty  steps, 

and  that  it  could  not  be  stopped  within  fifteen  or  twenty  steps. 

The  motorman  also  testified  that  when  he  first  saw  the  cow, 

she  was  running  up  a  bank  about  twenty  feet  ahead  of  the  car; 

that  he  put  the  brakes  on  immediately  as  tight  as  he  could,  and 

did  all  he  could  to  stop  the  car,  that  he  could  not  see  over 

twenty  feet  in  front  of  the  car,  and  it  was  impossible  to  stop  it 

within  that  distance.    The  killing  occurred  in  the  night-time, 

and  the  track  was  straight  and  free  from  objects  calculated  to 

obstruct  the  view  of  the  motorman. 

From  this  it  appears  that  the  car  was  being  run  in  the  night- 
time, at  a  speed  which  was  in  violation  of  the  city  ordinance, 
and  so  rapidly,  as  that  it  could  not  be  stopped  within  the  dis- 
tance the  cow  was  seen  when  she  came  on  the  track — twenty 
steps  ahead. 

Tte  court  below,  trying  the  case  without  a  jury,  found  for 
the  plaintiff,  and  rendered  a  verdict  and  judgment  in  his  favor 
for  thirty  doUars,  the  value  of  the  cow  as  shown  by  the  evidence. 
It  has  not  been  made  to  appear  that  this  judgment  was  erron- 
eous. 

AfBrmed. 


It  is  Negtiffenee  (n  a  RaUroad  company  to  run  Its  trains  in  the  night- 
time at  sueh  a  speed  that  it  is  impossible^  bj  the  nse  of  ordinary 
means  and  appliances,  to  stop  the  train  within  the  distance  in  which 
stock  upon  the  track  can  be  seen  by  the  aid  of  the  headlight  on  the 
engine.  If  injury  to  stock  reffolts  from  such  negligence,  the  com- 
pany is  answerable  to  the  owner:  Alabama  etc.  By.  Co.  v.  McGill,  121 
Ala.  230,  25  Sonth.  731,  77  Am.  St.  Bep.  52,  and  note.  As  to  the 
liability  of  railway  companies,  in  general,  for  injuries  to  animals 
trespassing  on  their  tracks,  see  the  notes  to  Tonawanda  B.  B.  Go.  t« 
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Munger,  49  Am.  Dec.  261-273;  Memphis  etc.  E.  B.  Co.  v.  Kerr,    20- 
Am.  St.  Rep.  161,  162.     And  aa  to  whether  it  is  negligence  per   ee   U> 
run  a  train  at  a  speed  prohibited  by  law,  see  Hutchinson  v.  Mlissoun 
Pac.  By.  Co.,  161  Mo.  246,  61  S.  W.  636,  852,  84  Am.  St.  Eep-    710^ 
and  cases  cited  in  the  cross-reference  note  thereto. 


YOUNG  V.  SHELDON. 

[139  Ala.   444,   36  South.   27.] 

MAimrRD  WOMEN— Power  of  Sale  of  Land— Ezecution    of. 
Without  Joinder  of  Husband. — If  a  testator,  by  his  will,  devises  all- 
his  property  to  his  wife,  ^ '  during  her  lifetime,  to  manage  at  her  con- 
trol, or  as  she  may  think  best,  for  herself  and  her  children,  in  future^ 
to  contract  debts  and  pay  them  out  of  the  property  as  she  may  deem 
expedient,  or  to  sell  off  the  property  as  she  thinks  proper  during  her 
lifetime,  and  at  her  death"  the  remaining  property  to  be  sold  and 
the  proceeds  divided  among  his  children,  he  tuus  confers  upon  her 
power  to  dispose  of  the  property  in  fee,  which  she  may  do  by  deed 
without  the  joinder  of  her  then  husband,     (p.  46.) 

MABBTRD  WOMEN— Execution  of  Power  of  Sale— Joinder  or 
Husband. — A  married  woman  may,  without  the  assent  or  concurrence 
of  her  husband,  execute  a  power  conferred  upon  her  to  dispose  ot 
lands  in  fee  by  executing  her  sole  deed  thereot.     (p.  46.) 

POWERS  OF  SALE — ^Intention  to  Execute. — It  is  not  necea- 
iary  that  the  intention  to  execute  a  power  of  sale  shall  appear  by^ 
express  terms  or  recitals  in  the  instrument,  and  it  is  sufficient  if  it 
appears  by  words,  acts,  or  deeds,  demonstrating  such  intention,  nor 
is  it  necessary  that  the  power  be  referred  to,  or  recited,  in  the  deed 
of  the  donee  of  the  power,  provided  the  act  of  the  donee  shows  that 
he  had  in  view  the  subject  matter  of  the  power  at  the  time  of  ex-^ 
ecuting  the  deed.     (p.  48.) 

R  T.  Simpson,  Jr.,  and  P.  Hodges,  for  the  appellant 

J.  B.  Weakley,  for  the  appellee. 

**^  TYSON,  J.  The  plaintiff,  in  order  to  recover  in  ihi^ 
case,  must,  of  course,  have  the  legal  title.  She  predicates  her 
claim  to  said  title  upon  item  3  of  her  grandfather's  will,  which 
is  in  these  words :  *1  give  to  my  heloved  wife,  Hetty  D.  Jones, 
who  is  my  sole  executrix,  all  my  lands,  negroes  and  stock,  in 
short  all  my  property  of  any  description,  after  the  payment  of 
all  my  just  debts,  etc.,  and  my  youngest  eon,  Daniel  A.  Jones, 
receives  his  portion  heretofore  mentioned,  during  her  lifetime 
to  manage  at  her  control  or  as  she  may  think  best  for  herself 
and  her  children  in  future,  to  contract  debts  and  pay  lihem  out 
of  the  property  as  she  may  deem  expedient,  or  to  sell  off  the 
property  as  she  thinks  proper  during  her  lifetime,  and  at  her 
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death — ^I  want  all  the  effects  that  she  has  in  any  way,  lands, 
Heroes  ajid  property  of  any  kind  whatsoever  to  be  sold  at  public 
^e  to  the  highest  bidder  and  the  proceeds  or  dues  of  said 
^*®  sale  to  be  equally  divided  between  my  four  children/'  nam- 
ing iheixu 

It  is  in  light  of  the  four  children  named,  as  remaindermen^ 
«he  being  their  sole  surviving  heir  at  law,  that  her  contention 
is  based  on  for  recovery.    Assuming  that  a  remainder  was  cre- 
ated, it  is  clear  that  the  gift  over  was  intended  to  operate  simply 
on  such  of  the  property  as  was  unsold  by  Mrs.  Jones,  at  her 
death,  since  Mrs.  Jones  had  an  absolute  power  of  disposition  by 
sale  of  any  or  all  of  the  property  devised  to  her.     Conceding  the 
applicability  of  section  1046  of  the  Code,  without  deciding  that 
it  has  application  to  the  provisions  of  the  will  quoted  above» 
prior  to  its  enactment  where  the  devise  was  one  for  life  with 
absolute  power  of  disposition,  the  first  taker  took  the  absolute 
fee  free  from  the  limitation  over  and  the  remainderman  took 
nothing.     The  limitation  over,  attempted  to  be  created  in  such 
cases,  was  void  for  repugnancy:  FUnn  v.  Davis,  18  Ala.  132; 
Alford  V.  Alford,  66  Ala.  350;  Hood  v.  Bramletl^  105  Ala.  660, 
17  South.  105 ;  Ide  v.  Ide,  5  Mass.  500 ;  King  v.  Beck,  12  Ohio, 
390,  474.    And  this  is  still  the  law  as  to  creditors  and  purchas- 
ers.    So  far  as  their  rights  axe  involved  the  first  taker  is  still 
the  owner  of  the  fee.    As  said  in  Hood  y.  Bramlett,  105  Ala. 
«60,  17  South.  105 :  "Section  1850  [1046]  of  the  Code  is  no 
more  than  a  statutory  recognition  of  this  doctrine  so  far  as 
purchasers  and  creditors  are  concerned,  but  it  changes  the  rule, 
where  rights  of  purchasers  and  creditors  do  not  supervene,  in  re- 
spect of  and  only  in  respect  of  future  estates  limited  upon  the 
life  estate  of  the  donee  of  the  power,  and  to  estates  thus  limited 
provides  in  effect  that  unless  the  power  of  disposition  is  exer- 
cised by  the  tenant  for  life  or  years,  they  shall  be  executed  and 
Tested  in  title,  possession  and  enjoyment  in  the  remainderman 
upon  the  death  of  the  tenant  of  the  particular  estate.    But 
the  ulterior  estates  thus  protected  must  rest  upon  express  limita- 
tions and  not  upon  mere  implication.^' 

It  affirmatively  appears  that  Mrs.  Jones,  in  whom  was  reposed 
the  power  of  sale  of  the  fee  of  the  lands,  in  1867,  sold  them  to 
the  defendant's  vendor,  Mrs.  Cobb,  who  paid  the  purchase  money 
and  went  into  possession,  **®  and  executed  to  her  a  warranty 
deed  conveying  a  fee  simple  estate.  It  is  true  it  is  also  made 
to  appear  that  Mrs.  Jones  had  prior  to  the  execution  of  this  deed 
intermarried  with  one  McClaren  and  was  his  wife  at  the  data 
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of  its  execution.  Its  validity  is  challenged  upon  the  grormd 
that  her  husband  did  not  join  with  her.  It  is  doubtless  true  that 
no  valid  conveyance  of  Mrs.  Jones'  estate  in  the  land  could 
have  been  made  by  her  alone:  Code  1852,  sec  1984;  Code  1867, 
sec  2373.  Since  she  is  dead  and  the  only  estate  she  took  by  tip- 
tue  of  the  will  was  a  life  estate,  the  questions  pres^ited  are :  1* 
Whether  she  could,  without  the  consent  or  concurrence  of  her 
husband,  execute  the  power  conferred  upon  her  to  dispose  of  the 
fee;  and  2.  Does  it  appear  that  she  intended  to  execute  it? 

Before  answering  these  questions  it  may  be  well  to  say,  and 
not  to  assume,  that  a  mere  power  collateral  or  in  gross  was  con- 
ferred upon  Mrs.  Jones  to  dispose  of  the  fee :  1  Sugden  on  Pow- 
ers, 106,  also  183,  184,  and  note;  Kent's  Commentaries,  ISih 
ed.,  317;  2  Washburn  on  Real  Property,  691;  22  Am.  &  Eng. 
Ency.  of  Law,  2d  ed.,  1155,  1156. 

It  is  thoroughly  well  settled  that  at  common  law  a  married 
woman  could,  without  the  consent  or  concurrence  of  her  hus- 
band, execute  a  power,  whether  appendant,  in  gross  or  simply 
collateral,  notwithstanding  her  disability  to  dispose  of  her  own 
estate.    And  it  is  of  no  consequence  whether  the  power  was 
granted  to  her  before  or  after  she  became  a  married  woman: 
1  Sugden  on  Powers,  181,  182;  Kent's  Commentaries,  326;  2 
Washburn  on  Eeal  Property,  317;  22  Am.  &  Eng.  Ency.  of 
Law,  2d  ed.,  1106,  and  notes.    This  principle  is  stated  by  Mr. 
Sugden  in  this   language:   'TBy   the   common   law  a  married 
woman  could  not  dispose  of  her  own  estate  without  a  fine  and 
recovery,  for  which  the  statute  law  has  now  supplied  a  deed, 
with  certain  formalities;  but,  simply  as  the  instrument  or  at^ 
tomey  of  another,  she  could  convey  an  estate  in  the  same  man- 
ner as  her  principal,  because  the  deed  was  considered  as  the 
deed  of  the  principal,  and  not  of  the  attorney  and  her  interest 

was  not  affected It  is  not  material  whether  the  power 

*^  is  given  to  an  unmarried  woman,  who  afterward  marries,  or 
to  a  woman  while  she  is  married  or  upon  her  marriage  and  she 
survives  her  husband,  and  afterward  takes  another;  in  all  the 
cases  she  may  execute  the  power,  and  the  concurrence  of  her 
husband  is  in  no  case  necessary .'' 

In  discussing  the  statutory  mode  regulating  conveyances  by 
married  women  of  their  estates  in  lands  the  supreme  court  of 
Maryland  in  Armstrong  v.  Kerns,  61  Md.  367,  after  pointing 
out  the  requirement  of  the  statute  that  the  husband  must  join 
in  the  deed,  said :  *'But  it  has  never  been  considered  that  this 
etatutory  mode  of  conveyance  by  the  wife  jointly  with  her  hus- 
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band,  iras  exclnsiYe  of  all  other  modes  of  conveyances  that  might 
be  prescribed  or  authorized  by  the  grantor,  donor  or  settler  of 
the  property  upon  the  wife,  or  that  it  rendered  the  wife  incapable 
of  executing  a  power.''    Li  Deffenbaugh  t.  Harris,  6  Atl.  139,. 
18  ^eek.  Not.  Cas.  357,  the  action  was  ejectment,  as  here,  and 
Hie  plaintiff's  right  to  recovery  depended  upon  whether  there 
bad  been  a  proper  execution  of  the  power  by  the  life  tenant,  a 
noarried  woman,  upon  whom  had  been  conferred  a  power  of  dis- 
positian  of  the  f ee«    The  donee  of  the  power  executed  a  deed 
ccmTeying  the  fee  to  one  Stevens,  without  her  husband  joining 
in  it^  and  the  point  was  made  against  its  validity  on  that  ac- 
ecHmt.     The  trial  court  excluded  the  deed  and  the  defendants 
appealed.    The  wiU  conferring  the  power  was  so  strikingly  simi- 
lar in  language  to  this  one  that  we  quote  it.    It  read :  ^T.  give 
and  bequeath  to  my  daughter  Mary,  intermarried  with  Joseph 
8.  P-  Harris,  the  house  and  lot,  etc.  [describing  the  property], 
and  I  hereby  authorize  and  empower  my  said  daughter  Mary  to 
eell  and  dispose  of  the  same  as  she  may  think  proper,  but  in  case 
of  ber  death  and  the  property  as  aforesaid  remaining  unsold, 
&en  it  is  to  be  equally  divided  amongst  her  children,  share  and 
Ebare  alike,  as  they  may  arrive  at  the  age  of  twenty-one."    It  also 
appears  from  the  brief  of  counsel  that  there  was  a  statute  regulat- 
ing the  execution  of  conveyances  *^*  by  married  women  similar 
to  ours.     The  court  speaking  through  Sterrett,  J.,  said :  "Con- 
struing the  devifiing  clause  in  question  according  to  the  plain 
import  of  the  language  employed  and  in  the  light  of  other  pro- 
"visiona  of  the  will,  we  think  the  testator  intended  to  give  Mrs. 
Harris  a  life  estate  in  the  lots  with  remainder  in  fee  to  her  chil- 
dren, subject,  however,  to  divestiture  by  the  execution  of  the 
power  of  sale  given  in  express  terms  to  the  life  tenant.    The 
power  thus  given  to  Mrs.  Harris  by  her  father  is  a  power  to  ap- 
point by  way  of  sale  or  otherwise,  to  other  uses  than  those  speci- 
fied in  the  will,  and  was,  therefore,  well  executed  by  herself 
alone  without  her  husband  joining  in  the  deed  of  conveyance 
to  Stevens.     Nothing  is  better  settled  than  that  a  feme  covert 
may  without  the  concurrence  of  her  husband,  execute  any  kinff 
of  power,  whether  given  to  her  when  single  or  married.    To  re- 
QTiire  his  concurrence  might  not  only  embarrass  the  donee  of  the 
power  in  its  execution,  but  in  case  of  his  refusal  to  concur  wouldf 
preveat  its  execution  altogether,  and  thus  defeat  the  testator^s 
intention.     It  iB  obvious  from  a  consideration  of  the  entire  will 
in  the  case  that  the  intention  of  the  testator  was  to  exclude  the 
husband  troiD.  all  interest  in  the  control  over  the  property  to- 
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which  the  power  of  sale  relates.  Stevens,  the  vendee  of  Mra. 
Harris,  derived  title  to  the  lots  in  question,  as  part  of  the  es^ 
tate  of  Aaron  Bums  (testator),  under  and  hy  virtue  of  the 
power  of  sale,  and  not  by  virtue  of  any  estate  in  Mrs.  Harris 
herself.  The  only  estate  she  had  was  for  life,  but  the  power  of 
sale  when  executed,  as  it  was  by  a  regular  deed  of  conveyance, 
vested  in  him  the  fee  to  the  lots  in  controversy;  and  the  plain- 
tiffs in  error  claiming  under  him,  should  have  been  permitted 
i»  show  their  title.^' 

This  authority  practically  decides  every  question  involved  in 
the  case  under  consideration.    It  is  true  the  second  question  pr<^ 
pounded  above  is  not  discussed,  and  the  intention  of  the  donee 
of  the  power  to  execute  it  seems  to  be  assumed  to  have  existed 
from  the  fact  that  the  deed  purported  to  convey  tiie  fee.     And 
this  assumption  was  a  correct  one  as  we  shaU  show.    *T!t  is  not 
necessary  that  the  intention  to  execute  a  power  of  ^'^  sale  shall 
appear  by  express  terms  or  recitals  in  the  instrument.    It  is  suf- 
ficient that  it  shall  appear  by  words,  acts  or  deeds,  demonstrat- 
ing the  intention*^ :  McEea  v.  McDonald,  67  Ala.  423.    Nor  is  it 
necessary  that  the  power  be  referred  to  or  recited  in  the  deed  of 
the  donee  of  the  power,  provided  the  act  of  the  donee  shows  that 
he  had  in  view  the  subject  of  the  power. 

An  instance  used  by  Mr.  Washburn,  quoted  approvingly  in 
Oindrat  v.  Montgomery  Light  Co.,  82  Ala.  604,  60  Am.  Hep. 
769,  2  South.  327,  and  in  Gulf  Eed  Cedar  Co.  v.  O'Neal,  131 
Ala.  133,  90  Am.  St.  Eep.  22,  30  South.  466,  of  a  sufficient 
execution  of  power  is  directly  in  point.  It  is  this:  *'Thufl,  if 
one  have  a  life  estate  in  land  and  a  power  of  appointing  in  f ee^ 
and  conveys  the  fee  it  is  an  execution  of  the  power.*'  Contin- 
uing, the  author  says:  "When  a  person  conveys  land  for  a 
valuable  consideration,  he  must  be  held  as  engaging  with  the 
grantor  to  make  the  deed  as  effectual  as  he  has  power  to  make 
if :  See,  also,  Yates  v.  Clark,  66  Miss.  212 ;  Baird  v.  Boucher, 
60  Miss.  326;  White  v.  Hicks,  33  N.  Y.  383;  Hall  v.  Preble,  68 
Me.  100;  South  v.  South,  91  Ind.  221,  46  Am.  Eep.  591;  Funk 
V.  Eggleston,  92  111.  615,  34  Am.  Eep.  136 ;  Bishop  v.  Eemple, 
11  Ohio  St.  277. 

In  conclusion  it  may  not  be  amiss  to  say  that  section  1052 
■of  the  Code  simply  prescribes  the  formality  of  the  instrument 
necessary  to  a  valid  execution  of  a  power  and  in  no  wise  affects 
iihe  capacity  of  the  donee  to  execute  it. 

Affirmed. 
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A  Poufor  of  Bale  given  in  a  will  Bhould  reeeiye  a  liberal  eonstina* 
tion  in  order  to  cany  ont  the  purpose  and  intent  of  the  teetator.  No 
express  recital  of  the  power  eeeniB  necessary:  Matthews  v.  Capshaw, 
109  T«m.  480,  97  Am-  St.  Bcp.  854,  72  a  W.  964;  Gulf  etc.  Lumber 
€o.  T.  O'Neal,  131  Ala.  117,  90  Am.  St.  Bep.  22,  30  Sonth.  466.  A 
feme  eovert  execntrix  may  execute  a  power  without  her  husband, 
and  her  deed  aa  execntrix  for  lands  devised  to  be  sold  ia  valid, 
thoogh  she  is  not  privately  examined:  Tyxee  y.  Williamai  8  Bibb^ 
365,  6  Am,  I>ee.  663. 


ICAYOB  OP  BIBMINGHAM  ▼.  BIRMINGHAM  WATEB- 

WORKS  COMPANY. 

[139  Ala.  531,  36  South.  614.) 

MUJtieiPAIi  COBPOBATION8— Ctontracts  br— Ultra  V!i68«— 
An  agreement  by  a  municipal  corporation  to  limit  the  amount  of 
Beense  tax  to  be  exacted  of  a  water  company  during  the  term  of  a 
contract  to  supply  water,  if  made  without  legislative  sanction,  is 
altra  vires;,  and  void.    (p.  5L) 

£.  D.  Smith,  for  fiie  appeHant. 
London  &  London^  for  the  appellee. 


DOWDELL,  J.  This  appeal  is  taken  from  the  judgment 
of  the  city  conrt  rendered  on  an  agreed  statement  of  facts,  which 
38  bA  ont  in  the  bill  of  exceptions.  The  appellee  sned  the  ap- 
pellant to  recoTer  back  five  hxmdred  dollars  which  it  had  paid 
the  appellant,  nnder  protest,  as  a  license  tax — ^the  license  tax 
imposed  being  one  thousand  dollars — ^the  half  of  which  the 
appellee  admitted  the  appellant  had  the  right  to  impose  and 
collect,  and  which  it  paid  without  protest;  but  the  other  half 
the  appellee  contended  appellant  had  no  right  to  exadt  under 
Ihe  terms  of  the  contract  into  which  it  had  entered  with  ap- 
pelleei,  and  was  paid  under  protest.  The  contract  entered  into 
was  with  reference  to  the  supply  of  water  for  the  city  of  Bir- 
mingham and  its  inhabitants.  By  the  agreed  statement  of  facts 
it  is  admitted :  1.  The  city  had  power  to  contract  for  a  supply 
of  water;  2.  That  it  did  make  the  contract  of  June  2^  1888, 
which  IB  set  out  in  the  record,  and  upon  the  faith  of  which 
appellee  expended  a  large  amount  of  money  in  the  construction 
of  a  waterworks  system;  3.  That  the  license  tax  at  the  time  the 
contract  was  made  was  five  hundred  dollars  per  annum,  and  so 
remained  from  the  date  of  the  contract  until  the  year  1900, 
'^  when  the  appellant  raised  the  license  tax  to  one  thousand 
dollars. 

▲m.  St  Sep.  ToL  101-4 
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The  only  question  presented  is  wheiher  section  22  of  the  con- 
tract^ which  is  set  out  in  full  as  a  part  of  the  agreed  statement^ 
of  facts,  is  valid.  Section  22  of  the  contract  reads  as  follows : 
"Be  it  further  ordained,  that  the  license  tax  against  said  Bir- 
mingham Waterworks  Company,  its  successors  and  assigns^  shall 
not  exceed  the  present  license  tax  during  the  existence  of  the 
contract  above  named/'  By  section  14  of  the  contract^  the 
term  of  the  contract  was  for  thirty  years.  The  power  of  the 
city  to  license  trades,  occupations,  etc.,  is  conceded,  and  no 
question  is  made  on  the  reasonableness  of  the  license  attempted 
to  be  imposed. 

It  seems  to  be  a  well-established  proposition  of  the  law  that 
the  levying  of  a  license  tax  is  a  legislative   or  governmental 
power.    In  the  case  of  Savings  &  Loan  Assn.  v.  Topeka,  20  WalL 
&55,  22  L.  ed.  461,  it  is  said :  "The  power  to  tax  is,  therefore, 
the  strongest,  most  prevailing,  of  all  the  powers  of  government, 
reaching  directly  or  indirectly  to  all  classes  of  people.'*    In  the 
case  of  Bills  v.  Goshen,  117  Ind.  221,  20  N.  E.  115,  3  L.  K.  A. 
264,  it  was  decided  that  an  ordinance  delegating  to  the  mayor 
the  right  to  fix  the  amount  of  a  license  fee  was  void,  as  a  dele- 
gation of  legislative  power.    See  notes  on  page  721  of  20  L.  B. 
A.,  showing  that  the  power  to  fix  a  license  fee  is  generally  re- 
garded as  a  legislative  power,  which  cannot  be  delegated.     It 
is  not  denied,  as  a  general  proposition,  that  it  is  in  the  power 
of  a  municipality  to  cohtract  for  a  supply  of  water,  since  such  a 
right  comes  within  the  business  or  proprietary  powers  of  the 
corporation,  and  is  not  to  be  classed  as  a  legislative  or  govern- 
mental power.    But  it  does  not  follow  from  this  that,  in  the 
exercise  of  such  a  power  in  the  making  of  a  contract  for  a  sup- 
ply of  water,  the  corporation  can  by  any  provision  or  terms  in 
such  a  contract  delegate  or  barter  away  a  governmental  power, 
when  not  authorized  so  to  do  by  the  legislature  either  in  its  char- 
ter or  other  statutory  enactment.    There  can  be  no  difference 
in  principle  between  delegating  a  governmental  power,  and  bar- 
tering or  contracting  away  such  power.    Nor  is  there  any  dis- 
tinction in  principle  *^**  between  an  agreement  not  to  levy  a 
tax  for  a  term  of  years,  and  one  which  stipulates  an  annual 
license  tax  already  levied  shall  not  be  increased  for  a  term  of 
years.    It  is  not  pretended  that  the  city  of  Birmingham,  by  its 
charter  or  other  statutory  enactment,  was  expressly  authorized 
to  enter  into  the  agreement  contained  in  section  22  of  the  con- 
tract set  out  above;  and,  unless  the  power  so  exercised  is  one  that 
can  be  necessarily  and  reasonably  implied,  the  agreement  not 
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to  increafie  the  annual  license  tax  for  a  term  of  thirty  years  was 
ultra  vires  the  corporation,  and  consequently  void.    The  settled 
role  of  constroction  of  a  grant  of  power  by  the  state  to  a  cor- 
poration calls  for  a  strict  construction^  and  in  favor  of  the  state 
and  against  the  corporation.     Such  power  cannot  be  implied 
from  the  mere  fact  of  its  being  within  the  business  or  propri- 
etary power  of  the  municipality  to  contract  for  a   supply   of 
water.     It  is  not  to  be  presumed  that  it  was  necessary  for  the 
city  to  1>arter  or  contract  away  its  taxing  power  in  order  to  pro- 
vide for  a  supply  of  water,  and  the  implication  of  such  a  power 
must  be  a  necessary  one.    Our  attention  has  not  been  directed 
to  any  provision  of  the  charter  or  to  any  legislative  enactment 
out  of  which  any  such  implied  power  could  arise.    The  case  of 
Stein  V.  Mayor  of  Mobile,  49  Ala.  362,  20  Am.  Bep.  283,  is 
relied  on  in  support  of  appellee^s  contention.    In  that  case  the 
contract  was  expressly  ratified  by  an  act  of  the  legislature,  and 
we  suppose  that  was  the  reas(m  the  court  did  not  consider,  but 
assnm^  the  contract  was  valid,  and  that  the  city  council  had 
ibe  right  to  stipulate  for  exemption.    The  contract,  however, 
was  not  open  to  such  construction.    A  careful  reading  of  the 
contract  in  that  case  leads  us  to  the  conclusion  that  the  words, 
'^without  let,  molestation,  or  hindrance/'  had  no  reference  to 
taxation  or  license.    Other  cases  dted  by  counsel  may  be  dis- 
tinguished from  the  one  under  consideration,  either  in  that  the 
exercise  of  a  governmental  power  was  not  involved,  or,  where 
such  was  the  case,  the  subsequent  ratification  of  its  exercise  by 
the  l^islature. 

Our  conclusion  is  that  section  22  of  the  contract  is  void,  and 
ibe  court  below  erred  in  the  judgment  rendered  and  one  here 
voidered  in  favor  of  the  appellant 
Reversed  and  remanded. 

Sharpe,  J.,  not  sitting. 


The  Judgment  of  Municipal  AuthoriUea  as  to  what  is  promotive  of 
the  public  welfare  must  ordinarily  control,  although  not  in  accord  with 
the  views  of  the  court.  Kevertheless,  the  delegation  of  legislative 
power  to  subordinate  political  bodies  of  the  state  is  solely  for  publio 
purposes,  and  must  be  exercised  with  reference  to  them.  If  an  act  is 
■o  remote  from  every  such  purpose  that  no  relation  thereto  can,  within 
human  reason,  be  discovered,  such  act  must  be  excluded  from  the 
delegation,  l^us,  an  ordinance  whereby  a  village  contracts  for 
piBctically  fifty  years  to  take  all  its  lights  from  a  corporation,  and 
pay  for  them  at  a  rate  fixed  by  the  ordinance  is  unreasonable  and 
Toidy  especially  when  the  village  has  already  reached  a  population 
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entitling  it  to  become  a  eitj,  and  it  is  practicallj  a  part  of  a  grea^ 
•city,  though  not  yet  within  its  corporate  limits,  and  the  prices  to  !>• 
paid  are  in  excess  of  those  elsewhere  paid  nnder  simUar  eireunft* 
stances:  Le  Feber  y.  West  Allis.  119  Wis.  608,  100  Am.  St.  Bep.  917^ 
07  N.  W.  203. 


NELSON-  V.  FIEST  NATIONAL  BAKE. 

[139  Ala.  578,  88  South.  707.] 

PUSADINGS — ^Amendment. — The  doctrine  of  the  relation  back 
of  amendments  to  the  commencement  of  a  suit  is  a  fiction  of  law, 
and  should  never  be  applied  when  it  will  operate  to  cut  off  a  substan- 
tial right  or  defense  to  new  matter  introduced  by  the  amendment  to 
the  complaint,  though  connected  with  the  original  cause  of  action, 
(p.  55.) 

STATUTES  of  Limitation  furnish  a  defense  as  meritorious  as 
any  other,     (p.  55.) 

PLEADINGS — Amendment — ^Plea  of  Limitation. — An  amend- 
ment to  a  complaint,  in  order  to  come  within  the  doctrine  of  relation 
back  to  the  commencement  of  the  suit,  and  cut  off  the  plea  of  the  stat- 
ute of  limitations,  must  be  but  a  varying  form  or  expression  of  the 
claim  or  cause  of  action  sued  on,  and  the  subject  matter  of  the 
amendment  must  be  wholly  within  the  lis  pendens  of  the  original  suit, 
(p.  55.) 

PLEADINGS — ^Amendment— Plea  of  Limitation. — ^If  the  matter 
introduced  by  way  of  amendment  to  a  complaint,  although  it  be  such 
as  might  have  been  joined  in  a  different  count  in  the  original  com- 
plaint, introduces  a  new  claim,  or  a  new  cause  of  action,  requiring  a 
different  character  of  evidence  for  its  support,  and  affording  a  differ- 
ent defense  from  that  to  the  cause  as  originallv  presented,  it  will 
not  relate  back  to  the  commencement  of  the  suit,  so  as  to  prevent 
the  plea  of  the  statute  of  limitations  to  the  new  matter  thus  intro- 
duced,    (pi^  55,  56.) 

PLEADINGS— Amendment— Plea  of  Limitation.  —  PlaintifP 
may  introduce  a  new  cause  of  action,  or  a  new  right  or  claim  arising 
out  of  the  same  transaction,  bv  amendment  to  his  complaint,  but 
such  amendment  cannot  have  relation  back  to  the  commencement  of 
the  suit,  so  as  to  avoid  the  bar  of  the  statute  of  limitations,  if  the 
statute  would  operate  as  a  bar  to  a  new  suit  commenced  for  that 
cause  of  action  at  the  time  of  making  such  amendment,     (p.  56.) 

PLEADINGS— Departure  by  Amendment— Plea  of  Limitation, 
In  determining  whether  an  amendment  to  a  complaint  asserts  new 
matter  for  a  new  claim,  and  relates  back  to  the  commencement  of  the 
suit  so  as  to  cut  off  the  plea  of  the  statute  of  limitations,  the  true 
test  is  whether  the  matter  set  up  in  the  amendment  amounts  to  a 
departure  in  after  pleading,  and  if  it  does,  the  amendment  cannot 
thus  relate  back.     (p.  59.) 

PLEADING— Departure  by  Amendment— Plea  of  Limitation.^ 
A  complaint  setting  up  a  claim  for  money  had  and  received,  and  by 
amendment  setting  up  a  claim  for  goods  sold  and  delivered,  growing 
out  of  the  same  transaction,  presents  a  departure  in  after  pleading, 
and  such  amendment  cannot  relate  back  to  the  time  of  the  com- 
mencement of  the  suit,  so  as  to  cut  off  the  plea  of  the  statute  ot 
limitations  as  to  the  matter  set  up  in  such  amendment,     (p.  61.) 
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Ovnter  ft  GimtCT,  for  the  appellaiiL 

Watte,  Troy  ft  Gaffey^  H.  Stringfellow  and  J.  M.  Chilton, 
for  the  appeUee. 

■**  DOWDBLL,  J.  The  suit  in  this  case  was  begun  on  the 
twentieth  day  of  March^  1896^  with  a  oomplaint  containing  a 
single  county  claiming  for  money  had  and  received  by  the  de- 
fendant on  the  twenty-sixth  day  of  June,  1890^  for  the  use  of 
the  plaintiff.  On  the  2l8t  of  December^  1896^  the  plaintiff, 
by  leave  of  the  cour^  amended  the  complaint  by  filing  a  second 
couni^  claiming  the  same  sum  as  claimed  in  the  first  or  original 
eount;  and  by  leave  of  the  courts  on  June  9,  1897,  she  further 
amended  the  complaint  by  filing  a  third  count,  in  which  the  same 
sum  is  claimed  as  in  the  first  and  second  counts,  for  goods,  wares 
and  merchandise  sold  on  June  27,  1890,  and  avers  that  the 
eause  of  action  thereunder  is  the  same  as  that  embraced  in  the 
first  and  second  coxmte.  On  motion  of  defendant,  that  part 
of  the  second  count  beginning  with  the  words,  ^'and  plaintiff 
avers  that  in  1892/'  and  going  down  to  the  end  of  the  count, 
was  stricken  out.  As  the  second  count  remained  after  elimi- 
nating the  part  stricken  on  motion,  it  reads  as  follows:  '^The 
plaintiff  claims  of  the  defendant  the  further  sum  of  twenty 
thousand  ($20,000)  dollars  with  interest  thereon  from,  to  wit, 
June  26,  1890,  for  this,  to  wit,  that,  theretofore,  and  then, 
the  plaintiff  was  a  married  woman,  the  wife  of  one  0.  0.  !N'elson, 
and  theretofore  was  the  owner  and  was  possessed,  as  a  separate 
estate  under  the  laws  of  Alabama,  of  a  parcel  of  real  estate  in 
the  city  of  Montgomery,  known  and  called  *The  Pollard  place,' 
and  had  sold  the  same  to  the  Savannah,  Americus  ft  Mont- 
gomery Bailroad  Company  for  thirty  thousand  dollars,  ten 
tiiousand  dollars  of  which  was  paid  in  cash,  and  for  the  re- 
mainder she  had  taken  two  notes  of  the  purchaser,  for  ten 
thousand  dollars  each,  payable  at  one  .and  two  years  from  date, 
with  interest  from  date,  at  the  banking  house  of  Moses  Brothers, 
Montgomery,  Alabama,  which  said  notes  were  duly  secured  by 
mortgage  made  by  the  purchaser  to  the  plaintiff  on  the  said 
real  estate  so  sold,  and  conveying  the  same  to  the  plaintiff;  that 
on,  to  wit,  **®*  the  twenty-seventh  day  of  June,  1890,  she,  by 
written  indorsement  on  said  notes,  joined  in  by  her  husband, 
and  by  written  transfer,  also  joined  in  by  her  husband,  and 
duly  witnessed,  assigned,  transferred  and  sold  to  the  defendant 
the  said  notes  and  the  said  mortgage,  and  the  real  estate  therein 
mentioned,  for  the  consideration  of,  to  wit,  twenty  thousand 
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dollars^  and  handed  the  eaid  securities  and  papers  to  her 
band  for  delivery  to  the  said  defendant;  that  the  said  0.  0.  N'el- 
son  did  so  deliver  the  said  notes  and  securities  to  the  defendant^ 
and  were  accepted  by  the  said  defendant  as  upon  the  said  sale 
of  plaintiff  to  it,  whereby  the  defendant  became  liable  to  psLy 
the  plaintiff  the  consideration  for  the  transfer  of  said  notes 
and  mortgage,  which  plaintiff  avers  was  and  is^  to  wit,  the  sum 
of  twenty  thousand  dollars,  which  plaintiff  avers  it  has  never 
paid,  and  which  is  still  due  and  unpaid,  with  interest  thereon, 
from,  to  wit,  the  27th  of  June,  1890.    And  plaintiff  avers  that 
the  cause  of  action  in  this  count  is  the  same  as  that  sued  upon 
in  the  first  count,  and  is  only  a  statement  of  the  special  facts 
of  the  case/'    That  part  of  this  count  so  stricken  on  motion 
contained  a  narration  of  a  suit  in  the  chancery  court  of  Mont- 
gomery county  by  the  plaintiff  against  this  defendant,  relative 
to  the  subject  matter  embraced  in  the  present  action,  but  the 
matter  bo  stricken  out  did  not  change  the  nature  and  character 
of  the  count;  that  is^  thQ  count  remained  an  action  for  the 
purchase  price  of  the  notes  and  securities  described  therein,  and 
in  no  wise  affects  the  application  of  the  legal  principles  arising 
under  the  several  pleas  of  the  defendant  upon  which  the  plain* 
tiff  joins  issue.    To  the  first  count,  among  others,  the  defend- 
ant filed  pleafi  of  the  general  issue  and  payment;  and  to  the 
second  and  third  counts,  among  other    pleas,   the    defendant 
pleaded  the  general  issue,  payment  and  statutes  of  limitation  of 
three  and  six  years.     No  demurrer  or  special  replication  was 
filed  to  these  pleas  of  the  general  issue,  payment  and  statutes 
of  limitation,  but  issue  was  joined  on  eadi  of  them. 

The  cause  of  action  on  which  the  suit  is  based  arose  on  the 
twenty-seventh  day  of  June,  1890,  and  the  suit  was  commenced 
on  the  twentieth  day  of  March,  1896,  thus  being  within  the  six 
years  period.  It  is  evident  that  at  the  *®®  date  of  the  filing 
of  the  second  and  third  counts,  respectively,  to  wit,  December 
21,  1896,  and  June  9,  1897,  the  statutory  bar  of  six  yeais  was 
complete,  and  furnished  a  perfect  defense  to  these  counts,  un- 
less they  fall  within  that  class  of  amendments  which  relate  back 
to  the  commencement  of  the  suit.  The  doctrine  of  the  relation 
back  of  amendments  to  the  commencement  of  a  suit  is  a  fiction 
of  law,  and  should  never  be  applied  where  it  would  operate  to 
cut  off  a  substantial  right  or  defense  to  new  matter  introduced 
by  the  amendment  though  connected  with  the  original  cause  of 
sdion.  In  the  case  of  People  v.  Judge  of  Newaygo  Circuit 
Courty  27  Mich.  138,  wherein  this  doctrine  was  invoked  to  meet 
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the  defense  of  the  statute  of  limitations  pleaded  to  the  amended 
^leclaraiion,  in  an  opinion  rendered  by  Christiancy,  C.  J.,  and 
concurred  in  by  his  associates,  it  is  said :  'TBnt  long  before  this 
amended  declaration  was  filed,  or  leave  to  file  it  applied  for, 
the  statute  of  limitations  had  taken  effect  npon  and  barred  the 
cause  of  action  set  forth  in  it.    Had  a  new  suit  then  commenced 
for  the  same  cause  of  action,  it  is  not  contended  that  it  could 
hare  been  maintained;  and  we  see  no  substantial  difference  be- 
tween the  commencement  of  a  new  suit  and  the  allowance  of 
'ttiis  amended  declaration,  under  these  circumstances,  for  the 
same  cause  of  action.    It  is  clear  enough  that  the  only  purpose 
and  object  of  allowing  the  amended  declaration,  instead  of  put« 
ting  the  phuntiff  to  a  new  action  after  they  had  submitted  to 
a  nonsuit,  which  nonsuit  had  been  set  aside,  was  to  prevent  the 
statutory  bar  of  the  action.    We  do  not  think  that  the  statute 
•can  be  evaded  by  any  such  necromancy,  and  to  permit  the  shal- 
low fiction  of  a  relation  back  to  the  commencement  of  the  suit, 
under  such  circumstances,  to  nullify  the  action  of  the  legislature, 
would  be  discreditable  to  the  judiciary.*' 

Statutes  of  limitations  are  statutes  of  quiet,  and  they  are 
beneficent  in  that  they  put  an  end  to  disputed  claims,  prevent 
litigation,  quiet  titles,  and  give  rest  and  repose.     No  matter 
what  may  be  the  criticisms  of  the  casuist,  in  Ihe  eyes  of  the  law 
these  statutes  are  no  longer  regarded  *®''  as  harsh,  but  furnish 
a  defense  as  meritorious  as  any  other.    While  our  statutes  of 
amendments  are  broad  and  liberal,  it  is  not  every  amendment 
allowable  under  the  statute  that  will  relate  back  to  the  com- 
mencement of  the  suit,  operating  to  cut  off  the  plea  of  the  stat- 
ute of  limitations,  as  to  the  matter  introduced  by  the  amend- 
ment.   It  seems  to  be  the  settled  rule  that  the  amendment,  in 
order  to  come  within  the  doctrine  of  relation  back  to  the  com- 
mencement of  the  suit,  must  be  but  a  varying  form  or  expression 
of  the  claim  or  cause  of  action  sued  on,  and  the  subject  matter 
of  the  amendment  wholly  within  the  lis  pendens  of  the  original 
suit.    If  the  matter  introduced  by  way  of  amendment,  although 
it  be  such  as  might  have  been  joined  in  a  different  count  in  the 
original  complaint,  introduces  a  new  claim,  or  a  new  cause  of 
action,  requiring  a  different  character  of  evidence  for  its  sup- 
port^ and  affording  a  different  defense  from  that  to  the  cause 
sia  originally  presented,  it  will  not  relate  back  to  the  commence- 
ment of  the  suit,  so  as  to  prevent  the  plea  of  the  statute  of  lim- 
itations to  the  new  matter  thus  introduced.    In  King  v.  Avery, 
27  Ala.  169^  where  the  amendment  consisted  in  adding  the  name 
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of  {he  huBband  as  a  party  plaintiff  with  the  wif  e,  in  whose  name 
tiie  suit  was  originsdly  instituted^  it  was  held  that  the  amend- 
ment was  not  allowable^  for  that  it  introduced  a  new  claim,  and 
changed  the  character  of  the  suit  from  that  of  the  wife  to  that 
of  the  husband,  though  the  cause  of  action  remained  the  same, 
and  it  could  not  relate  back  to  the  commencement  of  the  suit, 
to  prevent  the  operation  of  the  bar  of  the  statute,  which  wa* 
complete  at  the  date  of  the  filing  of  the  amendment.    In  Lans- 
ford  T.  Scott,  51  Ala.  557,  where  the  original  complaint  con- 
tained a  single  count  upon  a  promissory  note,  and  by  leave  of 
the  court  the  plaintiff  at  a  subsequent  term  amended  his  com- 
plaint by  adding  the  common  counts  for  goods  sold  and  de- 
livered, money  had  and  received  and  on  an  account  stated,  iM& 
court  held  that  the  statute  of  limitations  was  pleadable  in  bar 
to  the  common  counts  so  introduced  by  amendment  into  a  com- 
plaint on  a  promissory  note  given  for  the  same  cause  of  action, 
the  limitation  having  expired  since  the  commencement  *®®  of 
the  suit  on  the  note,  but  before  the  amendment  was  made.    In 
the  case  of  People  v.  Judge  of  Newaygo  Circuit  Court,  27  Midi. 
3.38,  the  original  complaint  was  upon  the  common  counts,  and 
the  amended  declaration  declared  upon  a  contract  which  related 
to  the  same  subject  matter,  setting  out  specifically  the  facts; 
and  it  was  held  by  the  court  that  there  could  be  no  relation  back ; 
that  the  bar  of  the  statute  being  complete  as  to  the  amended 
counts  at  the  time  of  the  filing  of  the  same,  was  a  perfect  de- 
fense.   In  Mohr  v.  Lemle,  69  Ala.  180,  in  an  opinion  by  Brickell, 
C.  J.,  it  was  said :  ''The  latitude  of  amendments  allowed  to  the 
plaintiff  cannot  be  allowed  to  work  injustice  to  the  defendant, 
or  to  deprive  him  of  any  just  or  rightful  defense.    The  plaintiff 
may  introduce  a  new  cause  of  action  by  amendment,  but  such 
amendment  cannot  have  relation  to  the  commencement  of  the 
suit,  so  as  to  avoid  the  bar  of  the  statute  of  limitations,  if  the 
statute  would  operate  a  bar  to  a  new  suit  commenced  for  that 
cause  of  action  at  the  time  of  making  the  amendment.    The 
whole  doctrine  of  relation  rests  in  a  fiction  of  law,  adopted  to 
subserve,  and  not   to    defeat,    right   and   justice.     When   an 
amendment  introduces  a  new  right  or  new  matter,  not  within 
the  lis  pendens,  and  the  issue  between  the  parties,  if,  at  the  time 
of  its  introduction,  as  to  such  new  right  or  matter  the  statute 
of  limitations  had  operated  a  bar,  the  defendant  may  insist 
upon  the  benefit  of  the  statute,  and  to  him  it  is  available  as  if 
the  amendment  were  a  new  and  independent  suit*^ — citing  ap- 
provingly  King  v.  Avery,  37  Ala.  169,  and  Lansford  v.  Scott, 
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61  Ala.  567.    Again,  it  is  said,  in  Steiner  ▼.  First  Nat  Bank^ 
115   Ala.  387,  22  South.  32,  in  an  opinion  by  Brickell,  C.  J. : 
^'Belatio  est  fictio  juris'  is  upheld  to  advance  a  right,  not 
to  adTaiLce  a  wrong,  and  it  is  said  the  limitation  of  it  so  as  to 
prerent  it  from  doing  injury  to  strangers,  or  defeating  mesne 
lawful  acts,  is  a  common  language  of  the  books'' :  Citing  Jack- 
«Hi  Y.  Davenport,  20  Johns.  551.    ^The  general  rule  is  that 
amendments  of  pleadings,  without  regard  to  the  time  or  stago 
of  the  cause  at  which  they  are  introduced,  have  relation  to  the 
oommencement  of  the  suit,  or  to  the  time  when  the  matter 
•••  could  have  been  pleaded  originally.     But  the  relation  is 
not  imputed,  if  it  would  deprive  a  party  against  whom  the 
am^idment  is  made  of  any  substantial  right    If  an  amendment 
of  a  complaint  introduces  new  matter,  or  a  new  claim,  as  to 
wUdi  the  statute  of  limitations  has  perfected  a  bar,  the  bar 
cannot  be  avoided  by  referring  the  amendment  to  the  com- 
mencement of  the  suit^' — citing  Mohr  v.  Lemle,  69  Ala.  180. 
The  following  authorities  are  also  in  line  with  the  foregoing 
principles:  Anniston  etc.  B.  B.  Co.  v.  Ledbetter,  92  Ala.  826, 
9  South.  73;  Barker  v.  Anniston  etc.  By.  Co.,  92  Ala.  314,  8 
South.  466 ;  Alabama  etc  By.  Co.  v.  Smith,  81  Ala.  299, 1  South. 
723;  Tompkins  v.  Holt  (Ala.),  8  South.  794. 

It  may  be  that  in  our  decisions,  when  speaking  on  the  subject 
of  amendment,  the  employment  of  the  expression  of  new  cause 
of  action  is  calculated  to  produce  some  confusion  or  misappre- 
hension. But  an  analysis  of  these  cases  will  be  sufficient  to 
show  that  the  expression  can  be  taken  when  so  used  as  intending 
notSiing  more  than  a  new  right  or  claim  arising  out  of  the  same 
transaction.  If  it  were  not  so,  that  is  to  say,  if  the  new  cause 
of  action  was  one  arising  out  of  a  wholly  different  transaction 
from  that  laid  in  the  complaint,  then  it  would  constitute  what 
we  have  sometimes  designated  as  an  entirely  new  cause  of  action, 
and  one  which  could  not  be  introduced  into  the  complaint  by 
amendment,  if  objected  to.  Identity  of  transaction  is,  therefore, 
the  basis  for  the  introduction  by  way  of  amendments  of  coimts 
on  new  claims  or  rights  arising  out  of  the  same.  If  the  matter 
sought  to  be  introduced  by  amendment  relates  to  an  entirely 
different  transaction  from  that  laid  in  the  complaint,  it  would 
be  such  a  radical  change  as  to  constitute  an  entirely  different 
cause  of  action,  not  allowable  under  our  very  liberal  construc- 
tion of  the  statute  of  amendments.  In  the  case  of  Central 
B.  B.  etc.  Co.  V.  Foshee,  125  Ala.  199,  27  South.  1006,  the  ques- 
tion was  whether  to  a  complaint  charging  simple  negligence- 
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merely,  a  count  may  be  added,  charging  willfulness  or  -wanton- 
ness, or  vice  versa^  and  in  an  opinion  by  the  present  chief  justice, 
it  was  said :  ^^These  authorities  serve  fully  to  support  the  propo- 
sition with  which  we  began  the  discussion,  namely,  '^•^^  that 
80  long  as  counts  added  by  amendment  set  up  the  same  gen- 
eral transactions  or  occurrences  upon  which  the  original  com- 
plaint relied  for  recovery  they  do  not  introduce  an  entirely  new 
cause  of  action,  and  are  not  objectionable,  though  the  form  of 
Action  may  be  changed  by  them  as  from  trover  to  case,  or  vice 
versa,  or  from  case  to  trespass,  etc. ;  and  they  further  serve  to 
differentiate  the  rule  of  amendments  prescribed  by  the  statute 
as  construed  by  the  court  from  the  rule  against  departures  in 
after  pleading  from  the  case  made  by  the  complaint.     It  is 
no  objection  to  an  amendment  that  it  works  a  departure  from 
the  original  complaint  within  the  meaning  of  the  rule  last  re- 
ferred to/'    It  is  by  virtue  of  the  statute  and  the  liberal  con- 
struction put  upon  it  by  the  courts,  that  an  amendment  which 
brings  in  a  new  right  or  claim  arising  out  of  the  *'same  gen- 
eral transactions  or  occurrences*'  does  not  offend  against  the 
rule  as  to  departure  in  after  pleading.    But  the  statute  of 
amendments  does  not  give  the  amendment  an  operation  hack 
to  the  commencement  of  the  euit^  so  as  to  defeat  the  bar  of 
another  statute.    This  operation  depends  not  upon  the  statute 
of  amendments,  but  upon  a  legal  fiction.    It  is,  therefore,  quite 
evident,  that  but  for  the  statute,  an  amendment  which  intro- 
duces a  new  claim,  though  arising  out  of  the  same  general  trans- 
action as  declared  on  in  the  original  complaint,  would  be  sub- 
ject to  the  rule  against  departures  in  after  pleading,  and  there 
is  nothing  to  differentiate  amendments,  when  considered  for 
the  purpose  of  determining  their  right  to  relate  back,  from  the 
rule  against  departures  in  after  pleading.    When  considering 
amendments  alone  with  reference  to  the  question  of  their  rela- 
tion back  to  the  commencement  of  the  suit  so  as  to  cut  off  the 
bar  of  the  statute  of  limitations,  in  determining  whether  they 
set  up  new  matter  or  claim,  it  is  by  this  common-law  rule  against 
departure  in  after  pleading  that  they  may  be  tested.    This  con- 
clusion was  reached  by  the  supreme  court  of  the  United  States 
in  the  case  of  Union  Pac.  Ry.  Co.  v.  Wyler,  158  U.  S.  285, 
15  Sup.  Ct.  Eep.  877,  39  L.  ed.  983,  where,  in  an  opinion  de- 
livered by  Mr.  Justice  White,  holding  that  the  amendment  did 
not  relate  ^^^  back,  after  citing  cases  of  the  supreme  courts 
of  the  different  states,  among  them  some  of  the  decisions  of 
this  court,  cited  above,  it  was  said:  *^The  legal  principles  by 
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which  the  questions  must  be  solyed  are  those  which  belong  to 
the  law  of  departure  since  the  rules  which  govern  this  subject 
Afford  the  true  criterion  by  which  to  determine  the  question 
whether  there  is  a  new  cause  of  action  in  case  of  amendment. 
In  many  of  the  states  which  have  adopted  the  code  system^ 
great  latitude  has  been  allowed  in  regard  to  amendments,  but 
eren  in  those  states  it  is  held  that  the  question  of  what  con- 
ctitates  a  departure  in  amended  pleading  is  neyertheless  to 
be  determined  by  the  comm<»i  law,  which  thus  furnished  the 
test  for  ascertaining  whether  a  given  amendment  presents  a 
new  cause  of  action  by  way  of  amendment    What  constitutes 
a  departure  in  pleading  is  thus  stated  in  Stephen  on  Pleading^ 
page  410 :  ''A  departure  in  pleading  takes  place  where  a  party 
deserts  the  ground  that  he  took  in  his  last  antecedent  plead- 
ing and  resorts  to  another/'    In  the  case  of  McAden  t.  Gib- 
son^ 5  Ala.  341^  it  is  said :  ''A  departure  in  pleading  is  said  to 
be  wlien  a  party  quits  or  departs  from  the  case  or  defense  which 
iie  has  first  made  and  has  recourse  to  another;  it  occurs  when 
tiie  replication  or  rejoinder,  etc.,  contains  matter  not  pursuant 
to  the  declaration  or  plea,  etc.,  which  does  not  support  or  fortify 
it.*'     It  is  quite  plain,  we  think,  that  neither  the  second  nor 
third  count,  here  introduced  by  way  of  amendment,  is  "pur- 
euanf  to  the  first  count,  which  constituted  the  original  com- 
plaint^ nor  did  it  "support  or  f ortify**  it,  but  on  the  contrary, 
there  was  clearly  a  quitting  or  departure  from  the  ground  of 
liability  as  stated  in  the  first  count. 

That  a  claim  for  money  had  and  received  for  the  use  and 
benefit  of  the  plaintiff,  and  a  claim  for  goods  sold  by  plaintiff 
to  the  defendant,  are  essentially  different  in  nature  or  char- 
acter, and  especially  in  the  evidential  facts  necessary  to  sup- 
port the  one  or  the  other,  we  think  hardly  open  to  question. 
It  is  perfectly  clear  that  evidence  which  would  support  an 
action  for  goods  sold  by  plaintiff  to  the  defendant  would  not 
support  an  action  for  money  had  and  received  by  the  defend- 
ant for  the  use  *^®*  and  benefit  of  the  plaintiff,  and  vice  versa. 
One  claim  rests  upon  a  contract,  express  or  implied,  to  pay 
for  the  goods  sold,  while  the  other  has  its  foundation  upon  the 
equitable  principle  that  the  defendant  has  money  which,  ex 
aequo  et  bono,  belongs  to  the  plaintiff.  Besides,  the  measure 
of  plaintiff's  recovery  under  the  several  counts  in  the  amended 
complaint  in  the  present  suit  is  different  under  the  rules  of 
law.  Under  the  first  count,  for  money  had  and  received,  the 
measure  of  the  recovery  would  be  the  amount  or  value  of  what 
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came  into  the  defendant's  hands  as  the  proceeds  of  the 
and  securities;  under  the  second  count,  which  declares 
a  special  contract,  the  measure  of  recoyery  would  be  the  stdpu.^ 
lated  price;  under  the  third  count,  for  goods,  wares  and  mer- 
chandise sold,  the  measure  would  be  the  value  of  the  notes  ibem-^ 
selves  at  the  time  of  the  sale — of  course  in  each  instance^  ^writli 
the  interest  added.    The  rule  of  damages  in  a'Ctions  for  moxiey 
had  and  received  arises  from  the  nature  of  the  action,  founded 
as  it  is  upon  the  equitable  principle  which  forbids  one  persou 
from  being  unjustly  enriched  at  the  expense  of  another;  wliilo- 
in  a  contract  for  the  payment  of  money  which  is  express^  its- 
terms  fix  the  amount  due  thereunder.     Where  an  implied  as^ 
tumpsit  is  relied  on,  as  for  goods,  wares  and  merchandise  sold, 
when  no  price  is  fixed,  the  rule  is  that  of  a  quantum  valebat. 
While  this  criterion  of  determining  the  character  of  amend-- 
ments  with  reference  to  the  principle  of  relation  back  to  the- 
commencement  of  the  suit  has  not  heretofore  been  expressly 
stated  by  this  court,  it  may  here  be  observed  that  in  those  cases- 
where  it  was  held  that  the  amendment  did  not  relate  back  so 
as  to  cut  off  the  bar  of  the  statute,  the  amendments  were  sucli 
as  were  violative  of  the  common-law  rule  against  departure  irt 
after  pleading.    On  the  other  hand,  in  those  cases  where  the- 
amendment  was  held  to  relate  back,  the  new  matter  introduced 
presented  no  new  claim  or  right  arising  out  of  the  same  gen- 
eral transaction,  nor  change  of  ground  of  liability  from  that 
originally  laid  in  the  complaint,  but  merely  stated  in  varying 
forms  of  expression  *•*  the  same  claim  or  right  in  order  to 
meet  the  different  phases  of  the  testimony,  and  without  the 
changing  or  departing  from  the  original  ground  of  liability* 
The  new  matter  so  introduced  being  within  the  lis  pendens^ 
supporting  and  fortifying  the  original  complaint,  and  leaving- 
the  issue  unchanged.    As,  for  instance,  in  the  case  of  Dowling 
V.  Blackman,  70  Ala.  303,  cited  by  appellant,  the  original  com- 
plaint was  in  code  form,  and  claimed  two  hundred  dollars,  due 
by  promissory  note  dated  December  29,  1869,  and  payable 
January  1,  1871.    The  amended  complaint  set  out  the  note 
in  full,  being  for  the  same  amount,  bearing  the  same  date,  and 
payable  on  the  same  date  as  that  described  in  the  original  com-- 
plaint,  but  shows  that  it  contained  contingencies  upon  the  hap* 
pening  of  which  the  note  was  not  to  be  paid,  and  which  con* 
tingencies  it  was  alleged  had  never  happened.    The  question 
arose  as  to  whether  the  statute  of  limitations  ran  to  the  date 
of  the  filing  of  the  amendment.     The  court  decided  that  the 
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tfnendmeiit  siinply  yaried  the  description  of  the  instnunent 
tiiat  was  already  in  snit^  and  set  up  no  new  claim  or  different 
gronnd  of  liability  from  that  declared  in  the  original  complaint. 
There  can  be  no  doubt  of  the  correctness  of  this  decision,  and 
it  in  no  wise  conflicts  with  the  principles  we  have  above  stated. 
So^  too^  in  the  cases  of  Winston  v.  Mitchell^  93  Ala.  554,  9  South* 
551,  and  Adams  v.  Philips,  75  Ala.  461,  both  of  which  were 
eases  in  equity.  Turner  v.  White,  97  Ala.  545,  12  South.  601, 
Manchester  Fire  Ins.  Go.  v.  Feibleman,  118  Ala.  308,  23  South. 
759,  Louisville  etc.  B.  R  Co.  v.  Wood,  105  Ala.  561,  17  South. 
41,  and  others,  where  the  amendments  were  held  to  relate  back, 
they  introduce  no  new  claim,  and  were  not  offensive  to  the  rule 
against  departures  in  after  pleading.  They  either  merely  sup- 
plied the  details  of  what  was  already  alleged,  or  fortified  and 
flpapported  the  ground  of  liability  as  stated  in  the  original  bill 
of  complaint,  and  in  no  manner  departed  from  it  and  resorted 
to  another. 

In  the  light  of  the  foregoing  decisions,  it  is  difficult  to  un- 
derstand how  it  can  be  seriously  contended  that  a  new  claim 
or  new  matter  is  not  introduced  by  the  second  and  third  counts 
from  that  sued  on  in  the  original  complaint  It  is  true,  they 
may  relate  to  the  same  subject  *•*  matter  (that  is,  the  notes 
and  securities  claimed  as  tiie  property  of  tiie  plaintiff),  but 
that  fact  will  not  prevent  the  claim  introduced  by  way  of  amend- 
ment from  the  characterization  of  a  new  claim  or  new  matter. 
In  the  cases  which  we  have  cited,  the  matter  introduced  by 
way  of  amendment  related  to,  and  grew  out  of,  the  same  cause 
of  action,  and  yet  the  objection  to  it  as  new  matter  or  a  new 
daim  was  not  thereby  obviated.  Nor  can  the  simple  averment 
by  the  pleader,  in  the  second  and  third  counts,  that  it  is  the 
same  cause  of  action  as  declared  on  in  the  first  count,  avail  to 
bring  the  amendment  within  the  doctrine  of  relation  back  to 
the  commencement  of  the  suit.  This  averment  can  but  be 
considered  as  an  opinion  or  conclusion  of  the  pleader. 

Out  conclusion  is,  that  the  counts  added  by  way  of  amend- 
ment to  the  complaint  did  not  relate  back  to  the  commence- 
ment of  the  suit^  and  the  statute  of  limitations  ran  to  the 
date  of  their  filing,  and  at  which  time,  in  this  case,  the  bar 
was  complete. 

Under  the  plea  of  the  general  issue,  filed  to  the  first  count, 
the  burden  of  proof  rested  on  the  plaintiff  to  show  that  the  de-* 
feudant  had  and  received  money  which,  ex  aequo  et  bono,  be* 
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longed  to  the  plaintiff.     We  have  carefully  considered  the  evi- 
dence in  the  case,  and  are  unable  to  find  that  it  anywhere  shows- 
that  the  defendant  bank  ever  had  and  received  money,  or  other 
thing  of  value,  to  v^hich  the  plaintiff  was  entitled,  nor  evidence 
of  any  facts  from  which  the  jury  might  reasonably  infer  such 
fact.    Evidence  that  defendant  discounted  and  purchased  the- 
notes,  which  the  plaintiff  had  authorized  0.  0.  Nelson,  her  hus- 
band and  agent,  to  sell  for  her,  would  not  authorize  a  jury  to 
presume  that  he,  0.  0.  Nelson,  after  receiving  the  purchase- 
money,  then  deposited  the  same  with  the  defendant,  or  that 
the  defendant,  in  the  first  instance,  in  making  the  disconnfc 
and  purchase,  paid  for  the  notes  by  giving  0.  0.  Nelson  credit 
on  its  books. 

There  being  no  evidence  that  the  money  paid  for  the  notes 
was  deposited  by  Nelson  with  the  defendant  to  his  credit^  or 
that  the  money  was  entered  by  the  defendant  *^®*  to  the  credit 
of  Nelson  without  actually  paying  it  over,  nor  any  evidence 
from  which  the  jury  might  fairly  and  reasonably  draw  sucJi 
conclusion,  the  court  committed  no  error  in  giving  the  general 
charge  as  requested  by  the  defendant. 

The  view  we  have  taken  of  the  case  renders  it  unnecessarv 
to  consider  the  other  questions  presented  by  the  record,  which 
relate  to  the  rulings  of  the  court  on  special  pleas  and  replica- 
tions thereto,  since  if  there  was  error  in  any  of  these  ruhnga 
it  was  error  without  injury.  There  being  no  reversible  error 
in  the  record,  the  judgment  of  the  lower  court  will  be  affiimed^^ 

On  application  for  a  rehearing  by  the  appellant,  we  were 
of  the  opinion,  and  so  ruled,  that  we  had  committed  an  error 
in  holding  that  the  general  charge  was  properly  given  for  the 
defendant,  but  afterward,  upon  application  by  the  appellee  for 
rehearing,  and  still  further  argument  by  counsel,  and  furttiOT 
consideration  of  the  case,  we  became  fully  satisfied  and  con- 
firmed in  the  correctness  of  our  first  conclusion,  that  there  was 
nothing  in  the  evidence  to  require  a  submission  of  the  case  to 
the  jury. 

Affirmed, 


When  an  Amendment  to  a  Declaration  sets  up  no  new  matter  or 
claim,  but  merely  relates  in  a  different  form  the  cause  of  action,  it 
relates  to  the  commencement  of  the  suit,  and  the  statute  of  limitations 
is  arrested  at  that  point.  When  the  amendment  introduces  a  new  and 
different  cause  of  action,  it  is  treated  as  a  new  suit,  begun  at  the 
time  when  the  amendment  is  filed:  Chicago  etc.  B.  B.  Go.  v.  Jones^ 
149  m.  861,  41  Am.  St.  Bep.  278,  37  N.  E.  247,  24  L.  B.  A.  141.    Bee 
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also.  Frost  ^.  Witter,  132  GaL  421,  84  Am.  St.  Bep.  53,  64  Pae.  706; 
Wh^eatt  ▼.  ISVorth,  108  Wis.  291,  81  Am.  St.  Eep.  899,  84  N.  W.  441; 
Boyd  ▼.  Mutual  lire  Aesn.,  116  Wis.  155,  96  Am.  St.  Bep.  948,  90 
H.  W.  1086,  94  N.  W.  171,  61  L.  B.  A.  918;  Thomas  ▼.  Price,  8S 
Waah.  459^  99  Am.  St.  Bep.  961,  74  Pae.  663. 


MILNEB  AND  KETTIQ  COMPANY  v.  DE  LOACH  MILL 

MANTJPACTUEING  COMPAISTT. 

[139  Ala.  645,  36  Sonth.  765.] 

TBOVE&— DefODBe— Bona  Fide  Pnrchaser* — It  is  no  defenea 
to  tlie  aetion  of  trover  that  the  defendant  is  a  purchaser  for  value^ 
and  without  notice  of  the  rights  of  the  real  owner,     (p.  66.) 

A^TA0HBffENT — Saleg.^ — Caveat  Emptor  applies  to  the  pur- 
ehaaoT  at  a  sheriff's  sale  under  attachment,  and  he  acquires  no  greater 
title  than  the  defendant  in  attachment  had  at  the  time  of  the  sale. 
(p.  66.) 

TROVER— Levy  of  Attadlim0Dt— Onatody  of  Law. — ^If  the 
le^sl  title  to  property,  and  the  right  to  its  immediate  possession  are 
in  one  person,  the  possession  of  an  officer  under  an  attachment  writ 
againat  another  person  is  illegal,  and  the  property  is  not  in  the  custody 
of  the  law  so  as  to  prevent  the  real  owner  from  maintaining  trover 
for  it  against  one  who  purchases  it  at  sale  under  such  attachment. 
{p.  66.) 

CONVERSION^— Any  mtenneddUng  with  Property  of  An- 
Ottflr.  or  the  exercise  of  dominion  over  it,  whether  by  the  defendant 
alone,  or  in  connection  with  others,  in  denial  of  the  owner's  rights,  ia 
a  eonveraion,  for  which  trover  will  lie,  though  the  defendant  had  not 
the  complete  manucaption  of  the  property,     (p.  66.) 

Complaint  in  trespass  and  troyer  for  the  wrongful  taking 
and  conYersion  at  an  engine,  boiler,  and  fixtures.  Added 
eounts  set  up  that  the  property  described  had  been  wrongfully 
leried  on  nnder  attachment  sued  out  by  defendant  against  one 
Gross,  while  such  property  was  at  all  times  the  property  of 
plaintiff,  and  that  by  reason  of  such  attachment  and  a  sale 
tiierennder,  such  property  was  whoUy  lost  to  plaintiff.  Defend- 
ant's pleas,  so  far  as  necessary  to  set  them  out,  were  as  follows : 

^10.  The  defendant  for  further  answer  to  each  count  of  said 
complaint  says  it  is  not  guilty. 

*'ll.  The  defendant  for  further  answer  to  said  complaint 
and  each  count  thereof  denies  each  and  every  allegation  thereof.'' 

^13.  The  defendant  for  further  answer  to  the  complaint, 
and  each  count  thereof,  says  that  plaintiff  sold  said  property 
consisting  of  an  engine  and  boiler  described  in  the  complaint 
to  one  F.  M.  Oross  in  Atlanta,  Georgia,  in  the  month  of  Januaiy,r 
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1898,  and  shipped  said  property  from  Erie,  Pennsylvania,   to 
said  Gross  at  Kennedy,  Alabama,  and  said  property  -was   re- 
shipped  to  Fayette,  Alabama,  and  arrived  at  Fayette,  in  Fayette 
county,  Alabama^  on  February  24:,    1898,  and  said  property  re- 
mained on  the  cars  nntil  it  was  attached  as  hereinafter  stated ; 
that  on,  to  wit,  March  1,  1898,  plaintiff  entered  into  a  written 
agreement  with  said  Gross,  in  which  it  is  stated  that  said  prop- 
erty belonged  to  said  Gross,  that  said  Gross  exhibited  said  agree- 
ment to  the  agent  and  representative  of  the  defendant,    and 
thereby  caused  defendant  to  sue  out  an  attachment  against  said 
Gross  and  attach  said  property  as  the  property  of  said  Gross; 
that  said  Gross  claimed  to  own  said  property  from  and  after 
its  shipment  into  the  state,  and  offered  it  for  sale  as  his  prop- 
erty, and  defendant  had  no  notice  of  plaintiff's  claim  to  said 
property.    Defendant  under  said  attachment  against  said  Ottoss 
became  a  judgment  creditor  of  said  Gross  and  sold  said  property 
under  said  attachment** 

^'To  the  several  pleas  the  plaintiff  filed,  among  others,  the 
following  replications: 

"'4.  And  plaintiff  for  further  answer  to  each  of  the  pleas 
of  the  defendant  herein,  except  those  numbered  1,  2,  5,  10, 
and  11,  alleges  that  all  the  title  notes  mentioned  in  said  pleas 
were  surrendered  to  the  said  Gross  on,  to  wit,  the  eighteenth 
day  of  March,  1898,  and  the  said  Gross  on  said  date  sold,  as- 
signed and  transferred  all  his  right,  title  and  interest  in  and 
to  the  property  mentioned  in  the  complaint  to  plaintiff,  and 
the  same  remained  upon  the  cars  at  Fayette,  Alabama,  and  at 
the  time  of  said  levies  said  property  was  wholly  the  property 
of  plaintiff,  and  the  said  Gross  had  no  right,  title  or  interest 
thereto. 

'^'5.  Plaintiff,  further  replying  to  the  thirteenth  plea,  and 
in  answer  thereto,  says  that  on  the  eighteenth  day  of  March, 
1898,  after  said  written  agreement  was  entered  into,  the  said 
Gross  sold,  assigned  and  surrendered  to  plaintiff  all  his  right, 
title  and  interest  to  said  property,  and  the  same  remained  on 
the  cars  of  the  railroad,  and  the  said  Gross  was  not  in  the  pos- 
session of  it,  nor  was  he  the  owner  thereof,  at  the  time  of  said 
levy  by  defendant.* 

'*To  the  fourth  and  fifth  replications  the  defendant  demurred 
upon  the  following  grounds:  '1.  Because  it  shows  that  no 
notice  of  said  sale  back  to  plaintiff  by  said  Gross  was  given  to 
plaintiff;  2.  Because  it  shows  that  no  notice  was  given  by  change 
of  possession  of  property  from  said  Gross  to  plaintiff;  3.  Be- 
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canae  it  is  no  answer  to  the  estoppel  set  up  in  said  plea  number 
13;  4.  Becanse  it  neither  confesses  and  avoids  nor  traverses 
^d  plea  number  13;  5.  Because  it  fails  to  show  any  notice  to 
the  defendant  of  sale  hack  hy  Gross  to  plaintiff  on  March  18, 
1898;  6.  Because  it  fails  to  show  that  delivery  of  said  prop* 
-erty  was  made  to  plaintiff  by  said  Gross  in  the  sale  of  March 
18,  1898.' 
**The  demurrers  to  the  replications  were  overruled." 
Verdict  and  judgment  for  plaintiff  and  defendant  appealed. 

B^  C.  Bedus,  for  the  appeUant. 

IBL  P.  Wetmore  and  S.  Wilder,  for  the  appellee. 


HABALSON,  J.  The  case  was  tried  on  issue  joined 
•on  the  pleas  10  and  11,  which  were  pleas  of  not  guilty,  and  on 
replications  4  and  5  to  plea  13.  A  demurrer  was  interposed 
to  the  twelfth  plea,  as  appears  by  the  judgment  entry  and  was 
sustained,  but  the  demurrer  does  not  appear  in  the  record. 

The  demurrer  to  replications  4  and  5  to  plea  13  were  prop- 
erly overruled.  If  the  property  levied  on  by  the  defendant, 
under  attachment,  as  is  averred  in  the  replications,  •^^  was, 
at  the  time  of  the  levy,  wholly  the  property  of  plaintiff,  and 
Gross,  against  whom  the  defendant  had  recovered  a  judgment^ 
in  its  attachment  proceedings,  had,  at  that  time,  no  right,  title 
or  interest  tiierein,  then  the  defendant's  levy  and  sale  of  the 
property  under  its  attachment,  conferred  no  title  on  it,  as 
against  the  plaintiff,  and  the  replications  were  a  fuU  answer 
to  said  plea  13. 

The  evidence  fully  sustains  these  replications.  From  the 
agreement  of  counsel  as  to  the  facts  on  which  the  case  was  tried^ 
it  appears  that  in  January,  1898,  the  plaintiff  contracted  in 
Atlanta,  Georgia,  to  sell  to  F.  M.  Gross  tiie  property  mentioned 
in  the  complaint.  Gross  gave  his  notes  for  the  property  pur- 
chased, and  in  them  it  was  specified  that  the  plaintiff  retain 
the  title  to  the  property  until  the  same  was  paid  for. 

On  March  18,  1898,  Gross  surrenders  and  assigns  to  plain- 
tiff all  his  right,  title  and  interest  to  the  property  sued  for, 
which  release  and  surrender  was  in  writing  and  duly  executed. 
By  this  agreement,  the  sale  by  plaintiff  was  rescinded  and  the 
plaintiff  became,  on  the  18th  of  March,  1898,  the  absolute  and 
unconditional  owner  of  the  property,  devested  of  all  claims  of 
Gross  thereto,  and  of  all  the  incidents  attaching  to  a  conditional 
sale.  The  question  of  conditional  sale,  therefore,  and  the  pro- 
tection of  defendant  as  a  bona  fide  purchaser  of  the  property 
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without  notice  of  plainti£p8  title,  as  provided  for  in  section  1017 
of  the  Code,  does  not  arise^  and  requires  no  consideration.      It  is 
no  defense  generally  to  the  action  of  trover  that  the  defendant  is 
a  purchaser  for  value,  and  without  notice  of  the  rights  of  the 
real  owner:  ^  Am.  &  Eng.  Ency.  of  Law,  1st  ed.,  731.      The 
title  to  the  property  being  absolutely  in  the  plaintiff,  which  was 
entitled  to  its  immediate  possession,  it  waa  attached  by  the  de- 
fendant and  one  Peters,  judgment  creditors  of  said  Gross,  and 
their  writs  of  attachment  were  levied  on  it  as  the  property  of 
said  Gross,  and  it  was  sold  under  said  attachments  as  his  prop* 
erty — ^the  defendant  becoming  the  purchaser.    In  buying   at 
the  sheriff's  sale  under  attachment  against  Gross,  caveat  emptor 
applied,  and  defendant  acquired  no  greater  title  than  Gross  had 
at  ^^^  the  time  of  the  sale;  and  under  the  facte  of  the  case 
as  agreed  on,  he  had  no  title:  Goodbar  v.  Daniel,  88  Ala.  533, 
16  Am.  St  Rep.  76,  7  South.  254;  Lindsay  v.  Cooper,  94  Ala. 
178,  33  Am.  St.  Bep.  106,  11  South.  325,  16  L.  R.  A.  813; 
Clemmons  v.  Cox,  114  Ala.  350,  21  South.  426;  Ezzell  v.  Brovni, 
121  Ala.  160,  25  South.  832. 

The  attachment  of  Peters  was  levied  on  the  property  by  a 
constable,  that  of  defendant  by  a  sheriff,  who  took  the  property, 
and  sold  it  under  both  attachments,  the  defendant  being  the 
purchaser.  On  the  undisputed  facts,  the  plaintiff  had  the  legal 
title  to  the  property,  and  the  right  to  its  immediate  possession, 
and  the  possession  of  the  constable  and  sheriff  under  the  attach- 
ment writs,  being  illegal,  the  property  was  not,  as  contended 
by  defendant,  in  the  custody  of  the  law:  Bissell  v.  Lindsay,  9 
Ala.  162;  Governor  v.  Gibson,  14  Ala.  326,  331;  Easly  v.  Dye, 
14  Ala.  168,  166 ;  Freeman  on  Executions,  sec.  268.  "Any  in- 
termeddling with  the  property  of  another,  or  the  exercise  of 
dominion  over  it,  whether  by  the  defendant  alone  or  in  con- 
nection with  others,  in  denial  of  the  owner^s  rights,  is  a  con- 
version, though  the  defendant  had  not  (himself)  the  complete 
manucaption  of  the  property'*:  Boiling  v.  Kirby,  90  Ala.  215, 
24  Am.  St.  Sep.  789,  7  South.  914;  Boutwell  v.  Parker,  124 
Ala.  341,  27  South.  309. 

If  there  was  any  error  in  overruling  the  demurrer  to  plea 
12,  it  was  error  without  injury,  since  the  defendant  in  the  trial 
had  the  benefit  under  other  pleas  of  the  defense  set  up  in  that 
plea. 

The  court  charged  the  jury  that  if  they  believed  the  evidence 
they  would  find  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff,  and  assess  the  dam- 
ages at  the  agreed  value  of  the  engine  and  boiler,  with  interest 
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from  Hie  date  of  the  leyy  by  defendant  nntil  the  trials  and  in 
thiB  charge  we  haye  been  unable  to  diacover  any  error. 


To  Flaee  Property  im  the  Oiuiody  of  the  Law^  a  ralid  Uyy  la 
tial:  Cedar  B&pids  Pomp  Co.  ▼.  HiUer,  105  Iowa,  674,  67  Am.  St 
Bep.  322,  75  K.  W.  504.  Propertr  nnlawf  ally  or  illegally  taken  ia 
Bot  in  enstodia  legia:  Oilman  y.  Williams,  7  'Wis.  829,  76  Am.  Dee. 
ai9;  Pitldn  ▼.  Burnliam,  62  Neb.  385,  89  Am.  St.  Bep.  763,  87  N.  W. 
160,  55  Ii.  B.  A.  280. 

The  Conversion  of  Perwnal  Property  takea  plaee  whenever  a  person 
who  is  neithex  the  owner  nor  entitled  to  the  possession  ezereisea 
dominion  or  control  oTor  it,  inconsistent  with  or  in  defiance  of  the 
rights  of  a  person  who  is  either  in  possession  or  entitled  to  the  im« 
mediate  possession  thereof:  See  the  monographie  note  to  Boiling  t. 
Kirby,  24  Am.  St.  Bep.  795-819;  Wing  v.  miliken,  91  Me.  387,  64 
Am.  St.  Bep.  238,  40  AtL  138.  See,  also,  Doolittle  ▼•  Shaw,  92  Iowa, 
348,  54  Am.  fit.  Bep.  562,  60  N.  W.  621,  26  U  B.  A.  866;  Canning  ▼. 
Owen,  22  B,  X  624,  84  Am.  St.  Bep.  858,  48  Atl.  1033;  Johnson  ▼.  Wil- 
aon,  137  Ala.  468,  97  Am.  St.  Bep.  52,  34  Sonth.  392;  Bosenerants  ▼. 
Swofford  Bros.   Dry  Goods  Co.,  175  Mo.  518,  97  Am.  St.  Bep.  609, 

75  a  W.  445;  Marshall  etc  Grain  Co.  ▼.  Kansas  City  etc  B.  B.  Co.» 
176  Mo.  480,  9S  Am.  St.  Bep.  508,  75  a  W.  638. 

Tike  Rule  of  Caveat  Emptor  applies  to  purchasers  at  judicial  sales: 
Hendrix  v.  Sonthem  By.  Co.,  130  Ala.  205,  89  Am.  St.  Bep.  27,  30 
South.  596;  Hammond  ▼.  Chamberlain  Banking  House,  58  Neb.  445, 

76  Am.  St.  Bep.  106,  78  N.  W.  718.    Compare  People's  Bank  ▼.  Bxam-* 
lett,  58  a  a  477,  79  Am.  St.  Bep.  855,  36  a  E.  912. 
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GEEEN  y.  LOS  ANGELES  TERMINAL  RAILWAY  (JO. 

[143  CaL  81,  76  Pac.  719.] 

RAIUtOAD  TBAOK— Negligence  in  Crossing. — One  who  steps 

upon  a  railroad  track  immediately  in  front  of  a  train  moving  at  an 
ezceseive  speed,  without  giving  the  customary  signals,  but  visible  for 
the  last  eight  hundred  feet  of  its  course,  is  gulty  of  contributory 
negligence,  as  a  matter  of  law.     (p.  74.) 

NEGLIGENOE,  OONTBIBUTOBY— Concurrent  Negligent  Acts. 
The  rule  that  a  plaintiff's  contributory  negligence  does  not  bar  his 
right  to  recover  where  the  defendant,  after  discovering  his  danger, 
fails  to  use  ordinary  care  to  avoid  injuring  him,  has  no  application 
when  both  parties  are  ^ilty  of  concurrent  acts  of  negligence,  each 
of  which,  at  the  very  time  when  the  accident  occurs,  contributes  to 
it.     (p.   75.) 

RAILROAD  TRACK — ^Person  Cros8ing.^An  Engineer  may  As- 
Btinie  that  a  person  approaching  the  railroad  is  in  the  possession  of 
her  ordinary  faculties,  and  will  retain  her  position  of  safety  and  not 
recklessly  expose  herself  to  danger  by  crossing  the  track  in  front 
of  the  approaching  train.  He  is  not  required,  therefore,  to  check 
the  speed  of  the  train  to  enable  her  to  cross  in  front  of  it,  nor  to 
ascertain  whether  she  is  about  to  do  so;  if,  after  she  steps  upon  tho 
track,  he  does  all  in  his  power  to  avert  an  accident,  this  is  all  the 
law  requires,     (pp.  78,  81.) 

Gibbon,  Thomas  &  Halstead,  A.  S.  Halstead  and  Goodrich 
ft  McGutchen,  for  the  appellant. 

R.  A.  ling  and  E.  A.  Meserve,  for  the  respondent 

»*  LORIGAN,  J.  This  action  is  brought  by  plaintiff  to  re- 
cover damages  for  the  death  of  his  wife,  alleged  to  have  been 
occasioned  through  the  negligent  operation  of  a  locomotive  and 
train  of  cars  by  tiie  employes  of  defendant,  within  the  corporate 
linodts  of  the  city  of  Los  Angeles. 

(66) 
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The  case  was  tried  by  the  court  without  a  jury,  and  judg« 
ment  rendered  in  favor  of  plaintiff  for  five  thousand  dollars. 
This  appeal  is  from  i\e  judgment  and  from  an  order  deny- 
ing defendant's  motion  for  a  new  triaL 

Ttese  were  both  subsequently  afl5rmed  by  this  court  in  Bank, 
hut,  a  rehearing  having  been  granted,  the  matter  is  now  again 
before  us  for  disposition. 

In  our  judgmenl^  the  sole  point  involved  is  whether  the  plain- 
tiflPs  intestate  was  guilty  of  such  contributory  negligence  as 
precludes  a  recovery  by  plaintiff,  and  we  think  that  this  point 
16  fully  presented,  and  is  to  be  disposed  of,  under  the  findinga 
of  the  lower  court  made  in  the  case. 

This  matter  was  very  fully  discussed  in  the  former  opinion 
of  this  court  above  referred  to,  in  considering  the  general  find- 
ing of  the  lower  court,  that  plaintiff's  wife  had  used  ordinary 
care  and  prudence,  and  had  not  been  guilty  of  carelessness  or 
negligence  contributory  to  the  accident  in  which  she  lost  her 
life. 

We  are  entirely  satisfied  with  the  views  there  expressed  upon 
the  doctrine  of  contributory  negligence  as  applied  to  the  gen- 
eral finding,  and  readopt  them. 

In  this  respect  that  opinion  declared: 
'The  evidence,  though  sharply  conflicting,  is  suflBcient  to 
support  the  findings  of  the  superior  court,  that  the  train,  con- 
sidering the  locality,  was  moving,  at  the  time  of  the  accident, 
at  an  excessively  high  and  dangerous  rate  of  speed  (between 
twenty-five  and  thirty  miles  an  hour),  upon  a  descending 
grade,  without  steam,  making  but  little  noise,  and  without  giv- 
ing any  of  the  statutory  and  customary  signals,  by  sounding 
its  whistle,  or  ringing  its  bell.    But  neither  the  evidence  nor 
the  specific  findings  of  the  court  sustain  the  more  general  find- 
ing to  the  effect  that  plaintiff's  wife  in  approaching  **  the 
track  of  defendant,  at  the  place  where  she  was  killed,  used  ordi- 
nary care,  and  did  that  which  an  ordinary  prudent  person  would 
have  done  under  the  circumstances,  and  did  not  by  her  own 
carelessness,  or  negligence,  in  any  wise  contribute  to  said  acci- 
dent or  injury.    The  deceased  was  a  woman  of  mature  age,  in 
good  health,  and  in  full  possession  of  all  her  faculties.     She  ap- 
proached the  track  of  defendant  on  foot  and  by  daylight,  at 
a  point  from  which  it  was  plainly  visible  to  a  distance  of  eight 
hundred  feet  to  the  eastward,  beyond  which  it  made  a  curve 
to  the  north.     When  thirty  feet  distant  from  the  track  she  was 
seen  to  look  toward  the  east  and  then  immediately  advance 
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along  a  path  which  crossed  the  track  at  an  angle  of  thirty  de- 
grees. As  the  track  extended  nearly  east  and  west^  and  lier 
course  was  from  southeast  to  northwest,  this  caused  her  face 
to  be  turned  partly  away  from  the  train,  which  was  approacli- 
ing  from  the  east.  It  is  to  be  inferred  that  when  she  looked 
toward  the  east  from  the  point  thirty  feet  distant  from  the 
track,  the  train  had  not  rounded  the  curve  and  was  out  of  view, 
for  she  advanced  slowly  along  the  path,  witiiout  again  looking 
up,  and  when  in  the  act  of  stepping  on  the  track  was  struck 
by  the  locomotive  and  killed. 

'TJnder  these  circumstances  it  is  clear,  in  view  of  numer- 
ous decisions  of  this  court,  and  of  the  great  weight  of  au- 
thority elsewhere,  that  she  cannot  be  acquitted  of  culpable 
negligence  directly  contributing  to  the  fatal  result.  While  it 
is  true  that  negligence  is  ordinarily  a  question  of  fact,  it  is,  in 
some  cases,  a  conclusion  of  law.  In  the  case  of  Herbert  t. 
Southern  Pac.  Co.,  121  Cal.  230,  63  Pac.  651,  Justice  Temple, 
delivering  the  opinion  of  the  court,  after  laying  down  the  gen- 
eral rule,  stated  the  exception  as  follows : 

**  TBut  cases  arising  from  injuries  suffered  at  railroad  cross- 
ings have  been  so  numerous,  and  upon  certain  points  there  has 
been  such  absolute  accord,  that  what  will  constitute  ordinary 
care  in  such  a  case  has  been  precisely  defined,  and  if  any  ele* 
ment  is  wanting,  the  courts  will  hold,  as  matter  of  law,  that  the 
plaintiff  has  been  guilty  of  negligence.  And  when  injury  re- 
sults which  might  have  been  avoided  by  the  use  of  proper  care^ 
the  plaintiff  cannot  recover,  although  the  defendant  has  also 
been  guilty  of  negligence.  In  this  special  case  the  amount 
of  care,  as  well  as  the  nature  of  it,  has  been  *•  settled.'  To 
illustrate  this  view  he  proceeds  as  follows :  Tlie  railroad  track 
of  a  steam  railway  must  itself  be  regarded  as  a  sign  of  danger^ 
and  one  intending  to  cross  must  avail  himself  of  every  oppor- 
tunity to  look  and  listen  for  approaching  trains.  What  he 
must  do  in  such  a  case  must  depend  upon  circumstances.  If  the 
view  of  the  track  is  obstructed,  he  should  take  greater  pains 
to  listen.  If^  taking  these  precautions,  he  would  have  seen  or 
heard  the  approaching  train,  the  very  fact  of  injury  will  raise 
a  presumption  that  he  did  not  take  the  required  precaution.' 

'^The  language  here  quoted,  from  one  of  our  own  decisions, 
is  strictly  applicable  to  the  present  case.  If  plaintiff's  wife 
had  taken  the  precaution  to  look,  and  had  availed  herself  of 
every  opportunity  she  had  to  look  for  the  approaching  train, 
she  need  not  have  been  injured,  and  we  are  not  obliged  to  resort 


AgiiL  1904.]  Gkeen  v.  Los  Akgblbs  Tebkinal  By.  Co.      71 

io  any  presumption  to  establish  her  failure  to  take  the  required 
precaution,  for  the  evidence  and  the  findings  show  that  after 
looking  along  the  track  toward  the  east  once,  when  she  was 
thirty  feet  distant  therefrom,  she  did  not  look  again,  but,  turn- 
ing her  face  in  an  opposite  direction,  walked  so  slowly  that  the 
train^  coming  from  a  point  beyond  her  view  at  the  time  she 
looked,  could  travel  over  eight  hundred  feet  while  she  was  cov- 
ering the  thirty  feet  between  her  point  of  observation  and  the 
nearest  rail  of  the  track.    The  only  answer  of  the  respondent 
to  the  claim  that  this  was  negligence  per  se  is^  that  the  precau- 
tion she  took  would  have  been  entirely  sufficient  if  the  train 
had  not  been  running  at  a  reckless  rate  of  speed,  and  that  she 
had  a  right  to  assume  that  it  would  only  move  at  a  lawful  and 
fToper  rate.    But  this  argument  also  is  answered  by  the  Herbert 
case,  where  Judge  Temple,  commenting  on  a  similar  contention, 
says:  ^The  defense  of  contributory  negligence  implies  that  de- 
fendant may  have  been  guilty  of  such  negligence  as  would  jus- 
tify a  recovery  by  plaintiff,  if  he  were  not  also  in  default'   There 
U,  in  other  words,  no  occasion  for  the  application  of  the  rule 
as  to  contributory  negligence,  except  in  cases  where  it  is  shown 
or  assumed  that  the  defendant  has  been  guilty  of  actionable 
negligence.    When  such  negligence  is  not  shown,  he  is  for  that 
reason  alone  free  from  any  liability,  and  only  when  it  is  shown 
has  he  any  occasion  to  exonerate  himself  by  proof  of  contributory 
negligence  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff.    It  is   no  '^  excuse, 
therefore,  for  plaintiff's  wife  that  the  train  was  running  faster 
than  was  proper  at  that  point.    There  was  no  law  or  ordinance 
restricting  its  speed  to  any  particular  rate,  and  if,  as  the  trial 
judge  concluded,  the  speed  was,  under  the  circumstances,  exces- 
sive, a  reasonably  careful  person  would  have  guarded  himself 
from  the  consequences  of  such  negligence  by  the  easy  and  simple 
precaution  of  looking,  when  about  to  pass  from  a  position  of 
safety  to  a  position  of  danger.    A  person  on  foot,  in  possession 
of  all  his  faculties,  and  in  complete  control  of  his  own  move- 
ments, stepping  on  a  railroad  track  immediately  in  front  of  a 
train  which  has  been  moving  eight  hundred  feet  at  a  speed  of  less 
than  thirty  nules  an  hour,  in  full  view,  is  clearly  guilly  of  negli- 
gence.   Upon  this  point  the  case  of  Holmes  v.  South  Pacific 
Coast  Ey.  Co.,  97  CaL  167,  31  Pac.  835,  is  conclusive  authority. 
There  it  was  said :  'A  railroad  track  upon  which  trains  are  con- 
stantly run  IB  itself  a  warning  to  any  person  who  has  reached 
years  of  discretion,  and  who  is  possessed  of  ordinary  intelli- 
gence, that  it  is  not  safe  to  walk  upon  it,  or  near  enough  to  it. 
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to  be  struck  by  a  passing  train  without  the  exercise  of  constant 
•vigilance,  in  order  to  be  made  aware  of   the   approach    of    a. 
locomotive,  and  thus  be  enabled  to  avoid  receiving  injury;  and 
the  failure  of  such  person,  so  situated  with  reference  to   the 
railroad  track,  to  exercise  such  care  and  watchfulness,  and  to 
make  use  of  all  his  senses  in  order  to  avoid  the  danger  incident 
to  such  a  situation  is  negligence  per  se/    This  statement  of  the 
doctrine  of  negligence  per  se,  made  ten  years  ago,  was  based 
upon  several  decisions  of  this  and  other  courts,  cited  in  the 
opinion  of  Justice  De  Haven,  and  the  rule  has  been  applied  in 
a  number  of  more  recent  cases  decided  here:  See  Herbert   t. 
Southern  Pac.  Co.,  121  Cal.  227,  63  Pac.  661;  Bailey  v.  Market 
Street  Ry.  Co.,  110  Cal.  329,  42  Pac.  914;  Lee  v.  Market  Street 
By.  Co.,  135  Cal.  295,  67  Pac.  765 ;  Green  v.  Southern  Cal.  Ry. 
Co.,  138  Cal.  1,  70  Pac.  926 ;  Warren  v.  Southern  CaL  By.  Co^ 
138  Cal.  1,  70  Pac.  926,  and  cases  cited. 

'^n  other  jurisdictions  the  same  doctrine  has  been  frequently 
applied  in  cases  closely  resembling  the  present.  These  decisions 
have  been  cited  in  the  briefs  of  counsel,  and  it  ie  unnecessary 
to  repeat  the  citations  here,  but  we  will  quote  the  language  used 
by  the  judges  in  one  or  two  instances  in  discussing  a  state  of 
facts  substantially  the  same  as  those  which  we  have  before  us. 

*®  "Commenting  upon  a  case  in  which  the  injured  party  had 
looked  for  an  approaching  train  when  some  distance  from  the 
track  and  had  then  driven  on  without  again  looking,  the  supreme 
court  of  New  Jersey  says :  ^f  risk  is  inherent  in  a  continuing 
state  of  things,  tiie  duty  to  exercise  reasonable  care  is  a  continu- 
ing obligation.  This  at  least  must  be  true,  that  a  man  is  negli- 
gent who  attempts  to  drive  across  a  railroad  line  after  listening 
and  looking  only  once  toward  a  quarter  from  which  a  train  may 
approach,  if  these  acts  of  attention  and  observation  are  per-^ 
formed  when  the  observer  is  so  far  from  the  crossing  that  before 
he  will  reach  it  a  train  coming  from  that  quarter,  and  open  to 
his  further  attention  and  observation,  has  time  to  advance  so 
as  to  endanger  him/  After  citing  several  decisions  to  the  same 
effect  the  court  proceeds:  'These  opinions  show  that  persons 
who  cross  railroad  tracks,  either  on  foot  or  in  vehicles,  are 
strictly  held  to  the  duty  of  careful  observation  and  attention. 
In  each  of  these  cases  the  plaintiff  was  injured  notwithstanding 
some  care  on  his  part.  In  each  case  a  judgment  of  nonsuit  was 
sustained.  In  each  case  the  defect  in  plaintiff's  cause  of  action 
was  the  same.  The  defect  was,  that  though  he  exercised  care 
at  first,  he  did  not  continue  to  be  careful,  but  became  inattentive. 
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to  his  Bnrroimdmgs  before  he  reached  a  place  of  safety^ :  Winter 
▼.  New  York  etc.  R.  B.  Co.,  66  N.  J.  L.  677,  50  Atl.  339. 

'Til  Central  of  Georgia  Ry.  Co.  v.  Forshee,  125  Ala.  199,  27 
South.  1010,  the  supreme  court  of  Alabama  says :  *It  is  equally 
dear^  on  principle  and  authority,  that  this  duty  must  be  per- 
formed at  such  time  and  place,  with  reference  to  the  particular 
sitoation  in  each  case  as  will  enable  the  traveler  to  accomplish 
the  purpose  the  law  has  in  view  in  its  imposition  upon  him. 
He  must  stop  so  near  to  the  track,  and  his  survey  by  sight  and 
floimd  must  so  immediately  precede  his  effort  to  cross  over  it, 
as  to  preclude  the  injection  of  an  element  of  danger  from  ap- 
proaching trains  into  the  situation  between  the  time  he  stopped, 
looked,  and  listened,  and  his  attempt  to  proceed  across  the  track. 
If  he  stops  so  far  from  the  railway  as  that  a  train,  which  could 
not  be  seen  from  that  point,  could  and  does  reach  the  crossing  by 
the  time  he  has  traversed  the  intervening  distance  and  gotten 
on  the  track,  he  negligently  contributes  to  the  resulting  col- 
lision and  injury,  and  the  same  *•  is  true  if,  though  he  stop  at 
Hie  track,  he  lingers  ihere  after  looking  and  listening,  and  delays 
crossing  until  a  train  not  in  sight  or  hearing  when  he  stopped, 
looked,  and  listened  has  come  meantime  upon  the  scene,  and 
collides  with  him  when  he  does  attempt  to  cross.* 

"The  court  of  appeals  of  New  York,  speaking  of  the  duty  of 
a  person  about  to  cross  a  railroad  track,  says :  To  be  sure,  the 
statute  requires  a  railroad  company  to  give  specified  warnings, 
but  it  neither  takes  away  a  man's  senses  nor  excuses  him  from 
using  them.  The  danger  may  be  there;  the  precaution  is  sim- 
ple. To  stop,  to  pause,  is  certainly  safe.  His  time  to  do  so  is 
before  he  puts  himself  in  the  very  road  of  casualty*:  Wilds  v. 
Hudson  River  R.  R.  Co.,  24  N.  Y.  430. 

**The  supreme  court  of  Minnesota  says :  'We  are  unable  to  find 
in  the  record  any  excuse  for  the  intestate's  disregard  of  his  ob- 
vious duty  to  himself,  to  use  his  eyesight  at  the  time  when  he 
could  easily  have  discovered  the  danger  of  collision,  which  was 
up  to  the  very  moment  he  stepped  upon  the  main  track.  Until 
then  he  had  full  control  of  his  movements.  He  could  by  the 
slightest  move  of  his  head  toward  the  east  have  discovered  his 
hazard,  and  by  the  slightest  check  of  his  movements  have  avoided 
the  same* :  Olson  v.  Northern  Pac.  R.  R  Co.,  84  Minn.  258,  87 
N.  W.  843. 

*1n  all  of  the  cases  from  which  the  foregoing  quotations  have 
been  made,  and  in  many  others  cited  in  the  briefs,  the  negligence 
charged  against  the  defendant,  and  proved  or  assumed  for  the 
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purpose  of  the  decision,  was  excessive  speed  in  the  moyemeni 
of  trains,  or  omission  of  customary  signals  by  sounding  the 
whistle  or  ringing  the  bell — ^the  same  character  of  negligence, 
that  is  to  say,  which  plaintiff  contends  excused  his  wife  from 
looking  a  second  time  for  the  approach  of  the  train.  They  there- 
fore sustain  both  propositions  laid  down  by  Justice  Temple 
in  the  Herbert  case,  as  stated  above,  and  in  the  absence  of  more 
direct  authority  to  be  found  in  our  own  decisions  would  war- 
rant us  in  holding,  if  the  question  were  a  new  one,  that  a  person 
who  with  his  eyes  open  steps  upon  a  railroad  track  immediately 
in  front  of  a  moving  train,  visible  from  a  point  eight  hundred 
feet  distant  from  the  point  of  collision,  is  necessarily,  and  as 
matter  of  law,  guilty  of  contributory  negligence/' 

^^  The  foregoing  from  the  former  opinion,  in  our  judgment, 
contains  an  accurate  statement  of  the  evidence,  a  clear  consid- 
eration and  discussion  of  the  findings,  and  correctly  announces 
and  applies  the  doctrine  of  contributory  negligence  to  the  case 
at  bar,  from  all  of  which  it  appears  that,  while  the  defendant 
was  guilty  of  negligence,  plaintiff's  intestate  was  likewise  guilty 
of  such  contributory  negligence  as  precluded  a  recovery  by  plain- 
tiff. 

Under  such  circumstances  the  judgment  and  order  must  be 
reversed,  unless  there  is  some  other  feature  of  the  case  pre- 
sented by  the  findings  upon  which  they  can  be  sustained. 

It  is  contended  by  respondent  that  such  a  feature  exists,  and 
that  it  arises  from  a  special  finding  of  the  court — "So,  7 — ^which 
is  as  follows :  "As  said  train  rounded  said  curve  and  came  upon 
said  Humboldt  street,  going  at  a  high  and  dangerous  rate  of 
speed,  downhill,  no  bell  on  the  engine  thereof  being  rung,  or 
other  warning  of  its  approach  being  given,  the  engineer  in 
charge  of  the  engine  on  said  train  saw  said  Bessie  Green  and 
knew  that  she  was  walking  on  said  patii,  and  crossing  said 
Humboldt  street,  ahead  of  said  train,  and  that  she  gave  no 
evidence  of  knowledge  of  the  approach  of  the  train.  That,  not- 
withstanding such  facts,  said  engineer  did  not  slacken  or  lessen 
the  speed  of  said  train,  or  attempt  to  give  said  Bessie  Green 
warning  of  its  approach.  That  as,  and  just  after  said  train 
crossed  said  Avenue  23,  going  toward  said  Bessie  Green,  and  afe 
such  high  rate  of  speed,  said  engineer  still  saw  said  Bessie  Green, 
and  still  saw  and  knew  she  was  advancing  upon  said  track,  and 
that  she  still  gave  no  evidence  of  knowledge  of  the  approach 
of  said  train,  but  said  engineer  still  did  not  lessen  the  speed 
of  said  train,  or  blow  a  whistle  or  ring  a  bell,  or  give  other  warn- 
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iag  of  ihe  approach  of  said  train,  nor  was  any  given  until  the 
iraia  was  within  ten  or  fifteen  feet  of  the  point  of  the  accident. 
That  said  engineer  could  have  stopped  said  train  at  any  time 
wiiMn  two  hundred  feet  after  stilting  to  do  so.  That  when 
within  ten  or  fifteen  feet  from  the  place  of  such  accident  the  en- 
gineer blew  the  whistle,  applied  the  air-brakes,  and  reversed 
ihe  engine,  and  did  all  in  his  power  with  tiie  appliances  he  had 
to  stop  the  train,  and  tiie  fireman  rang  the  belL'^ 

Respondent's  contention  is,  that  while  the  general  rule  may 
be,  that  one  cannot  recover  where  his  neglect  contributed 
'^^  proximately  and  directly  to  the  accident,  yet  this  rule  is  sub- 
ject to  the  exception  that  where  a  defendant,  discovering  that 
a  party  has  placed  himself  in  a  place  of  danger  or  peril,  refuses 
or  fails  to  do  some  act  within  his  power  which  would  have  pre- 
Tiaited  or  avoided  the  accident^  then  the  defendant  will  be  liable, 
notwithstanding  the  neglect  of  the  plaintiff  may  have  contrib- 
uted to  the  injury,  and  contends  that  this  finding  presents  such 
a  condition  as  calls  for  the  application  of  the  exception  to  the 
general  rule  in  the  case  at  bar. 

There  is  no  question  but  that  this  exception  to  the  general 
rule  exists,  and  is  usually  extended  to  that  limited  class  of  rases 
where  the  failure  to  avoid  the  injury  after  discovery  of  the  dan- 
ger to  plaintiff  amounts  to  gross  neglect  and  approaches  actual 
wantonness  on  the  part  of  the  defendant.  The  rule  on  this  sub- 
ject is  tersely  and  dearly  stated  in  Shearman  and  Bedfield  on 
Negligence,  section  99,  as  follows:  *T[t  is  now  perfectly  well 
settled  that  the  plaiuiiff  may  recover  damages  for  an  injury 
caused  by  defendant's  neglect,  notwithstanding  the  plaintiff's 
own  negligence  exposed  him  to  the  risk  of  injury,  if  such  injury 
was  more  immediately  caused  by  defendant's  omission,  after 
becoming  aware  of  plaintiff's  danger,  to  use  ordinary  care  for 
the  purpose  of  avoiding  injury  to  him." 

It  applies  in  cases  where  the  defendant,  knowing  of  plain- 
tiff's danger,  and  tiiat  it  is  obvious  that  he  cannot  extricate  him- 
self from  it,  fails  to  do  so  something  which  it  is  in  his  power 
to  do  to  avoid  the  injury.  It  has  no  application,  however,  to 
a  case  where  both  parties  are  guilty  of  concurrent  acts  of  negli- 
gence, each  of  which,  at  the  very  time  when  the  accident  occurs, 
contributes  to  it. 

This  whole  subject  is  fully  discussed  in  Holmes  v.  South 
Pacific  Coast  By.  Co.,  97  Cal.  169,  31  Pac.  835,  where  the  plain- 
tiff,  walking  up  and  down  the  defendant's  track  at  a  station 
while  waiting  for  an  approaching  train,  negligently  remained 
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on  the  track  and  was  struck  by  the  locomotive.    In  that  case^ 
discussing  the  liability  of  the  defendant,  notwithstanding  the 
plaintiff's  contributory  negligence,  this  court  quotes   approv- 
ingly the  language  of  the  supreme  court  of  Maine  in  O'Brien 
V.  McGlinchy,  68  Me.  662,  as  follows:  "But  in  cases  fallin«f 
within  the  foregoing  description,  where  the  negligent  acts  of  the 
parties  are  distinct  and  independent  of  each  other,  the  a<!t  '**  of 
the  plaintiff  preceding  that  of  the  defendant,  it  is  considered 
that  the  plaintiff^s  conduct  does  not  contribute  to  produce  tha- 
injury,  if,  notwithstanding  his  negligence,  the  injury  could  have 
been  avoided  by  the  use  of  ordinary  care  at  the  time  by  the  de- 
fendant.   This  rule  applies  usually  in  cases  where  the  plaintiff, 
or  his  property,  is  in  some  position  of  danger  from  a  threatened 
contact  with  some  agency  under  the  control  of  defendant,  when 
the  plaintiff  cannot,  and  the  defendant  can,  prevent  the   in- 
jury  But  this  principle  cannot  govern  where  both  par- 
ties are  contemporaneously  and  actively  in  fault,  and  by  their 
mutual  carelessness  an  injury  ensues  to  one  or  both  of  them.'* 
And,  after  quoting  thus  far  from  that  decision,  our  court  then 
proceeds :  ''This,  we  think,  may  be  regarded  as  a  correct  state- 
ment of  the  law  upon  this  point,  and  as  furnishing  a  clear  and 
definite  rule  by  which  to  determine  in  any  case  whether  or  not 
the  negligence  of  the  person  injured  may  be  said,  in  a  legal 
sense,  to  have  contributed  to  such  injury;  and  when  we  apply 
this  rule  to  the  case  here,  it  is  at  once  seen  that,  even  if  it  should 
be  conceded  that  there  was  negligence  upon  the  part  of  the- 
defendant  in  its  management  of  the  train  at  the  time  of  and  just 
preceding  the  accident,  still  the  plaintiff  would  not  be  entitled 
to  recover,  as  such  accident  could  not  have  occurred  without 
the  concurrent  and  active  negligence  of  the  deceased  at  the 
time.    The  defendant  was  not  the  only  one  who  could  have  pre- 
vented the  accident,  but,  on  the  contrary,  if  the  deceased  had 
himself  used  ordinary  care  at  the  time,  he  could  not  possibly 
have  been  harmed  by  defendant's  locomotive,  which  was  con- 
fined to  the  narrow  track  upon  which  it  ran.    TJp  to  the  very 
moment  that  he  was  struck  by  the  engine,  it  was  within  his 
power  to  escape  the  injury  which  he  received  by  simply  moving 
to  a  place  of  safety  upon  the  sidewalk,    and   he   would   have 
realized  the  necessity  for  such  action  on  his  part  but  for  his  own 
negligence  at  the  time  in  not  looking  or  listening  for  the  ap- 
proach of  the  train.*' 
The  general  rule  and  the  exception  are  further  fully  discussed; 
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Ij  Justice  Angellotti  in  the  recent  case  of  Harrington  y.  Loa 
Angeles  Ey.  Co,,  140  Cal.  514,  98  Am.  St  Rep.  85,  74  Pac.  15. 
In  the  case  at  bar,  however,  giving  the  respondent  the  full 
tenefit  of  any  favorable  deduction  which  can  be  made  from 
^^  the  quoted  finding,  still  it  does  not  present  any  condition  to 
irfiich  the  exception  to  the  general  rule  can  apply. 

All  that  this  finding  in  effect  declares  is,  that  the  defendant 
was  guilty  of  negligence  in  failing  to  give  the  usual  warnings 
&nd  running  its  train  at  an  excessive  rate  of  speed;  that  the 
engineer  saw  Bessie  Green  approaching  the  track  along  a  path 
wMch  crossed  it;  that  she  gave  no  evidence  of  knowledge  of  the 
approach  of  the  train;  and  that,  notwithstanding  such  tact,  the 
en^eer  did  not  slacken  or  lessen  the  speed  of  the  train,  or 
attempt  to  give  said  Bessie  Green  warning  of  his  approach. 

But  dnring  all  this  time,  it  will  be  observed,  Bessie  Green 
was  in  a  position  of  absolute  safety;  she  was  not  upon  the  de- 
fendants track,  but  walking  upon  the  pathway  approaching 
it    There  was  nothing  to  indicate  to  the   engineer  that  she 
vould  leave  that  place  of  safety  and   put   herself   in  one  of 
danger.    The    mere   fact   that   she   gave   no   evidence   of   a 
knowledge  of  the  approach  of  the  train  while  walking  along 
the  pathway  toward  the  track  did  not  indicate  to  the  engineer 
that  she  was  about  to  place  herself  in  a  position  of  perlL     It  is 
a  matter  of    common   observation  that  thousands   of   people 
daily  cross  in.  front  of  trains  and  approach  crossings  for  that 
purpose,  without  giving  any  indication  that  they  are  aware 
of  the  coming  of  the  train.     They  proceed,  determining  for 
themselves  whether  they  have  sufficient  time  to  make  the  cross- 
ing safely  or  not,  solicitous  only  for  their  personal  safety,  and 
giving  no  indication  to  the  engineer  whether  they  will  hazard 
the  risk  of  crossing,  or  pause  until  the  train  passes  by,  or  in  any 
manner  indicating  that  they  are  aware  of  the  approach  of  the 
train,  or  are  concerned  about  it. 

And  as  to  this  quoted  finding  there  is  nothing  in  it  to  in- 
dicate that  as  far  as  the  engineer  knew  or  could  have  known, 
Bessie  Green  might  not  have  been  perfectly  well  aware  of  the 
approach  of  the  train  and  still  have  given  no  indication  or  mani- 
festation of  that  knowledge.  The  law  cast  upon  her  the  duty 
of  looking  to  see,  when  approaching  the  point  of  danger, 
whether  tiiere  was  a  train  in  sight  which  might  prevent  her 
CTOBsing  the  track;  in  safety,  and  the  engineer  had  a  right  to  as- 
sume that  she  had  taken  the  precaution  which  the  law  required 
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to  inBure  her  own  safety,  was  aware  of  the  situation,  **  and  be- 
ing in  a  place  of  safety  would  remain  there  and  not  pass  to 
a  point  of  danger. 

And  unless  it  can  be  said  as  a  matter  of  law  tliat  it  is  tb» 
duty  of  an  engineer  to  check  his  train  when  he  sees  one  ap* 
preaching  a  track  and  giving  no  indication  of  knowledge  of 
the  coming  train,  then  tiiis  finding  amounts  simply  to  a  findfyig 
that  the  engineer  was  negligent,  which,  of  course,  is  conceded 
in  the  case. 

This  is  not,  however,  the  negligence  which  we  are  noir  dis- 
cussing, and  for  which  the  defendant  is  claimed  to  be  liable. 
Its  liability  is  for  negligence  after  the  engineer  had  discovered 
that  Bessie  Green  had  placed  herself  in  a  position  of  actus! 
danger. 

During  all  the  time  that  she  was  approaching  along  the  path- 
way to  the  crossing  she  was  in  a  position  of  absolute  safety, 
and  there  is  no  rule  of  law  which  charged  the  engineer  with 
knowledge  that  she  was  about  to  change  her  position  of  safety 
for  one  of  periL    On  the  contrary,  the  engineer  had  a  right  to 
assume  that  she  was  in  possession  of  her  faculties  and  would  re- 
taiQ  her  place  of  safety,  and  not  recklessly  expose  herself    to 
danger.    To  hold  that  the  engineer,  'because  she  gave  no  in- 
dication of  knowledge  of  the  approach  of  the  train  was  bonnd 
to  assume  that  she  would  heedlessly  leave  a  place  of  safety,  put 
herself  upon  ihe  track,  and  endanger  her  life,  would  be  to 
revise  the  rule  which,  as  far  as  we  are  advised,  is  universal  in 
all  jurisdictions,  and  certainly  is  the  rule  in  this  state,  that 
where  an  engineer  sees  a  person  approaching  a  track  he  has  the 
right  to  presume  that  the  person  is  in  possession  of  his  ordinary 
faculties,  alert  to  the  danger  which  may  ensue  from  passing 
trains,  that  he  will  not  attempt  to  cross  in  view  of  the  train, 
and  is  therefore  not  required  to  check  the  speed  of  the  train  to 
to  enable  him  to  cross  in  front  of  it,  or  to  ascertain  whether 
he  is  about  to  do  so. 

In  Green  v.  Southern  Pac.  Co.,  122  Cal.  566,  66  Pac.  679, 
an  action  brought  to  recover  damages  for  the  death  of  the  hus- 
band killed  at  a  crossing,  this  court  says :  'HJuless  the  defendant 
knew,  or  had  reason  to  believe,  that  the  deceased  was  from  some 
cause  not  possessed  of  the  ordinary  ability  to  care  for  himself, 
it  had  the  right  to  presume  that  he  possessed  such  ability  and 
would  take  the  ordinary  precautions  to  protect  **  himself  from 
injury*':  See,  also.  Holmes  v.  South  Pac.  Coast  By.  Co.,  97 
CaL  161,  31  Pac.  834. 


*A£zily  1904.]  Obsbn  v.  Los  Anqsles  Tebmikal  By.  Co.      7^ 

And  the  general  role  upon  this  subject  is  clearly  expressed 

in  Ol^n  T.  Northern  Pac  B.  E.  Co.,  84  Minn.  258,  87  N.  W. 

84:3,  heretofore  referred  to.    That  was  a  case  where  the  deceased 

was  killed  in  attempting  to  cross  a  railroad  track,  and  the  court 

in  its  decision  conunents  on  the  facts  and  declares  the  role  of 

law  applicable  to  them.    It  says:  '^e  are  unable  to  find  in  the 

lecord  any  excuse  for  intestate's  disregard  of  his  obvious  duty 

to  himself  to  use  his  eyesight  at  the  time  when  he  could  easily 

have  discovered  the  danger  of  collision,  which  was  up  to  the 

▼eiy  moment  he  stepped  upon  the  main  track. 

'TTntil  then  he  had  full  ctmtrol  of  his  movements.    He  could, 
ij  fbe  slightest  movement  of  his  head  toward  the  east,  have- 
discovered  his  hazard,  and  by  the  slightest  check  of  his  move- 
ments have  avoided  the  same.    Under  such  circumstances  his 
obvioua  want  of  care  must  preclude  a  recovery  in  this  case. 
....  Plaintiff  strenuously  urges  that,  notwithstanding  plain- 
tiff's intestate  may  have  been  negligent,  yet  the  servants  in 
control  of  the  engine  of  the  freight  train  could,  with  ordinary 
care,  have  discovered  his  danger,  and  their  failure  to  ring  the- 
bell,  or  make  some  effort  to  avoid  the  accident,  after  they  could 
have  seen  intestate,  authorizes  the  submission  of  the  case,  not* 
withstanding*    such,    contributory  negligence.    We   are  unable 
to  adopt  this  view.     The  reasonable  presumption  that  due  care- 
will  be  exercised  by  all  persons  in  mutual  relation  when  care 
is  required  is  not  a  partial  or  one-sided  doctrine,  but  applies 
to  each  alike.      It  seems  dear  to  us  that  while  the  intestate^ 
might  have  the  right  to  say  that  all  signals  should  be  observed 
bj  the  defendant's  servants  in  the  exercise  of  ordinary  care  by 
such,  the  latter  -wonld  also  have  the  right  to  indulge  in  tiie  same- 
presumption  'with  reference  to  the  conduct  of  the  unfortunate 
man  who  was  deprived  of  his  life  by  his  own  negligence,  and 
presume   that   he   would  do  his  duty  hkewise.     The  engineer 
could  not  be  held  to  suppose  absolutely,  as  a  matter  of  law,  that 
a  young  man  of  good  intelligence,  with  average  faculties,  before- 
going  on  a  railway  crossing,  would  keep  his  head  turned  away 
from  the  direction  in  which  a  train  might  be  approaching,  wheir 
the  Blightest  glance  of  the  eye,  even  at  the  last  moment,  would 
apprise  him  of  the  danger,  or  the  checking  of  his  movements,- 
upon  *•  the  plainest  dictates  of  common  prudence,  would  have- 
protected  him  from  injury.'* 

In  the  case  of  Gahagan  v.  Boston  etc.  B.  B.  Co.,  70  N.  BL 
441,  50  AtL  846,  55  L.  B.  A.  426,  which  was  likewise  an  action 
to  injuries  received  at  a  crossing,  the  court,  discussing  tho^ 
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Teciprocal  duties  of  pedestrians  and  railroad  trains,  uses  the 
following  language :  "In  the  present  case  there  is  evidence  that 
nrhen  the  plaintiff  was  first  seen  by  the  engineer  the  collision 
<;ould  have  been  prevented.    If  the  engineer  knew,  or  ought  to 
have  known,  then  that  the  plaintiff  would  be  upon  the  crossing 
when  the  train  reached  it,  and  could  have  avoided  the  collision, 
his  failure  to  do  so  is  the  proximate  cause  of  the  injury.      As 
tliere  was  evidence  that  the  collision  might  have  been  prevented 
by  him,  the  sole  remaining  question  is  whether,  upon  the  evi- 
dence, reasonable  men  might  find  the  engineer  ought  then  to 
have  foreseen  the  plaintiff^s  negligence.    The  bare  fact   that 
the  plaintiff  was  seen  approaching  the  track  is  not  sufficient 
to  authorize  such  a  finding.     If  it  were,  the  rule  heretofore  laid 
down,  and  found  to  be  approved  by  the  authorities  and  the  rea- 
son of  the  case,  that  it  is  the  duty  of  the  highway  traveler  to 
stop  and  allow  the  train  to  pass,  would  be  reversed.    It  would 
then  become  the  duty  of  tiie  train  to  stop  and  wait  for  the 
person  on  foot  to  go  by.    This  would  be  unreasonable,  impracti- 
cable, and  put  an  end  to  the  modem  system  of  rapid  trans- 
portation demanded  by  the  public,  and  to  effectuate  which  rail- 
roads are  authorized  by  the  state.     The  company^s  servant  may 
ordinarily  presume  that  a  person  apparently  of  full  age  and 
capacity,  who  is  walking  upon  the  track  at  some  distance  before 
the  engine,  will  leave  it  in  time  to  save  himself  from  harm,  or, 
if  approaching  the  track,  that  he  will  stop  if  it  becomes  danger- 
ous for  him  to  cross  it*^    To  the  like  effect  we  assign  a  few 
other  authorities:  Beach  on  Contributory  Negligence,  sec.  394; 
Cleveland  etc.  Ey.  Co.  v.  Miller,  149  Ind.  490,  49  N.  E.  445 ; 
Guyer  v.  Missouri  Pac.  Ey.  Co.,  174  Mo.  344,  73  S.  W.  684; 
Kirtley  v.  Chicago  etc.  Ey.  Co.,  65  Fed.  386 ;  Boyd  v.  Wabash 
Western  Ey.  Co.,  105  Mo.  371,  16  S.  W.  909;  Smith  v.  Norfolk 
^tc.  Ey.  Co.,  114  N".  C.  728,  19  S.  E.  863,  25  L.  R.  A.  287; 
McNab  V.  United  Ey.  etc.  Co.,  94  Md.  719,  61  Atl.  421;  Eider 
V.  Syracuse  etc.  Trans.  Co.,  171  N.  Y.  139,    63  N.  E.  836,  68 
L.  E.  A.  125;  Jackson  v.  Kansas  City  etc.  Ey.  Co.,  167  Mo.  621, 
SO  Am.  Si  Eep.  650,  68  S.  W.  32. 

As  the  authorities  thus  declare  that  the  engineer  had  a  right 
^''  to  assume  (as  the  court  in  this  case  found  the  fact  to  be) 
that  Bessie  Green  was  in  the  full  possession  of  her  natural 
faculties,  and  to  further  assume  that  as  she  was  in  a  place  of 
4Bafety  on  the  path  she  would  not  expose  herself  to  the  danger 
•of  attempting  to  cross  the  track,  the  question  arises.  When  did 
Bessie  Green  placed  herself  in  a  position  of  danger,  and  when 
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-abe  so  placed  herself  did  the  plaintifPs  employes  exercise  every 
effort  to  prevent  injury  to  her?  This  question  is  answered 
both  by  the  evidence  and  the  findings.  In  the  ease  at  bar^  as 
in  the  Minnesota  case  above  quoted^  it  is  apparent  that  Bessie 
ijieea  was  guilty  of  no  contributory  n^ligence  up  to  the  moment 
vhen  she  stepped  upon  the  defendant's  track  in  practically  the 
Actual  presenoe  of  the  approaching  train.  Until  then  she  was 
in  perfect  safety,  and,  as  said  in  the  Minnesota  case^  ^'until  then 
[which  was  to  the  very  moment  he  stepped  upon  the  main  track] 
he  had  full  control  of  his  movements.  He  could  by  the  slightest 
movement  of  his  head  toward  the  east  have  discovered  his  haz- 
«rd^  and  by  the  slightest  check  of  his  movements  have  avoided 
the  same.'' 

Having  then  placed  herself  in  a  position  of  peril  only  from 
the  moment  she  stepped  from  the  pathway  to  the  track,  did 
the  defendant's  engineer,  when  her  peril  thus  arose,  have  a 
dear  opportunity  of  avoiding  injuring  her,  and  did  he  fail 
to  do  so?  We  are  satisfied  that  this  inquiry  must  be  answered 
in  the  negative,  and  that  this  conclusion  is  irresistible  when 
we  ccmsider  the  finding  above  quoted — special  finding  No.  7 — 
in  connection  with  another  special  finding — No.  6. 

This  last  finding  is,  '^That  just  as  Bessie  Green  stepped 
upon  defendant's  track  to  cross  the  same,  going  as  above  de- 
scribed, she  was  struck  by  the  engine  of  defendant's  train,  run- 
ning down  and  along  said  track.'' 

It  is  apparent  from  the  quoted  finding.  No.  7,  that  from 
the  moment  the  engineer  discovered  that  Bessie  Green  was 
about  to  pass  from  the  footway  onto  the  track — from  her  place 
of  safety  to  one  of  peril — ^he  did  all  in  his  power  to  avert  the 
accident,  because  it  is  expressly  found,  **that  when  within  ten 
or  fifteen  feet  from  the  place  of  such  accident  the  engineer 
blew  the  whistle,  applied  the  air-brakes  and  reversed  the  engine, 
and  did  all  in  his  power,  with  the  appliances  he  had  to  stop  the 
train,  and  the  fireman  rang  the  bell." 

^^  Now,  taking  these  findings  together,  it  is  quite  clear  that 
Bessie  Green  was  guilty  of  contributory  negligence  in  stepping 
from  a  point  of  safely  to  one  of  danger  in  the  presence  of 
the  train,  and  without  taking  any  of  the  ordinary  precautions 
which  the  law  cast  upon  her  in  her  situation;  that  she  was 
only  placed  in  such  peril  at  the  moment  when  she  stepped 
from  her  point  of  safety  upon  the  pathway  to  the  track;  and 
that  from  the  instant  when  she  placed  herself  in  that  situation 
of  peril,  the  defendant's  employ6s  did  all  in  their  power  to 

An.  Bt.  Rep.  YoL  101—6 


82  Ambbioan  State  Eepobts,  Vol.  101.    [California, 

avert  the  accident,  but  without  avail.    This  was  all  the  law 
required  of  them. 

As,  then,  the  special  finding  relied  on  by  respondent  is  un- 
availing, considered  in  connection  with  the  other  findings,  ta 
talce  the  case  from  the  operation  of  the  general  rule,  that  con- 
tributory negligence  will  defeat  a  right  of  recovery,  and  as  it 
appears  that  the  proximate  cause  of  the  death  of  Bessie  Green 
was  her  own  contributory  negligence,  the  judgment  in  favor  of 
the  plaintiflE  cannot  be  sustained,  and  it,  together  with  the 
order  denying  defendants  motion  for  a  new  trial,  are  reversed, 
and  tho  cause  remanded. 

McFarland,  J.,  and  Henshaw,  J.,  concurred. 

ANGELLOTTI,  J.,  concurring.  I  concur.  Further  con- 
sideration of  the  second  question  discussed  in  the  foregoing; 
opinion — ^viz.,  the  question  as  to  the  liability  of  the  defendant, 
notwithstanding  the  contributory  negligence  of  the  deceased- 
has  forced  me  to  the  conclusion  that  the  case  is  not  brought  by 
the  findings  within  the  exception  to  the  general  rule  that  contri- 
butory negligence  of  the  injured  person  will  bar  a  recovery.  My 
views  upon  this  general  question  are  fully  set  forth  in  the  opinion 
in  Harrington  v.  Los  Angeles  By.  Co.,  140  CaL  514,  98  Am. 
St.  Eep.  85,  74  Pac.  15. 

Shaw,  J.,  concurred  with  Angellotti,  J. 

BEATTY,  C.  J.,  dissenting.  I  dissent.  This  case  cannot  be 
distinguished  on  the  facts  from  Lee  v.  Market  Street  By.  Co., 
135  Cal.  295,  67  Pac.  765.  If  the  judgment  in  that  case  was 
founded  upon  a  proper  application  of  the  doctrine  of  ^^ast  clear 
opportunity  to  avoid  the  injury,''  the  judgment  in  this  case 
should  *•  be  affirmed.  In  my  opinion  delivered  upon  the 
former  hearing,  in  commenting  upon  the  facts  quoted  in  the 
foregoing  opinion  of  the  court,  I  expressed  the  views  to  which 
I  still  adhere,  as  follows: 

"The  rule  of  law  applicable  to  the  facts  thus  found  is 
settled  by  a  series  of  decisions  of  this  court.  In  the  most 
recent  of  these  cases  (Lee  v.  Market  Street  By.  Co.,  135  CaL 
295,  67  Pac.  765),  it  is  briefiy  stated  as  follows:  'One  having 
an  opportunity  by  the  exercise  of  proper  care  to  avoid  injuring 
another  must  do  so,  notwithstanding  the  latter  has  placed  him- 
self in  a  position  of  danger  by  his  own  negligence.'  This  is 
almost  a  literal  quotation  from  Justice  Van  Fleet's  opinion  in 
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FoK  T.  Oakland  Cons.  St.  By.,  118  Cal.  62,  62  Am.  St.  Bep. 
216,  50  Paa  27,  where  in  support  of  the  rule  a  number  of  cases 
are  cited  from  our  own  reports,  including  Esrey  v.  Southern 
Pac  Co.,  103  CaL  643,  37  Pac.  601,  in  which  case  the  rule  is 
thus  stated:  *He  who  last  has  a  clear  opportunity  of  avoiding 
the  accident  by  the  exercise  of  proper  care  to  avoid  injuring 
another  must  do  so.' 

^Tn  section  99  of  Shearman  and  Bedfield  on  Negligence  it 
is  said :  nt  is  now  perfectly  well  settled  that  the  plaintiff  may 
recoTer  damages  for  an  injury  caused  by  the  defendant's  negli- 
gence, notwithstanding  the  plaintiff's  own  negligence  exposed 
him  to  the  risk  of  injury,  if  such  injury  was  more  immediately 
caused  by  the  defendants  omission  after  becoming  aware  of 
plaiTitffTs  danger  to  use  ordinary  care  for  the  purpose  of  avoid* 
ing  injnry  to  him.* 

'This  proposition  is  further  amplified  in  the  section  dted, 
ax^  the  text  is  supported  by  a  long  array  of  decided  cases: 
See,  also,  Cooley  on  Torts,  674. 

**The  essence  of  the  doctrine  seems  to  be,  that  contributory 
negligence  of  tiie  plaintiff  is  not  a  defense  in  actions  of  this 
character,  imless  it  is  the  proximate  cause  of  the  injury,  and 
it  is  not  such  proximate  cause  when  the  defendant,  after 
becoming  aware  of  the  danger  plaintiff  is  in,  or  is  evidently 
about  to  place  himself  in,  could  avert  the  consequence  by  the 
exercise  of  reasonable  care.  This  sound  and  wholesome  doctrine 
applies  even  in  cases  where  no  previous  negligence  on  the  part 
of  &e  defendant  has  contributed  to  lull  the  plaintiff  into  a 
false  security,  and,  a  fortiori,  it  would  have  controlling  force 
in  a  case  like  the  present,  where,  as  found  by  '^  the  court, 
the  defendant  was  moving  its  train  at  an  excessive  and  danger- 
ous speed  along  a  street  of  the  city  of  Los  Angeles  without  sound- 
ing bell  or  whistle  and  without  the  use  of  steam.  According 
to  the  finding  of  the  court,  the  engineer  became  aware  of  the  dan- 
ger into  which  plaintiff's  wife  was  running^  and  might  easily  have 
avoided  the  collision  by  slackening  the  speed  of  the  train  or  by 
warning  her  of  her  danger  by  giving  the  signals  which,  under 
the  law,  it  was  his  duty  to  give.'' 

VAN  DYKE,  J.,  dissenting.  I  dissent,  on  the  grounds  stated 
in  the  foregoing  opinion  of  the  chief  justice. 

• 

For  Recent  DecigUmt  upon  the  question  involved  in  the  principal 
€Me,  see  HcDermott  v.  Boston  Elevated  By.  Co.,  184  Mass.  126,  100 
Am.  8t.  Bep.  548,  68  N.  B.  34;  Mitchell  v.  Illinois  Cent.  B.  B.  Co., 
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110  Ala.  630,  98  Am.  St.  Bep.  472,  34  South.  714;  Harrington  v.  H^os 
Angeles  By.  Co.,  140  CaL  514,  98  Am.  St.  Rep.  85,  74  Pac.  15;  Pass- 
man V.  West  Jersey  etc.  B.  B.  Co.,  68  N.  J.  L.  719,  96  Am.  St.  Bep. 
573,  54  Atl.  809,  61  L.  B.  A.  609;  Kinter  v.  Pennsylvania  B.  B.  Co., 
204  Pa.  St.  497,  93  Am.  St.  Bep.  795,  54  AtL  276;  Day  v.  Boston  etc. 
B.  Co.,  96  Me.  207,  90  Am.  St.  Rep.  335,  62  Atl.  771;  Cleveland  etc.  li 
Co.  y.  Workman,  66  Ohio  St.  509,  90  Am.  St.  Bep.  602,  64  N.  E.  582. 


DI  NOLA  V.  ALLISON. 

[143  CaL  106,  76  Pae.  976.] 

JUDOMENT  as  ETldeiDce  Pending  AppeaL — ^If  a  defendant 

appeals  from  a  judgment  before  a  sherifE's  deed  is  made  to  the  plain- 
tiff, or  a  sale  made  by  him  to  a  third  person,  the  effect  of  the  judge- 
ment as  evidence  of  the  matters  determined  by  it  is  suspended,  eveia 
though  its  execution  is  not  stayed,     (p.  88.) 

JUDGMENT— Beversal  as  Affecting  Judicial  Sale. — If  a  mort- 
gagee purchases  the  land  at  foreclosure,  and  sells  it  pending  an  ap- 
peal taken  without  a  stay  of  execution,  the  title  of  his  grantee,  who 
is  chargeable  with  notice  of  the  defeasible  title  of  his  grantor,  is 
defeated  by  a  reversal  of  the  judgment,     (p.  89.) 

JUDGMENT— Beversal  as  Affecting  Judicial  Sale. — ^The  rights 
of  one  whose  property  has  been  sold  under  a  judgment  subsequently 
reversed,  do  not  depend,  in  California,  upon  section  957  of  the  Code  of 
Civil  Procedure.  That  section  is  not  restrictive  of  his  rights,  but  is 
a  remedial  statute  to  be  liberally  construed,     (p.  89.) 

JUDGMENT— Beversal  and  Bestitntlon. — ^Where  a  mortgagee 
purchases  the  land  at  foreclosure,  and  sells  it  pending  appeal,  bis 
vendee  cannot,  on  the  reversal  of  the  judgment,  invoke  the  protection 
of  section  957  of  the  California  Code  of  Civil  Procedure,  which  au- 
thorizes the  court  to  make  restitution  so  far  as  is  consistent  with  the 
protection  of  a  purchaser  ''at  a  sale  ordered  by  the  judgment."  (p. 
90.) 

JUDGMENT — Beversal  and  Bestltntion. — Tf  a  mortgagee  pur- 
chases the  land  at  foreclosure,  and  sells  it  pending  appeal,  the  re- 
versal of  the  judgment  restores  the  mortgagor  to  his  original  estate, 
and  he  does  not  need  an  order  of  restitution  to  enable  him  to  assert 
his  right  thereto.  Before  the  purchaser  from  the  mortgagee  can  have 
his  title  quieted,  he  must  establish  a  title  in  himself  superior  to  that 
of  the  mortgagor,     (p.   90.) 

NEW  TRIAL — Sufficiency  of  Statement. — An  objection  that 
the  statement  on  motion  for  a  new  trial  does  not  sufficiently  specify 
the  particulars  in  which  the  evidence  is  insufficient  to  justify  the 
decision,  will  be  overniled  when  it  is  stated  therein:  "The  foregoing 
constitutes  substantially  all  the  evidence  given  upon  the  triaL'' 
(p.  91.) 

Naphthaly,  Freidenrich  &  Ackerman,  Thomas  B.  Dozier  and 
H.  M.  Barstow,  for  the  appellant 

Charles  W.  Slack  and  Joseph  E.  Barry,  for  the  respondent 
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i«  HARBISON,    C.    Action    to    quiet    title.     PlaintiffB 
title  is  derived  as  follows:  In   1892   the   defendants,   D.    £. 
Allison,  B.  B.  Sackett,  and  James  Barron,  were  the  owners  of 
the  land  described  in  the  complaint,  and  executed  a  mortgage 
thereon  to  Charles  and  Benjamin  Golinsky.    In  1893  the  Golin- 
flkjB  brought  an  action  for  the  foreclosure  of  this  mortgage,  in 
which  they  obtained  judgment  January  5,  1895,  directing  a 
sale  of  the  lands  in  satisfaction  of  the  mortgage  debt.    Under 
this  judgment  the  land  was  sold  August  24,  1895,  to  the  plain- 
tiffs in  the  action,  and  on  March  3,  1896,  they  received  a  deed 
therefor  from  the  officer  who  made  the  sale,  and  on  March  24, 
1896,  fhey  conveyed  the  land  to  the  plaintiff  herein.    September 
18,  1895,  the  defendants  in  the  action  appealed  from  the  judg- 
ment, without  giving  any  bond  staying  its  execution,  and  on 
October  7,  1896,  the  judgment  was   reversed  by   this   court: 
Ctolinsky  v.  Allison,  114  Cal.  458,  46  Fac.  295.    The  plaintiff 
brought  this  action  March  19,  1897.    Judgment  was  rendered 
in  his  favor,  from  which  and  from  an  order  denying  a  new  trial 
the  present  appeal  has  been  taken. 

10©  rpj^e  question  presented  by  the  appeal  is  whether  ihe  title 
taken  by  the  plaintiff  under  the  conveyance  from  the  Golinskys 
was  defeated  by  a  reversal  of  the  judgment  under  which  their 
title  was  derived.  It  is  contended  by  the  appellant  that  at  the 
time  of  the  sale  under  the  judgment  the  Golinskys  took  only  a 
defeasible  title  to  the  land  purchased  by  them,  and  that  the  effect 
of  the  reversal  of  the  judgment  was  to  set  aside  and  vacate  the 
sale;  and  that  as  they  could  not  transfer  to  the  plaintiff  any 
greater  interest  than  they  themselves  had,  the  title  taken  by  him 
under  the  deed  from  them  was  also  defeated.  The  respondent, 
on  the  other  hand,  contends  that  where  the  plaintiff  purchases 
the  defendant's  property  at  a  sale  had  under  his  own  judgment, 
and,  while  the  judgment  is  unreversed  conveys  it  to  a  third  per- 
son, the  title  of  his  grantee  will  not  be  affected  by  a  subsequent 
reversal  of  the  judgment;  and  in  support  of  this  proposition 
he  relies  upon  section  957  of  the  Code  of  Civil  Procedure,  and 
has  also  cited  several  cases  from  other  jurisdictions. 

The  rule  is  unquestioned  that  if  a  stranger  to  the  action  pur- 
chases the  defendant's  property  at  the  execution  sale,  his  title 
thereto  will  not  be  affected  by  a  subsequent  reversal  of  the  judg- 
ment (Freeman  on  Executions,  sec.  347) ;  the  chief  ground 
therefor  being  that  given  in  Manning's  Case,  8  Coke,  96,  that 
otherwise  he  would  lose  both  his  money  and  the  land,  and  there 
would  be  no  inducement  to  purchase  at  judicial  sales.    If  the 


86  Amebican  Statb  Reports,  Vol.  101.     [California, 

purchase  is  made  by  the  plaintiff  in  the  action,  under  the  great 
weight  of  authority,  his  title  will  be  defeated  "by  a  subsequent 
reversal  of  the  judgment.    This  rule  was  adopted  in  this  state 
in  RejTiolds  v.  Harris,  14  Cal.  667,  76  Am.  Dec.  459.    Whether 
the  reversal  of  the  judgment  will  affect  the  title  of  the  grantee 
of  the  plaintiff  who  has  thus  purchased  the  land  has  been  dif- 
ferently decided  in  different  jurisdictions;  in  some  by  reason 
of  statutory  provisions,  and  in  others  depending  upon  the  man- 
ner in  which  the  question  has  been  presented.    In  those  juris- 
dictions in  which  it  is  held  that  the  title  of  the  plaintiff  himself, 
who  becomes  the  purchaser,  is  not  affected  by  a  reversal  of  the 
judgment,  the  courts  necessarily  hold  that  the  title  of  his  grantee 
will  not  be  affected,  and  the  cases  cited  therefrom  (Parker  t. 
Anderson,  5  T.  B.  **®  Mon.  445,  and  Bickerstaff  v.  Bellinger, 
1  Murph.  (5  N".  C.)  272)  need  not  be  considered.    In  Nebraska 
it  is  provided  by  section  508  of  the  Code  of  Civil  Procedure  of 
that  state  that  the  reversal  of  a  judgment  "shall  not  defeat  or 
affect  the  title  of  a  purchaser^'  of  land  theretofore  sold  in  satis- 
faction of  such  judgment,  and  in  the  case   of   McAusland    v. 
Pundt,  1  Neb.  211,  93  Am.  Dec.  358,  cited  by  the  respondent, 
the  court  invokes  that  provision  in  support  of  its  decision.     In 
some  of  the  cases  cited  on  behalf  of  the  respondent  the  court  has 
discussed  and  stated  the  general  rules  applicable  to  the  title  of 
property  purchased  under  a  judgment  which  is  subsequently 
reversed,  and  the  rule  thus  stated  has  been  followed  in  those 
states,  without  any  discussion  of  the  principles  upon  which  the 
rule  is  based,  as  authority  in  cases  where  the  facts  were  widely 
different.    For  example,  in  McJilton  v.  Love,  13  111.  486,  54  Am. 
Dec.  449,  which  is  referred  to  in  subsequent  cases  in  that  state 
as  the  authority  for  their  decision,  the  court  says  in  its  opinion : 
''The  rights  of  third  persons  are  not  affected  by  the  reversal."  • 
This  expression  was  purely  obiter,  for  the  court  held  that  Mc- 
Jilton was  not  a  ''third  person,*'  inasmuch  as  he  had  taken  an 
assignment  of  the  judgment  and  had  control  of  the  execution 
under  which  he  had  purchased  the  land.    This  case,  however, 
is  referred  to  as  the  authority  for  subsequent  decisions  in  thai; 
state  which  hold  that  the  grantee  of  a  plaintiff  who  purchases 
at  a  sale  under  his  own  judgment  is  not  affected  by  a  reversal 
of  the  judgment. 

Many  of  the  cases  cited  by  the  respondent  did  not  involve  the 
rights  of  the  purchaser  at  a  '^sale  under  a  judgment"  which 
was  afterward  reversed,  but  the  purchase  was  made  where  the 
judgment  had  been  a  direct  adjudication  of  the  plaintiff ^s  title 
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to  the  land.  And  in  the  greater  number  of  the  cases  cited  by  him 
the  purchase  from  the  plaintiff  was  made  before  any  step  had 
been  taken  by  the  defendant  for  a  reversal  of  the  judgment,  and 
the  purchaser  was  protected  in  his  purchase  upon  the  ground 
that  it  was  made  on  the  faith  of  a  judicial  declaration  that 
the  title  was  in  his  vendor;  that  a  defendant  who  permits  a  final 
judgment  against  him  to  remain  of  record  without  questioning 
its  validity  can  invoke  no  equity  in  his  favor  for  disputing  the 
title  of  one  ***  who  has  purchased  his  property  in  reliance  upon 
the  correctness  of  that  judgment:  See  Hunt  v.  Loucks,  38  CaL 
382,  99  Am,  Dec.  404;  Sector  v.  Fitzgerald,  69  Fed.  808,  8  C.  C. 
A.  277. 

Homer  v.  Zimmerman,  46  111.  14,  was  a  case  of  strict  fore- 
dosore  of  a  mortgage,  and  after  the  decree  had  been  entered 
the  plaintiff  conveyed  the  land  to  a  third  person.    The  bill  of 
review  under  which  the  decree  was  reversed  was  not  filed  until 
two  years  thereafter.    In  Wadhams  v.  Gay,  73  111.  415,  Flagler, 
under  whom  the  defendants  derived  their  title,  had  obtained 
a  decree  in  1854  declaring  him  to  be  the  owner  in  fee  of  the  land. 
The  bill  of  review  under  which  the  decree  was  reversed  was  not 
brought  until  1866.    The  court  held  that  the  purchases  "inter- 
mediate the  time  of  the  rendition  of  the  decree  and  the  suing 
out  of  the  writ  of  error,*'  having  been  made  in  good  faith  for 
value,  in  reliance  upon  the  validity  of  the  decree,  were  entitled 
to  be  protected.    In  Guiteau  v.  Wisely,  47  111.  433,  the  judgment 
*    under  which  the  land  was  sold  was  rendered  in  September,  1860, 
and  at  the  sale  in  February^  1861,  the  plaintiffs  became  the 
purchasers.     They  assigned  tlie  certificate  of  sale  March  14, 
1862 ;  and  in  November,  1863,  the  judgment  was  reversed  upon 
a  writ  of  error  sued  out  by  the  administrator  of  the  judgment 
debtor.    The  assignees  of  the  certificate  were  held  to  be  entitled 
to  the  same  protection  as  if  they  had  purchased  at  the  sale.    It 
does  not  appear  at  what  time  the  writ  of  error  was  sued  out,  but 
as  the  judgment  debtor  died  March  7,  1862,  and  letters  of  ad- 
ministration upon  his  estate  could  not  have  been  granted  until' 
eome  time  thereafter,  it  is  reasonable  to  assume  that  it  was  later 
than  March  14th,  and  that  the  assignees  took  the  certificate  witli- 
out  any  notice  that  the  defendants  questioned  the  validity  of 
the  judgment.    In  McBride  v.  Longworfh,  14  Ohio  St.  349,  84 
Am.  Dec.  383,  the  bill  of  review  under  which  the  decree  was 
reversed  was  not  filed  imtil  more  than  three  years  after  the  sale 
under  the  decree.    Moreover,  the  court  held  in  that  case  that 
JLongworthy  who  purchased  at  the  sale,  was  a  ^^third  person," 
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and  entitled  to  protection  as  such.  What  was  decided  in  Taylor 
V.  Boyd,  3  Ohio,  338, 17  Am.  Dec.  603,  is  fairly  expressed  in  the 
syllabus  as  follows:  *'A  party  having  title  to  land  under  a  decree 
in  **^  chancery  conveys  in  good  faith  before  citation  on  error 
is  served,  a  reversal  of  the  decree  does  not  devest  the  purchaser 
of  title.''  In  Macklin  v.  AUenberg,  100  Mo.  337,  13  S.  W.  350^ 
.the  validity  of  the  title  transferred  by  the  plaintiff,  who  had  pur- 
chased  at  his  own  sale,  was  upheld  on  the  ground  that  it  "ought 
not  to  be  defeated  by  a  reversal  of  the  decree,  on  a  writ  of  error 
sued  out  fully  a  year  after  the  date  of  the  deed.''  In  McCor- 
mick  V.  McClure,  6  Blackf.  467,  39  Am.  Dec.  441,  it  appears 
in  the  opinion  that  the  land  was  conveyed  "after  the  decree  and 
before  the  commencement  of  the  suit  in  error." 

None  of  the  foregoing  cases,  however,  or  the  principles  gov* 
eming  them,  have  any  application  to  a  case  where  the  defend* 
ant  has  appealed  from  the  judgment  before  the  sheriff's  deed 
is  executed  to  the  plaintiff,  or  a  sale  made  by  him  to  a  third  per* 
aon.  By  such  appeal  the  effect  of  the  judgment  as  evidence  of 
the  matters  determined  by  it  is  suspended,  even  though  its  ex- 
ecution is  not  stayed:  Woodbury  v.  Bowman,  13  CaL  634; 
Murray  v.  Green,  64  Cal.  363,  28  Pac.  118;  In  re  Blythe,  99  Cal. 
472,  34  Pac.  108. 

As  against  the  authorities  cited  by  the  respondent,  the  ap- 
pellant has  cited  Marks  v.  Cowles,  61  Ala.  299,  in  which  tho 
facts  upon  which  the  decision  was  rendered  were  in  principle 
identical  with  those  presented  in  the  present  case.  There,  as 
here,  the  land  was  sold  in  satisfaction  of  a  money  judgment 
and  purchased  by  the  plaintiff  in  the  action.  After  it  had  been 
gold,  and  before  the  time  for  a  conveyance,  the  defendant  ap- 
pealed from  the  judgment,  but  did  not  cause  its  execution  to 
be  superseded.  Thereafter  the  purchaser  received  a  conveyance 
of  the  land,  and  subsequently  sold  and  conveyed  it  to  a  third 
person,  a  stranger  to  the  action.  After  this  conveyance  the  judg- 
ment under  which  the  property  was  sold  was  reversed.  The 
court  held  that  the  defendant  was  entitled  to  a  restitution  of  the 
land,  upon  the  ground  that  the  purchaser  from  the  plaintiff  was 
chargeable  with  notice  of  the  defeasible  character  of  the  title 
of  his  grantor,  saying :  "The  judgment  or  decree  must  be  shown 
necessarily  as  an  indispensable  element  of  the  title  of  the  party 
on  the  face  of  the  title  papers.  And  when  it  is  shown,  the  de- 
feasible character  of  the  title  appears,  of  which  the  vendee  is 
bound  to  ^^  take  notice The  right  of  a  party  ag- 
grieved by  an  erroneous  judgment  to  a  restoration  to  the  condi* 
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tion  in  which  he  was  when  it  was  rendered — ^the  prohibition 
against  the  use  of  such  judgment  by  his  adyersary  so  as  to  derive 
advantages  he  oannot  restore,  would  be  of  little  avail  if  through 
the  mechanism  of  an  alienation  to  a  party  bound  to  know-  that 
the  right  and  prohibition  exists,  it  could  be  defeated,"  and  that 
a  different  rule  would  authorize  a  party  to  transfer  a  better  and 
higher  title  than  he  acquired.  We  are  of  the  opinion  that  the 
principles  here  declared  correctly  state  the  rule  governing  the 
decision  to  be  rendered  in  the  present  case:  See,  also.  Freeman 
on  Executions,  3d  ed.,  sec.  347 ;  Dembitz  on  Land  Titles,  1229 ; 
Dnnnington  v.  Elston,  101  Ind.  373;  Singly  v.  Warren,  18 
Wash.  434,  63  Am.  St.  Eep.  896,  61  Pac.  1066. 

The  suggestion  that  this  case  was  thus  decided  for  the  reason 
fiiat  there  is  no  statute  in  Alabama  declaring  the  rights  of  the 
pwties  or  prescribing  the  procedure  to  be  followed  in  case  of 
a  revereal  of  the  judgment  does  not  impair  its  weight  as  an 
wOiOTity.    The  rights  of  the  defendant  whose  property  has  been 
taken  upon  a  judgment  which  is  subsequently  reversed  do  not 
depend  upon  the  provision  of  section  957  of  the  Code  of  Civil 
Procedure.    That  section  is  not  restrictive  of  his  rights,  but  is 
a  Temedial  statute,  and  is  to  be  liberally  construed.    The  appel- 
kte  court  could  have  jurisdiction  over  only  the  parties  before 
it,  and  would  have  no  authority  to  restore  to  the  defendant  prop- 
erty over  which  the  plaintiff  had  ceased  to  have  any  control.    In 
Reynolds  v.  Harris,  14  Cal.  667,  76  Am.  Dec.  459,  the  proceed- 
ings were  instituted  in  the  district  court  and  the  action  of  that 
«Kirt  was  upheld,  not  by  reason  of  the  statute,  but  by  virtue 
of  the  inherent  power  in  the  court  to  make  restitution  of  what 
liad  been  lost  by  reason  of  its  erroneous  judgment :  See,  aleo,. 
Dater  v.  Troy  Turnpike  Co.,  2  Hill,  629 ;  Gott  v.  Powell,  41 
Mo.  416. 

Section  1049  of  the  Code  of  Civil  Procedure  declares:  ''An 
action  is  deemed  to  be  pending  from  the  time  of  its  commence- 
ment until  its  jSnal  determination  upon  appeal,  or  until  the  time 
for  appeal  has  passed,  unless  the  judgment  is  sooner  satisfied.^ 
Any  alienation  of  the  property  involved  in  an  action  while  it 
is  pending  is  subject  to  the  rights  of  the  other  *^*  party,  and 
^iU  be  subject  to  the  judgment  thereafter  rendered  in  the  case : 
2  Pomeroy's  Equity  Jurisprudence,  sec.  637  et  seq.  It  does 
not  appear  from  the  record  herein  whether  a  notice  of  lis  pen- 
dena  had  been  filed  in  the  foreclosure  suit,  but  it  does  appear- 
that  the  plaintiff  derived  his  title  to  the  land  through  the  sher- 
ifffl  deed  to  Golinsky,  executed  under  the  judgment  in  that 
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action.    'The  grantee  is  charged  with  notice  of  the  deeds  ancl 
dociunents  from  which  he  deraigns  his  title.     When   lie    pur- 
chases from  the  plaintiff  in  the  execution  he  is  presumed  to  know 
the  course  of  proceedings  and  state  of  the  record  from  i^hich 
the  title  of  his  grantor  proceeded,  and  he  is  presumed  to  know, 
too,  that  the  right  of  the  defendant  is  to  take  an  appeal  within 
the  statutory  period,  and  also  the  conseouences  of  the  successful 
prosecution  of  this  right;  and  he  must  be  supposed  to  purchase 
with  reference  to  these  things'^-  Eeynolds  v.  Harris,  14:    CaL 
M7,  76  Am.  Dec.  459.  See,  also,  4  Kent's  Commentaries,  179; 
Story's  Equity  Jurisprudence,   sec.   400;  Washburn  on    Beal 
Property,  sec.  2215 ;  2  Pomero/s  Equity  Jurisprudence,  sec.  62G 
^t  seq. ;  Marks  v.  Cowles,  61  Ala.  299 ;  Speck  v.  Riggin,  40  Mo. 
405 ;  Smith  v.  Cottrall,  94  Ind.  379.    The  plaintiff  was  charge- 
able with  notice  at  the  time  he  purchased  the  land  of  the  char- 
acter of  Golinsk/s  title,  and  he  was  therefore  put  upon  inqnirj 
and  bound  by  all  the  facts  which  such  inquiry  would  have  dis- 
closed.   Upon  such  inquiry  he  would  have  learned  that  Golinsky 
liad  purchased  the  land  at  a  sale  under  a  judgment  in  an  action 
in  which  he  was  the  plaintiff;  that  before  the  execution    of 
ihe  sheriff^s  deed  under  the  sale  the  defendants  had  appealed 
from  the  judgment,  and  that  the  appeal  was  still  pending;  that 
thereby  the  validity  of  Golinsky's  title  to  the  property  was  dis- 
puted by  the  defendants  in  that  action,  and  would  be  defeated 
by  a  reversal  of  the  judgment. 

Neither  is  the  plaintiff  hereia  in  a  position  to  invoke  any  pro- 
tection under  the  provisions  of  section  957  of  the  Code  of  Civil 
Procedure.    By  the  terms  of  that  section,  as  amended  in  1874, 
the  court  is  authorized  to  make  restitution  *'so  far  as  such  res- 
titution is  consistent  with  protection  of  a  purchaser  .... 
at  a  sale  ordered  by  the  judgment,  or  had  under  process  issued 
upon  the  judgment.''    The  plaintiff  herein  did  not  purchase 
the  proper^  '^at  a  sale  ordered  by  the  judgment,'*  ****  and  the 
principles  under  which  protection  is  given  to  strangers  who  pur- 
chase at  judicial  sales  have  no  application.     He  did  not  pur- 
chase the  property  until  after  the  sale  had  been  completed  by 
the  execution  of  the  sheriff's  deed,  and  until  after  an  appeal 
had  been  taken  from  the  judgment,  and  he  had  become  charge- 
able with  notice  of  the  defects  in  Golinsky's  title.     He  is  there- 
fore not  in  a  position  to  invoke  any  equity  in  his  favor,  or  to 
claim  any  protection  from  the  restitution  which  Golinsky  would 
have  been  required  to  make. 
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As  the  effect  of  the  reyersal  of  the  judgment  was  to  set  aside 
the  sale  to  the  Golinskys^  the  appellant  herein  was  thereby  re- 
stored to  his  original  estate  in  the  land.  He  did  not  require 
any  order  of  restitution  from  the  court  to  enable  him  to  assert 
his  right  to  this  estate^  and  it  was  incumbent  upon  the  plain- 
tiff herein^  before  he  could  have  his  title  quieted^  to  establish 
a  title  in  himself  superior  to  that  of  the  appellant :  See  Black 
T.  Vermont  Marble  Co.,  137  CaL  683,  70  Pac.  776. 

Whether  the  appellant  is  estopped  from  objecting  to  the  yalid- 
ity  of  the  sale  to  the  respondent  cannot  be  determined  upon  this 
appeal.  The  record  does  not  disclose  any  issue  upon  that  propo- 
sition before  the  superior  court  (Newhall  v.  Hatch,  134:  CaL 
269,  66  Pac.  266,  55  L.  B.  A.  673),  and  that  court  did  not 
make  any  finding  to  that  effect.  Whether  one  is  estopped  by 
his  conduct  is  a  question  of  fact  to  be  determined  from  tike  evi- 
dence in  reference  thereto.  We  cannot  assume  from  the  evi- 
dence before  that  court  that  it  would  have  found  that  the  ap- 
pellant was  so  estopped,  and  it  is  not  within  the  jurisdiction 
of  this  court  to  make  a  finding  of  fact  from  the  evidence  be- 
fore that  court. 

The  objection  that  the  statement  on  motion  for  a  new  trial 
does  not  sufficiently  specify  the  particulars  in  which  the  evi- 
dence is  insufficient  to  justify  the  decision  is  overruled.  It 
is  stated  therein,  '^The  foregoing  constitutes  substantially  all 
the  evidence  given  upon  the  trial^':  See  Standard  Quicksilver 
Co.  T.  Habishaw,  132  Cal.  115,  64  Pac.  113. 

We  advise  that  the  judgment  and  order  denying  a  new  trial 
be  reversed. 

Gray,  C,  and  Chipman,  C,  concurred. 

^1®  For  the  reasons  stated  in  the  foregoing  opinion  the  judg- 
ment and  order  denying  a  new  trial  are  reversed. 

McFarland,  J.,  Henshaw,  J.,  Lorigan,  J. 
Hearing  in  Bank  denied. 


The  Reversal  of  JadgmenU  is  the  snbjeet  of  a  monographic  note  to 
Oowdery  ▼.  London  etc.  Bank,  96  Am.  St.  Eep.  124-146.  A  reference 
to  page  137  of  thia  note  will  show  that  when  the  plaintiff  purchases 
at  a  judicial  sale,  he  does  so  at  the  risk  of  losing  his  title  on  the 
reversal  of  the  judgment.  A  different  rule,  howeyer,  prevails  in  some 
jurisdictions:  Blake  ▼.  Wolfe,  111  Ky.  840,  98  Am.  St.  Eep.  434,  64 
8.  W.  910.  See,  in  this  connection,  Florence  Cotton  etc.  Go.  ▼• 
LouisYiUe  Banking  Co.,  138  Ala.  688,  100  Am.  St.  Bep.  50,  86  South. 
406. 
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PEOPLE  V.  ADAMS. 

[U3  CaL  208,  76  Pae.  954.] 

JtTET—Separation  In  Orlminal  TiiaL — ^If,  after  the  final  ral>-^ 
nlscdon  of  a  criminal  case,  the  officer  in  charge  of  the  jurors  separates^ 
them  into  three  groups,  and  puts  them  in  three  different  rooms  oia» 
three  different  floors  of  a  hotel,  for  eight  or  nine  hours,  the  defendant 
is  entitled,  without  an  affirmative  showing  of  prejudice,  to  a  nevr 
trial,     (p.  93.) 

OBIMINAL  TBIAIf— Proyinee  of  Jndge  and  Jtacy^-The  re- 
sponsibilitj  of  determining  whether  or  not  the  defendant  in  a  crim- 
inal case  should  be  found  guilty  rests  entirely  upon  the  jury,  an<L 
the  judge  should  be  careful  in  his  instructions,  nol^  to  use  language- 
which  might  naturally  be  understood  by  the  jury  as  intimating  lii»- 
opinion  that  the  defendant  is  goilty,  or  as  an  argument  against  hini> 
(p.  96.) 

Henry  C.  Dibble  and  Dibble  &  Dibble^  for  the  appellant. 

U.  S.  Webb,  attorney  general,  and  J.  C.  Daly,  deputy  attorney 
general,  for  tbe  respondent. 

*^  McFABLAND,  J.    The  defendant  was  convicted  of  mur- 
der, the  charge  being  that  she  murdered  her  infant  child,  a. 
boy  a  little  over  two  years  old;  and  the  prosecution  contenda- 
that  there  was  sufficient  evidence  to  warrant  the  jury  in  find- 
ing that  she  willfully  and  feloniously  caused  the  death  of  the- 
child  by  giving  it  carbolic  acid.     Defendant  contends  that  the 
*^^  child  took  the  poison  accidentally,  and  without  her  knowl- 
edge.    She  appeals  from  the  judgment  and  from  an  order  deny* 
ing  her  motion  for  a  new  triaL 

The  evidence  on  which  the  appellant  was  convicted  wa» 
entirely  circumstantial,  and  was  undoubtedly  conflicting^  and 
she  contends  that  it  was  insufficient  to  warrant  the  verdict;, 
but  it  is  not  necessary  for  us  to  consider  that  point,  because,, 
in  our  opinion,  a  new  trial  must  be  granted  on  the  ground  of 
a  separation  of  the  jury  after  the  case  had  been  submitted  to- 
them. 

The  facts  as  to  such  separation  are  these:  The  cause  was^ 
finally  submitted  to  the  jury  on  July  29,  1899,  and  the  court 
directed  the  officer  sworn  to  take  charge  of  them  to  take  them 
to  their  meals  during  the  day,  and  in  the  evening  "to  lock, 
them  up  for  the  night  together  in  one  room,'*  and  he  "was- 
specially  enjoined  by  the  court  to  keep  them  together  during 
the  time  that  they  should  be  deliberating  upon  their  verdict,. 
and  not  to  let  them  separate.''    Instead  of  doing  as  the  court 
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^iiiBctedy  the  ofiBcer^  when  night  came,  divided  the  jurors  into 
three  groups,  and  put  them  into  three  different  rooms  in  a 
hotel,  each  room  being  on  a  different  floor,  or  story;  and  they 
were  thus  separated  and  kept,  not  only  in  three  different  rooms, 
but  on  three  different  stories  of  the  hotel,  for  about  eight  or 
nine  hours.  The  officer  testified  that  he  locked  the  jurors  in 
these  separate  rooms. 

In  Bome  of  the  cases  where  this  subject  was  involved  courts 
had  difficulty  in  determining  whether  the  facts  relied  on  con- 
stituted a  '^separation''  within  the  meaning  of  the  law;  and 
it  has  been  held  that  a  mere  momentary  absence  of  one  or  two 
jurors,  throng  necessity  or  accident,  did  not  amount  to  such 
separation.    But  no  such  question  arises  in  this  case;  there 
was  here  clearly  a  separation — the  jurors  having  been  willfully 
and  intentionally  kept  apart  in  three  separate  groups  for  eight 
hours.    Instead  of  sitting  and  consulting  together  as  one  jury, 
they  were  during  this  long  time  divided  into  three  separate  and 
distinct  deliberative  bodies,  the  members  of  each  being  prevented 
from  conferring  with  those  of  either  of  the  other  two.    Beyond 
doubt  this  was  such  a  separation  as  the  law  forbids. 

Under  our  law  there  is  a  marked  difference  between  a  sep- 
aration during  the  progress  of  the  trial  and  a  separation  after 
2^®  final  submission  of  the  case.  As  to  the  former  there  is  no 
law  requiring  the  jury  to  be  kept  together,  although  the  court 
may  ord^  them  to  be  so  kept;  and  it  is  not  necessary  in  the  case 
at  bar  to  consider  the  significance  of  a  violation  of  such 
an  order.  But  it  is  provided  in  the  Penal  Code  (sees.  1128, 
1135,  1136)  that  after  the  jury  have  finally  retired  for  delib- 
eration they  must  be  kept  together;  and  one  of  the  express 
grounds  for  a  new  trial  is  ''when  the  jury  has  separated  with- 
out leave  of  the  court  after  retiring  to  deliberate  upon  their 
verdicf':  Pen.  Code,  sec.  1181. 

Whether  such  a  gross  violation  of  the  law  touching  the  sep- 
aration of  a  jury  as  occurred  in  the  case  at  bar  should  be 
held  to  be  absolutely,  and  without  any  further  inquiry,  a 
cause  for  new  trial,  or  whether  the  prosecution  should  be  al- 
lowed to  show,  if  it  could,  that  nothing  occurred  during  such  ex- 
traordinary and  prolonged  separation  prqudicial  to  defendant, 
is  a  question  which  does  not  here  occur,  for  there  was  here  no 
such  showing.  It  is  true  that  the  officer  testified  that  he  "did 
not  permit  any  person  to  speak  to  any  member  of  the  said  jury/' 
and  did  not  permit  any  member  of  the  jury  "to  speak  to  any 
person  on  any  subject  connected  with  the  thai  herein  or  about 
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the  case  at  all'*;  but  it  is  evident  that  this  statement  \ra3  of 
no  value,  for,  in  the  first  place,  he  could  not  have  been,  present 
at  the  same  time  at  all  the  rooms  on  the  three  different  stories, 
if  he  had  kept  awake,  and,  in  the  second  place,  he  himself  w^ent 
to  bed  during  a  part  of  the  night.  Certainly  in  this  cose — it 
the  law  would  countenance  an  attempt  to  show  absence  of  pre- 
judice— ^nothing  less  than  the  affidavits  of  the  jurors  would  he 
sufficient  to  establish  that  fact 

And  it  is  clear  that  the  burden   was  not   on   appellant  of 
proving  affirmatively  that  she  was  prejudiced  by  the  said  sepa- 
ration of  the  jury.    In  this  state  the  law  on  the  subject  'was 
first  declared  in  People  v.  Backus,  5  Cal.  275.    In  Uiat  case 
the  court  recited  that  in  certain  states  it  had  been  held  that  » 
mere  separation  of  the  jury  would  not  be  ground  for  setting 
aside  a  verdict  without  a  showing  of  improper  influence^  and 
that  in  other  states  it  has  been  held  that  such  separation  did 
invalidate  a  verdict  without  any  showing  of  actual  improper 
influence.    The  court  then  says:  "The  latter  rule  we  think 
is  the  correct  one,  because  it  would  be  impossible  in  almost 
**^  every  case  for  the  prisoner  to  establish  the  fact  of  any  cor- 
rupt or  improper    communications    between    the  jurors    and 
others.    This  doctrine  is  substantially  sustained  by  the  supreme- 
court    of    Massachusetts    in    the    case  of    Commonwealth   v. 
Soby,  12  Pick.  519,  and  in  a  late  case  (decided  in  Mississippi) 
Orgon  V.  State,  26  Miss.  78,  in  which  tiie  whole  doctrine  is  re- 
viewed.    In  the  latter  case  the  court  says :  T.i  any  separation  is- 
to  be  allowed  without  incurring  the  imputation  of  irregularity— 
for  what  length  of  time,  and  for  what  purpose  may  it  be,  how 
frequently  may  it  be  practiced,  and  to  what  distance  may  it  ex- 
tend— ^by  what  means  are  communications  between  tiie  juror 
and  other  persons  which  may  take  place,  and  which  must  nec- 
essarily be  secret,  to  be  disclosed  ?*  **    In  People  v.  Brannigan, 
21  Cal.  338,  the  court  decided  that  ''where  the  jury  in  a  criminal 
action,  after  having  retired  to  deliberate  upon  their  verdict^ 
separated  without  permission  of  the  court,  the  irregularily  is 
sufficient  ground  for  setting  aside  a  verdict  of  guilty  rendered 
by  them,  unless  it  be  shown  affirmatively  by  the  prosecution 
that  the  defendant  was  not  prejudiced  thereby.''    In  that  case 
the  court,  by  Field,  C.  J.,  said :  "The  district  attorney  appear* 
to  have  considered  it  incumbent  upon  the  prisoner  to  show  af* 
firmatively  injury  to  himself  resulting  from  the  separation,  or 
at  least  reason  to  suspect  such  injury.     There  are  authorities 
which  support  this  view.  •  •  •  •  But  there  are  authorities  of 
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equal  weig^  ihe  other  way^  and  the  latter^  we  think,  are  sup- 
ported by  better  reasons.^    Many  cases  are  cited  in  the  opinion^ 
and,  among  others.    State  v.    Prescott,  7  N.    H.  287,   where 
the  court  say :  ^The  prisoner  is  in  such  case  entitled,  as  a  matter 
of  right,  to  require,  in  the  first  instance,  a  compliance  with  the 
ordinary   forms  provided  by  the  law  to  secure  to.  him  a  fair 
and  impartial  trial;  and  if  the  guards  provided  for  his  security 
are  neglected,  or  disregarded,  he  is  at  least  entitled  to  require, 
at  the  hands  of  the  government,  satisfactory  evidence  that  he 
has  not  received  detriment  by  reason  of  such  neglect  and  is 
not  to  be  put  to  show,  affirmatively,  that  such  departure  from 
the  customary  mode  of  trial  has  been  the  probable  cause  of 
his  conviction.'*    In  People  v.  Hawley,  111  OaL  78,  43  Pac.  404, 
it  was  held  that  a  separation  of  a  jury  after  the  final  submission 
in  a  (nriminal  case  vitiated  the  verdict,  even  though  the  defend- 
ant had  consented  to  the  separation.    The  court  there    say: 
*■*  "The  separation  of  the  jury  after  they  are  sworn,  even  dur- 
ing the  trial,  was  never  permitted  at  common  law  in  cases  of 
felony,  and  in  many  states  is  not  now  permitted  in  capital 
cases.     Our  statute  permits  such  separation  in  all  cases  be- 
fore the  submission  of  the  case,  in  the  discretion  of  the  court, 
but  expressly  provides  that  after  retiring  to  deliberate  upon 
their  verdict,  they  must  be  kept  together:  Pen.  Code,  sec.  1128. 
The  oonrt,  therefore,  had  no  authority,  either  under  the  statute 
or  at  common  law,  to  permit  the  separation;  nor  could  the  con- 
sent of  the  defendant  or  his  coimsel  operate  to  empower  or  ex- 
cuse the  violation  of  an  express  provision  of  the  statute.'*    Many 
cases  are  cited  and  quoted  from  in  the  opinion,  and,   among 
others^  Peiffer  v.  Commonwealth,  15  Pa.  St.  468,  63  Am.  Dec. 
605,  where  the  eminent  Chief  Justice  Gibson,  delivering  the 
opinion  of  the  court,  said :  ''Even  the  forms  and  usages  of  the 
law  conduce  to  justice;  but  the  common  law,  which  forbids  the 
separation  of  a  jury  in  a  capital  case  before  they  have  been  dis- 
diarged  of  the  prisoner,  touches  not  matter  of  form,  but  matter 
of  substance.    It  is  not  too  much  to  say  that  if  it  were  abolished 
few  influential  culprits  would  be  convicted,  and  that  few  friend- 
less ones,  pursued  by  powerful  prosecutors,  would  escape  convic- 
tion.^'     The  authorities  on  the  subject  are  very  fully  collated 
in  Spelling's  New  Trial  and  Appellate  Practice,  commencing  at 
section  151,  and  also  at  section  59. 

The  foregoing  cases  established  the  law  in  this  state  aa 
above  stated.  The  only  case  cited  by  respondent  is  Saltzman 
T.  Sunset  TeL  etc.  Co.,  125  CaL  501,  58  Pac.  169.    That  was  a 
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irivil  case,  and  the  court  in  its  opinion  calls  attention    to   tii 
fact  that  while  the  separation  of  the  jury  after  submission  J 
itself  ground  for  a  new  trial  in  a  criminal  case,  there  is  no  sue 
provision  as  to  a  civil  case.     In  a  civil  case  the  separatioix  o 
the  jury  can  be  considered  on  motion  for  a  new  trial  only   02 
the  general  ground  of  "misconduct/'    In  the  Saltzman    caa 
the  oflBcer  in  charge  had  allowed  one    juror  to  comninnicat< 
for  a  few  minutes  to  an  outside  pariy  through  a  telephoru 
which  was  in  the  room  where  all  the  other  jurors  were,    and 
there  was  really  no  separation  of  the  jury.     The  officer    stood 
beside  the  juror  and  heard  all  he  said  through  the  teleplione^ 
and  it  was  shown  by  affidavits  that  the  communication  was  to 
^*'  the  juror^s  family,  and  entirely  about  private  matters  ;  and 
it  was  held  that  it  sufficiently  appeared  that  the  miscoiwiuct 
was  without  significance.     But  the  law,  even  in  civil  cases^ 
was  there  announced  as  follows:  "The  rule  in  this  state,    I 
take  it  to  be,  in  civil  cases,  that  a  separation  against  the  in.- 
struction  of  the  couri;,  with  evidence  that  improper  influence 
might  have  been  brought  to  bear  upon  the  juror,  puts    the 
burden  upon  the  party  seeking  to  sustain  the  verdict  to  nega- 
tive the  presumption  and  show  that  no  such  attempt  was  made. 
I  think  that  was  done  in  this  case.'*    The  circumstances   of 
a  separation  in  a  pariicular  case  might  possibly  be  such  as  to 
themselves  show  that  no  prejudice  to  the  defendant  could  have 
resulted,  and  in  such  case  a  couri;  perhaps  would  be  warranted 
in  upholding  the  verdict  notwithstanding  the  direct  violation  of 
an  express  provision  of  the  code  intended  for  the  protection  of 
a  defendant;  but  we  need  not  pass  upon  that  question,  for  it  does 
not  arise  in  the  case  at  bar.     On  account  of  the  separation  of  the 
jury  shown  in  the  present  case  the  order  denying  a  new  trial 
must  be  reversed. 

There  are  no  other  points  necessary  to  be  determined.  It 
is  contended  that  instruction  No.  10,  upon  the  subject  of  cir- 
cumstantial evidence,  is  erroneous  within  the  rule  declared  in 
People  V.  Vereneseneckockockhoflf,  129  Gal.  497,  58  Pac.  156,  62 
Pac.  Ill;  but  it  is  not  necessary  to  definitely  determine  that 
question.  If  upon  another  trial  the  court  deems  it  proper  to 
instruct  at  all  upon  the  subject  of  circumstantial  evidence,  it 
can  easily  modify  the  instruction  so  as  to  avoid  the  criticisms  of 
appellant^s  counsel.  It  may  be  said,  generally,  that  the  responsi-. 
bility  of  determining  whether  or  not  a  defendant  in  a  criminal 
case  should  be  found  guilty  rests  entirely  upon  the  jury,  and  that 
the  presiding  judge,  not  having  that  responsibility,  and  being 
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prohibited  by  our  constitution  from  charging  as  to  matters  of 
fact,  should  be  careful^  in  instructing^  not  to  use  language 
which  might  be  naturally  understood  by  the  jury  as  intimat- 
ing his  opinion  that  the  defendant  was  guilly^  or  as  an  argument 
against  him. 

The  judgment  and  order  appealed  from  are  reversed  and  the 
cause  remanded  for  a  new  triaL 

Shaw,  J.,  Angellotti,  J.,  Van  Dyke,  J.,  Henshaw,  J.,  and 
Loiigan,  J.,  concurred. 


The  Effect  of  the  Separation  of  the  Jury  in  eriminal  trials  ia  dia- 
^uBsed  in  the  monographic  notes  to  McKinney  v.  People,  43  Am.  Dee. 
75-87;  State  v.  State,  60  Am.  Bep.  73-75.  Ordinarily,  the  separation 
cf  jnroTs  farther  than  is  necessarily  required  to  enable  them  to  per- 
form their  duties  as  such,  and  under  the  care  of  a  sworn  officer,  cre- 
ates a  presumption  of  improper  influence,  but  this  presumption  may 
be  rebutted  by  dear  and  convincing  proof:  Commonwealth  ▼•  Eisen- 
hower, 181  Pa.  St.  470,  59  Am.  St  Bep.  670,  87  AtL  521. 


WEIGHT  V.  AITSTIK 

[143  CaL  236,  76  Pac.  1023.] 

HiaHWAT— Bights  in  Acquired  by  Public* — ^By  taking  or  ae^ 
^epting  land  for  a  highway,  the  public  acquire  only  the  right  of 
way,  and  the  incidents  necessary  to  enjoying  and  maintaining  the 
tame,  which  incidents  do  not  embrace  the  subterranean  waters  of 
the  road.     (p.  99.) 

HIGHWAY—- Percolating  Water,  Injunction  Against  Using. — 
^e  public  authorities  may  be  enjoined,  at  the  suit  of  the  owner  of 
the  fee,  from  taking  the  subterranean  waters  from  a  highway  to 
sprinkle  it.    (p.  101.) 

Butts  &  Weske,  for  the  appellants. 

C.  H.  Pond  and  B.  L.  Thompson,  for  the  respondents. 

*^''  CHIPMAN",  C.  The  case  is  here  on  appeal  from  a  judg- 
ment on  an  agreed  statement  of  facts.  Plaintiffs  are,  and 
have  been  for  many  years,  the  owners  of  the  premises  described 
in  the  complaint,  situated  in  Santa  Bosa  road  district,  So- 
noma county.  Along  the  northerly  side  of  said  lands  there 
is  a  public  highway  which  has  been  in  use  as  such  for  more 
***  than  thirty  years,  and  occupies  a  strip  of  land  twenty-five 
feet  wide,  and  the  center  line  of  the  road  is  the  north  bound- 
ary line  of  plaintiff^s  land ;  defendants  are  the  board  of  super- 
Am.  St.  Bep.  YoL  101-^7 
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Tisors  of  said  cotuity  and  the  ez-officio  road  commissioiier 
of  tiie  said  road  district;  on  May  27^  1903,  defendants^    m 
their  offidal  capacity,  without  the  consent  of  plaintiflfa,  went 
npon  said  strip  of  land,  erected  machinery  for  the  purpose 
of  boring  a  well  on  said  highway  about  four  or  five  feet  from 
the  southerly  Une  thereof,  and  where  said  highway  ran  alon^f 
end  over  plaintiffs'  land.    This  well  was  six  inches  in  diameter,, 
and  was  bored  to  the  depth  of  forty-four  feet^  and  an  ir<HX 
pipe  or  casing  placed  therein^  and  defendants  erected  over  said 
well  a  windmill  and  pump  and  water-tank.    This  well  was 
bored  and  the  pump  and  tank  were  erected  ^^f or  the  purpose  of 
obtaining  water  from  said  well  to  sprinkle  and  keep  in  repair 
said  public  road'';  tiie  plant  was  so  erocted  as  not  to  interfere 
in  any  way  with  the  free  use  and  enjoyment  by  the  public  of  said 
highway;  *'said  highway  was  not  out  of  repair  at  the  point 
where  said  well  was  bored,  ....  and  said  well  was  not  bored 
tfor  the  purpose  of  getting  soil  to  repair  said  highway,  but  was 
bored  solely  for  the  purpose  of  getting  water  to  sprinkle  said 
highway  and  thereby  to  prevent  the  same  from  getting  out  of  re- 
pair and  to  render  it  more  fit  and  convenient  for  public  use.'' 
The  water  ^'sought  to  be  taken  from  said  well  is  such  as  fiows  or 
percolates  through  the  soil  of  said  premises  at  a  depth  of  from 
twenty  to  forty-four  feet  from  the  surface  of  the  ground."     It 
is  further  stipulated  that  the  defendants  ^^threaten  to  and  will 
operate  said  pump,  windmill,  and  waterworks,  and  take  and  re- 
move from  said  well  large  quantities  of  water,  which  fiows  and 
percolates  through  the  side  of  said  premises  into  said  well,  and 
use  the  same  upon  said  highway,  unless  restrained  by  injunction 
of  this  court'' 

There  is  no  stipulation  as  to  whether  plaintiffs  were  making 
any  use  of  the  percolating  waters  subterranean  of  their  land, 
or  as  to  the  damages  alleged. 

Plaintiffs  appeal  from  the  judgment  given  in  defendants' 
favor. 

Section  2631  of  the  Political  Code  reads:  '^y  taking  or  ac- 
cepting land  for  a  highway,  the  public  acquire  only  the  ^®  right 
of  way^  and  the  incidents  necessary  to  enjoying  and  maintaining 
the  same,  subject  to  the  regulations  in  this  and  the  Civil  Code 
provided." 

This  is  but  the  formulation  of  the  general  rule  laid  down 
in  the  books  and  decided  cases  when  treating  of  highways  as 
easements^  which  they  are. 
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Speaking  of  the  rights  retamed  by  the  adjacent  owner, 
Parker,  C.  J.,  in  Tucker  v.  Tower,  9  Pick*  109, 19  Am.  Dec  360, 
Btid:  *1t  is  too  clear  to  require  any  discussion  that  the  propri- 
etor of  land  oyer  which  a  public  highway  has  been  laid  retains 
his  right  in  the  soil  for  all  purposes  which  are  consistent  with 
tiie  full  enjoyment  of  the  easement  acquired  by  the  public.'' 
The  question  here  raised  has,  in  one  form  or  another,  been  be- 
fore the  courts  frequently,  and  it  will  be  found  that  the  decisions 
iBTariably  turn  upon  what  may  reasonably  be  said  to  be  ^'in- 
cidenf  to  either  the  construction,  repair,  or  maintenance  of 
the  road  constructed  over  the  right  of  way.  The  decided  cases 
(and  they  are  numerous)  are  illustratire  of  the  principle  de- 
clared in  the  code,  but  in  none  of  the  cases  cited,  and  in  none 
we  have  besi  able  to  find,  has  it  been  held  that  the  easement 
or  the  dominant  tenement  draws  to  it  the  right,  as  an  incident, 
to  bore  or  dig  weUs  along  the  right  of  way  for  the  purpose  above 
stated. 

It  was  said  in  Burris  y.  People's  Ditch  Co.,  104  GaL  248,  37 
Fac.  922 :  ^1t  is  weU  settled  that  the  owner  of  an  easement  can- 
not change  its  diaracter,  or  materially  increase  the  burden  upon 
the  servient  estate,  or  injuriously  affect  the  rights  of  other  per- 
sons, but  within  the  limits  named  he  may  make  repairs,  im- 
provements, or  changes  that  do  not  affect  its  substance." 

In  North  Pork  Water  Co.  v.  Edwards,  121  Cal.  662,  54  Pac. 
69,  it  was  said :  '^Every  easement  includes  what  are  termed  ^seo- 
ondary  easements';  that  is,  the  right  to  do  such  tilings  as  are 
necessary  for  the  full  enjoyment  of  the  easement  itself^  but 
this  right  is  limited,  and  must  be  exercised  in  such  reasonable 
manner  as  not  to  injuriously  increase  the  burden  upon  the 
serrient  tenement.  The  burden  of  the  dominant  tenement 
cannot  be  enlarged  to  the  manifest  injury  of  the  serrient  estate 
by  any  alteration  in  the  mode  of  enjoying  the  former.  The 
owner  cannot  commit  a  trespass  upon  the  servient  tenement 
beyond  the  limits  fiied  by  the  grant  or  use.*' 

**^  If  we  are  to  hold  that  the  county  may  dig  or  bore  wells, 
and  to  any  depth  necessary  to  obtain  water  at  convenient  dis- 
tances along  tiie  highways,  for  the  purposes  named,  it  must 
be  because  it  has  the  right  as  an  incident  to  the  principal 
object,  which  is  to  establish  a  highway,  and  as  necessary  to 
that  object  And  the  right  would  not  depend  on  the  fact 
that  the  owner  of  the  servient  tenement  was  not  at  the  time 
using  the  water  or  contemplating  its  use.  Should  he  find  it 
necessary  to  use  the  percolating  waters  in  his  land  adjacent 
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to  the  highway^  and  should  it  be  found  that  the  wells  in  the 
highway  diminished  his  flow  of  water  materially,  the  county 
would  still  have  the  right  to  a  just  apportionment  of  the  -water 
if  respondent's  contention  be  sound,  and  if  the  percolating 
waters  pass  as  incident  to  the  easement.    In  other  words^   it 
must  be  held  that  the  percolating  waters  under  the  surface 
of  a  highway  are  acquired  as  incident  to  the  easement,    and 
are  a  part  of  the  grant  or  use,  at  least  to  the  extent  needed 
to  sprinkle  the  highway,  and  that  to  that  extent  these  waters 
do  not  belong  to  the  owner  of  the  servient  tenement.    A  very 
small  mileage  of  the  public  roads  of  the  country  are  sprinkled 
with  water  as  a  means  of  preservation.     Doubtless,  such  use  of 
water  on  some  roads  is  desirable  in  maintaining  tiiem  and  adds 
to  their  convenient  use,  but  it  can  hardly  be  said  generally 
that  the  sprinkling  of  roads  is  necessary  to  their  maintenance* 
In  Town  of  Suffield  v.  Hathaway,  44  Conn.  621,  26  Pac.  483, 
it  was  held  that  the  selectmen  of  a  town  have  no  right  as 
against  an  owner  of  land  on  the  highway  to  divert  the  water 
from  a  spring  on  such  owner^s  side  of  the  highway  to  a  public 
watering  trough  on  the  other  side.    Jackson  v.  Hathaway,  15 
Johns.  447,  8  Am.  Dec.  263,  was  cited  approvingly  where  it 
was  said:  "When  the  sovereign  imposes  a  public  right  of  way 
upon  the  land  of  an  individual,  the  title  of  the  former  owner  is 
not  extinguished,  but  is  so  qualified  that  it  can  only  be  enjoyed 
subject  to  that  easement.     The  former  proprietor  still  retains 
the  exclusive  right  in  all  mines,  quarries,  springs  of  water, 
timber,  and  earth,  for  every  purpose  not  incompatible  with  the 
public  right  of  way.*'    In  the  SuflBeld  case,  Woodruff  v.  Neal, 
28  Conn.  167,  was  also  cited,  where  it  was  said  to  be  well  estab- 
lished, *1n  conformity  with  the    principles    of    the    common 
•**  law,  that  a  highway  is  simply  an  easement  or  servitude,  con- 
ferring upon  the  public  only  the  right  of  passage  over  the 
land  on  which  it  is  laid  out,  and  as  an  incident  of  such  right 
that  of  using  the  soil  or  material  upon  it  in  a  reasonable  man- 
ner for  the  purpose  of  making  and  repairing  it Subject 

to  this  right  of  the  public,  he  may  take  trees  growing  upon 
the  land,  occupy  mines,  sink  watercourses  under  it,  and  gen- 
erally has  a  right  to  every  use  and  profit  which  can  be  derived 
from  it  consistent  with  the  easement,  and  when  disseised  (as 
he  may  be)  can  maintain  ejectment,  and  recover  possession 
subject  to  the  easement,  and  can  also  maintain  trespass  for 
any  act  done  to  the  land  not  necessary  for  the  enjoyment  of 
the  easement^  which  would  be  an  actionable  injury  if  the 
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land  was  not  covered  by  a  highway."  The  right  of  the  owner 
of  the  fee  to  whatever  may  be  said  to  belong  to  the  owner  of 
the  land  necessarily  draws  to  it  the  right  of  appropriation 
and  use  at  all  times^  subject  only  to  such  rights  as  go  with 
the  easement.  At  least  as  between  the  parities  to  this  action, 
tiie  percolating  waters  of  the  land  are  property  in  the  same 
sense  as  are  mines,  quarries,  springs,  and  the  like^  and  plain- 
tifiFs'  right  thereto  is  unaffected  by  the  easement,  unless  it 
be  true  that  defendants  may,  as  of  right,  bore  down  to  and 
draw  the  water  from  its  subterranean  sources  for  the  purposes 
named.  But  we  think  that  defendants  have  not  that  right, 
and  it  therefore  becomes  immaterial  whether  plaintiffs  are 
now  using  the  water  or  that  they  are  not  now  specially  dam* 
aged  by  defendants'  use.  In  our  opinion,  the  subterranean 
water  underlying  a  highway  cannot  reasonably  be  said  to  be 
one  of  the  '^cidents  necessary  to  enjoying  and  maintaining 
the  same''  any  more  than  can  the  waters  of  a  spring  be  said 
to  be  an  incident  to  the  easement  The  county  is  not  without 
authority  to  provide  means  for  making  the  roadway  more 
convenient  by  sprinkling,  or  to  thus  provide  for  its  enjoyment 
and  maintenance.  Subdivision  10  of  section  2643  of  the  Po* 
litieal  Code  provides:  'Tor  the  purpose  of  sprinkling  the 
roads  in  any  part  of  the  county  with  oil  or  water,  the  board 
of  supervisors  may  erect  and  maintain  waterworks  and  oil- 
tanks  and  reservoirs,  and  for  such  purposes  may  purchase  or 
lease  real  or  personal  property,"  tiie  cost  to  'T)e  charged 
to  the  general  county  fund,  the  general  road  fund,  or  the  dis- 
trict  fund  of  the  district  or  districts  benefited." 

*^*  This  statute  indicates  that  the  legislature  deemed  it  neces- 
sary to  provide  some  further  authority  for  sprinkling  the 
hi^ways  than  was  given  in  section  2631  of  the  Political  Code. 
The  statute  referred  to  at  least  would  seem  to  corroborate  the 
view  we  have  taken  of  that  section. 

The  court  said  in  Bobert  v.  Sadler,  104  N.  Y.  229,  68  Am. 
Bep.  498,  and  note:  ''The  courts  have  held  that  where,  to  reach 
and  prepare  the  surface  of  the  road  in  accordance  with  its 
grade  line,  superincumbent  material  is  necessarily  removed^  it 
may  be  used  upon  other  parts  of  the  road,  and  upon  the  prem- 
ises of  other  land  owners;  and  that,  where  there  has  been  no 
negligence  in  construction,  consequential  injuries  necessarily 
resulting  cannot  be  recovered.  It  was  said  in  Pumpelly  v.  Qreen 
Bay  Co.,  13  Wall.  181,  20  L.  ed.  557,  that  this  class  of  decisions 
^have  gone  to  the  uttermost  limit  of  sound  judicial  construction,' 
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and  'in  some  caees  beyond  it/     The  observation  was  just-      To 
take  merely  an  easement  in  land^  leaving  the  fee  in  the  o^wrxer, 
and  then^  by  advancing  stages  of  judicial  endurance  sap    the 
value  and  utility  of  the  fee  by  adding  its  benefits  to  the  ease- 
ments^ is  scarcely  consistent  with  the  policy  which  is  at   the 
same  time  sedulously  protecting  the  right  of  abutters  having  no 
fee  in  the  street  whatever^  to  their  easements  of  light  and  air 
end  access/' 

•    In  the  case  cited  pits  were  dug  for  gravel  with  which   to 
cover  the  roadway^  and  for  this  reason  defendants  claim  that 
the  case  is  not  in  point    But  woidd  it  have  been  less  so  if 
the  gravel  had  been  obtained  by  sinking  shafts  and  mining^ 
for  it  in  such  manner  as  not  to  interfere  with  the  surface  of 
the  roadway?    The  question  always  recurs.  What  incidents 
pass  with  the  easement^  and  what  rights  go  as  incidents? 
The  diligence  of  counsel   (and  the  briefs  on  both  sides  cite 
cases  copiously),  aided  by  our  own  research,  has  failed   to 
disclose  a  case  where  it  has  been  held  that  the  easement  brings 
with  it  the  right  to  penetrate  the  earth  along  the  highway 
to  an  indefinite  extent  for  materials  with  which  to  construct 
and  maintain  it. 

Upon  the  facts  as  stipulated  we  think  the  judgment  as  en- 
tered shoidd  be  reversed,  and  judgment  should  be  for  the 
plaintiff  as  prayed  for  in  the  complaint,  restraining  defend- 
ants ''from  taking,  appropriating,  or  removing  the  percolat- 
ing ^^  waters  from  plaintiffs'  said  lands,''  described  in  the  com* 
plaint    It  is  accordingly  so  advised. 

Cooper,  C,  and  Harrison,  C,  concurred. 

For  the  reasons  given  in  the  foregoing  opinion,  the  judg- 
ment is  reversed,  with  directions  to  enter  judgment  in  favor 
of  plaintiffs  as  prayed  for  in  the  complaint,  restraining  de- 
fendants from  taking,  appropriating,  or  removing  the  perco- 
lating waters  from  plaintiffs'  said  lands,  described  in  the  com- 
plaint. McFarland,  J.,  Lorigan,  J.,  Henshaw,  J. 
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Easement  or  Biglit  of  Way. 

a.  In  Cknenl,  105. 

b.  Width  and  Alteration  of  Traveled  Way*  lOBp 

Bigbts  and  Privileges  Peculiar  to  Owner. 

a.  Aa  BisttngnlBhed  ftom  Other  Persons^  106b 

b.  Use  of  Boad  for  Private  Pnriioses^  107. 
e.    Maintenance  of  Pences  and  Oatee^  108. 

Sneroachmentfl^  Ohstractions  and  Nvisanooa. 

a.  Kioroadunents  and  Obstmctions^  109. 

b.  Destruction  of  Lateral  Sapportk  111* 
e.    Nuisances — Offensive  Oandnct»  111. 

d.    Deviation  ftom  Boad  to  Avoid  ObstmetloOb  111* 
V.    Sou  and  Minerals,  111. 

"VI.    Trees^  Grass  and  Herbage. 

a.  Grass  and  Herbage,  112. 

b.  Shmbs  and  Trees,  112^ 

TH.    Waters  and  Drainage. 

a.  Use  of  Water  in  Highway,  114. 

b.  Watercourses,  Streams  and  Bacewayi^  Hit 
c    Ditches  and  Drainage,  116. 

'Vm.    Bepalr  of  Highways. 

a.  Use  of  Soil,  Gravel  and  Bock,  116b 

b.  Use  of  Timber,  116. 

□L    Vacation  or  Abandonment  of  Highway,  117. 
Z.    Bemedies  Available  to  Iiand  Ownec^  117. 

Z.    Title  and  Fee  to  Soil. 

H,  Ownership^ — ^When  a  highway  is  laid  oat  over  private  prop- 
erty, the  owner  is  not  thereby  deprived  of  his  title  to  the  land 
eovered  by  the  road.  The  pnblic  aequires  only  an  easement  of  pas- 
sage, with  the  rights  and  incidents  thereto,  while  the  owner  retains 
the  fee  to  the  soil  for  all  purposes  not  incompatible  with  the  en- 
joyment of  the  easement  secured  by  the  public:  Brown  v.  Freeman, 
1  Boot  (Conn.),  118;  Postal  TeL  Cable  Co.  v.  Eaton,  170  JH  513,  62 
Am.  St.  Bep.  390,  49  N.  B.  865,  39  L.  B.  A.  722;  Hagaman  v.  Moore, 
84  Ind.  496;  Dubuque  v.  Maloney,  9  Iowa,  450,  74  Am.  Dec.  358; 
CommiflsionerB  of  Kiawnee  County  v.  Beckwith,  10  Kan.  603;  Seamen 
V.  Huifaker,  21  Kan.  264;  Small  v.  Pennell,  31  Me.  267;  Town  of 
Galen  v.  Plank  Boad  Co.,  27  Barb.  543;  Williams  v.  New  Tork  Cent. 
B.  B.  Co.,  16  N.  Y.  97,  69  Am.  Dec  661;  Higgins  v.  Beynolds,  31 
N.  Y.  151;  State  v.  Hewell,  90  K.  0.  705;  Phillips  v.  Dunkirk  etc. 
B.  R  Co.,  78  Pa.  St.  177;  Charleston  Bice  Milling  Co.  v.  Bennett,  18 
B.  C.  254;  Chicago  etc.  By.  Co.  v.  Milwaukee  etc.  By.  Co.,  96  Wis. 
661,  60  Am.  St.  Bep.  136,  70  K.  W.  678,  87  L.  B.  A.  856;  United  States 
V.  Harris,  1  Sum.  21,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  15,315. 

''By  the  location  of  a  way  over  the  land  of  any  person,  the  pub- 
lic have  acquired  an  easemoit  which  the  owner  of  the  land  cannot 
lawfully  extinguish  or  unreasonably  interrupt.  But  the  soil  and 
freehold  remain  in  the  owner,  although  encumbered  with  a  way.  And 
9r9TY  use  to  which  the  laad  may  be  applied,  and  all  the  profits  which 
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may  be  derived  from  it,  consistently  with  the  continnance   of    tlie 
easement,   the   owner   can  lawfully   claim":  Perley   v.   Chandler,    ^ 
Mass.  453,  4  Am.  Dec.  159.    "The  owner  parts  with  the  nae    only, 
for  if  the  road  is  vacated  by  the  public,  he  resumes  the  exclusive 
possession  of  the  ground;  and  while  it  is  used  as  a  highway,    he    i» 
entitled  to  the  timber  and  grass  which  may  grow  upon  the  surface^ 
and  to  all    minerals  which     may    be  found    below  it":  Barcl&y    v. 
Howell,  6  Pet.  498,  512.    * '  He  has  all  above  and  all  under  the  ground, 
except  the  right  of  way  in  the  public":  Overman  v.  May,  35  To-wa, 
89,  97.    "The  right  of  the  owner  may  grow  less  and  less  as    tl&e- 
public  needs  increase.    But  at  all  times  he  retains  all  that  is    not 
needed  for  public  uses,  subject,  however,  to  municipal  or  police  r^g' 
nlations":  Burr  v.  Stevens,  90  Me.  500,  38  Atl.  547;  Allen  v.  Boston,. 
159  Mass.  324,  38  Am.  St.  Bep.  423,  34  N.  E.  519. 

The  legislature  is  competent  to  provide  for  taking  the  fee  to  land 
appropriated,  and  devesting  the  owner  of  all  proprietary  interest 
therein:  Board  of  Supervisors  v.  Sea  View  By.  Co.,  23  Hun,  180; 
and,  of  course,  the  fee  to  the  soil  in  a  public  highway  is  not  neees- 
sarily  and  under  all  circumstances  in  the  adjoining  owner:  Taylor 
V.  Banbury  Public  Hall  Co.,  35  Conn.  430;  Ailing  v.  Burlock,  46 
Conn.  504;  Benthrop  v.  Bourg,  4  Mart.  (La.)  136;  Mott  v.  Clayton,. 
41  N.  T.  Supp.  87,  9  App.  Div.  181;  MitcheU  v.  Einstein,  86  N.  Y. 
Supp.  759,  42  Misc.  Bep.  358.    But,  prima  facie,  the  adjacent  pro- 
prietors each  own  to  the  middle  of  the  highway;  or  if  the  same  per- 
son owns  on  both  sides,  he  owns  the  whole  road,  subject  to  the  pub- 
lic easement  of  passage  in  either  case:  Town  of  Chatham,  11  Conn. 
60;  Bich  v.  MinneapoUs,  37  Minn.  423,  5  Am.  St.  Bep.  861,  35  N.  W. 
2;  Copp  V.  Neal,  7  N.  H.  275;  Myer  v.  Bell  Tel,  Co.,  82  N.  Y.  Supp^ 
83,  83  App.  Div.  623;  Dell  Bapids  Mercantile  Co.  v.  Dell  Bapids,  11 
S.  Dak.  116,  74  Am.  St.  Bep.  783,  75  N.  W.  898;  Western  Union  TeL 
Co.  V.  Williams,  86  Ya.  696,  19  Am.  St.  Bep.  908,  11  S.  &  106,  8  L. 
B.  A.  429.    A  grant  of  lands  bounded  by  a  highway  is  presumed  to 
carry  with  it  the  fee  to  the  center  of  the  road,  for  ordinarily  there 
is  no  object  or  purpose  to  be  subserved  by  the  owner  retaining  the 
title  to  the  highway  when  he  has  parted  with  the  ownership  of  the 
adjoining  land:  Hunt  v.  Bich,  88  Me.  195;  McKenzie  v.  Gleason,  184 
Mass.  452,  100  Am.  St.  Bep.  566,  63  N.  E.  1076;  Winter  v.  Peterson, 
24  N.  J.  L.  524,  61  Am.  Dec.  678.    This  presumption  does  not  pre- 
vail, however,  when  the  sovereign  or  the  public  authorities  are  vested 
with  the  fee  of  the  highway:  Paige  v.  Schenectady  By.  Co.,  77  N, 
Y.  Supp.  889,  38  Misc.  Bep.  384.    And  it  is  rebutted  by  the  produc- 
tion of  a  deed  from  which  the  owner  derives  his  title,  granting  the 
land  to  the  side  of  the  road  only:  Smith  v.  Slocomb,  77  Mass.  (11 
Gray)  280.    See,  also,  McKenzie  ▼.  Gleason,  184  Mass.  452,  100  Am. 
St.  Bep.  566,  69  N.  E.  1076;  Jackson  v.  Hathaway,  15  Johns.  447, 
8  Am.  Dec.  263. 
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bw  Ransfer,  Mtoger  and  Onstor.— A  covenant  of  seisin  la  not 
broken,  it  aeems,  b7  an  enenmbranee  such  as  a  highwa7:  Vanghn  v. 
Stnzaker,  16  Ind.  338.  By  the  transfer  of  a  turnpike  road  from  the 
public  to  a  private  corporation,  the  title  of  the  soil  is  not  changed, 
bnt  remains  in  the  adjoining  owners:  Douglas  ▼•  Turnpike  fioad 
Co.,  22  MdL  219,  85  Am.  Dec.  647. 

Upon  the  acquisition  b7  the  commonwealth  of  land  over  which  m 
highway  has  been  located,  the  easement  of  the  highway  is  not  merged 
in  the  estate  which  the  commonwealth  acquires  in  the  land:  People 
T.  County  of  Marin,  103  Cal.  223,  87  Pac.  203,  26  L.  B.  A.  659. 

The  owner  of  the  fee  to  land  on  which  there  is  a  publie  highway 
may  be  barred  of  his  title  thereto  by  the  adverse  possession  of  an- 
other for  the  statutory  period.  And  the  private  rights  of  an  abut- 
ting owner  in  the  highway  may  be  lost  through  adverse  possession: 
See  the  monographic  note  to  Northern  Pac.  By.  Co.  v.  Ely,  87  Am. 
St.  Bep.  778.  The  public  easement,  however,  cannot  be  extinguished 
by  operation  of  the  statute  of  limitations:  See  the  monographic  note 
to  Schneider  v.  Hutchinson,  76  Am.  St.  Bep.  492-494. 

n.    Easement  or  Bight  of  Way. 

a.  In  QeneraL — ^When  a  highway  is  laid  out  over  private  prop- 
erty, the  publie  acquires  an  easement  of  passage  thereon;  but  or- 
dinarily it  acquires  no  greater  interest  therein  than  a  right  of  way^ 
with  the  powers  and  privileges  incident  to  that  right.  Subject  to 
this  easement,  as  has  already  been  seen,  the  interest  of  the  owner 
of  the  fee  remains  unimpaired:  Town  of  Palatine  v.  Kreuger,  121 
IIL  72,  12  N.  K  75;  Stinson  v.  Gardiner,  42  Me.  248,  66  Am.  Dec 
281;  Ellsworth  v.  Lord,  40  Minn.  337,  42  N.  W.  389;  Williams  ▼. 
Natural  Bridge  Plank  Boad,  21  Mo.  580;  Trustees  of  Presbyterian 
Boc.  T.  Auburn  etc.  B.  B.  Co.,  8  HiU,  567;  Lewis  v.  Jones,  1  Pa.  St. 
836,  44  Am.  Dec  138. 

b.  Width  and  Alteration  of  Ttareled  Way. — Since  the  fee  to  the 
■oil  of  a  highway  is  in  the  adjoining  owner,  it  follows  that  a  private 
individual  may  be  held  liable  as  a  trespasser  by  the  owner  of  land 
over  which  a  highway  runs,  for  acts  causing  injury  to  the  latter  in 
widening  or  repairing  the  highway  outside  its  traveled  portion,  al- 
though the  public  authorities  might  have  lawfully  done  the  same 
acts:  Hollenbeck  v.  Bowley,  8  Allen,  473.  So,  one  adjoining  owner 
cannot  build  a  driveway  upon  the  land  of  another,  within  the  limits 
of  the  highway  but  outside  the  wrought  portion,  for  his  private  con- 
venience in  passing  from  his  land  to  the  highway:  Burr  v.  Stevens, 
90  Me.  500,  38  AtL  547.  Said  the  court:  <<The  defendant  had  no 
right  to  build  a  driveway  upon  this  land  of  the  plaintiff,  although 
within  the  limits  of  the  highway,  for  his  private  use  and  conve- 
nience. In  the  use  of  this  driveway  he  was  not  a  traveler  upon  the 
publie  highway,  but  it  was  built  and  used  by  him  for  his  private 
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^onyenienee  beeause  of  the  diffieulty  of  paaning  direetly  from   his 
land  to  the  highway." 

The  public^  in  their  use  of  a  load^  are  not  confined  to  the  nHdtli 
•of  the  aetual  beaten  path,  even  where  the  easement  has  been  ae- 
•quired  by  user:  Whitesidea  y.  Green,  13  Utah,  341,  57  Am.  St.  Sep. 
740,  44  Pac.  1032.  Tet  if  a  traveler,  without  neeessity,  drives  out- 
aide  the  uniform  beaten  path  of  a  highway  for  the  expreea  purpose 
of  injuring  the  grass  along  the  roadside,  he  is  answerable  tkerefor 
to  the  abutting  owner:  People  v.  Fobs,  80  Mich.  559,  20  Am.  St. 
Eep.  532,  45  N.  W.  480. 

A  land  owner,  who,  by  permission  of  a  turnpike  company,  alters 
the  grade  of  a  public  highway  on  his  land,  aaaumea  the  duty  and 
obligation  of  such  company  to  make  the  altered  road  suitable  and 
safe  for  public  travel:  Horatick  v.  Dunkle,  145  Pa.  St.  220,  27  Am. 
St.  Bep.  685,  23  AtL  378. 

m.    Bights  and  Privileges  Peculiar  to  Owner. 

a.    Aa  DlatlngniaTied  from  Other  Peraona. — ^Undoubtedly  the  owner 
of  property  abutting  on  a  public  highway,  whether  or  not  he  owns 
the  fee  to  the  middle  of  the  road,  has  righta  therein  not  held  in 
common  with  the  general  public  for  purpoaes  of  travel  and   nae: 
Town  of  Longmont  v.  Parker,  14  Colo.  386,  20  Am.  St.  Bep.  277, 
23  Pac.  443;  Bradley  v.  Pharr,  45  La.  Ann.  426,  12  South.  618.    "The 
interest  in  the  street  which  is  peculiar  and  peraonal  to  the  abutting 
lot  owner,  and  which  is  distinct  and  different  from  that  of  the  gen- 
eral public,  la  the  right  to  have  free  access  over  it  to  hia  lot  and 
building,  substantially  in  the  manner  he  would  have  enjoyed  the 
right  in  case  there  had  been  no  interference  with  the  street":  In- 
diana etc.  By.  Go.  v.  Eberle,  110  Ind.  542,  59  Am.  Bep.  225,  11  N.  K 
467;  Pittsburgh  etc.  By.  Co.  v.  Noftsger,  148  Ind.  101,  47  N.  B. 
832;    ''Obstructions,    Encroachmenta,    and    Nuisances,"    post.    And 
the  law  accords  the  owner  of  the  fee  broader  rights  than  it  doea 
merely  an  abutting  owner.    ''The  ownership  of  the  fee  of  land  in 
a  street  has  a  substantial  value  in  the  abutting  property  holder,  in 
the  degree  of  control  it  gives  to  him  over  the  uses  to  which  the 
street  may  be  put.    It  vests  him  with  the  right  to  defend  against 
and  to  enjoin  a  use  of  or  an  encroachment  upon  the  street,  pmder 
legislative   or   municipal   authority,   for   purposes  inconsistent   with 
those  uses  to  which  streets  should  be  or  have  been  ordinarily  sub- 
jected, unless  just  compensation  ia  provided  to  be  made.    His  owner- 
ship of  the  land  in  the  street  ia  aubject  only  to  the  public  easement 
therein  aa  a  highway.    In  the  absence  of  such  a  provision  for  com- 
pensation, the  taking  of  the  street  for  aome  new  or  additional  and 
inconsistent    use  would  be  illegal.    But    if  the  abutting  property 
owner  does  not  own  the  fee  in  the  land  of  his  street,  he  has  no  such 
right  to  compensation,  and    ia  remediless  against    a  taking  of  the 
street  under  legialative  or  municipal  sanction  for  other  uses,  except 
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•aeli  other  uses  be  uureaaoiiabley  and  in  their  nature  so  improper  as 
to  obstruct  a  free  passage  upon  the  street,  or  to  amount  to  a  nois- 
«nee,  or  to  deprive  him  of  the  enjoyment  of  easements  of  light,  air 
«md  aeeess.  As  to  any  saeh  improper  or  unreasonable  use  of  a  street, 
the  abutting  property  owner  wonld  nndonbtedly  have  the  right  to 
eome  into  a  eonrt  of  equity  and  to  claim  its  intervention  to  pro- 
teet  his  general  rights":  Buffalo  ▼.  Pratt,  131  N.  Y.  293,  27  Am.  St. 
Bop.  592,  30  N.  £.  233,  15  L.  B.  A.  413. 

A  traveler  along  a  public  highway  may  not  have  a  right  to  turn 
moide  and  remove  a  fence  standing  within  its  lines  which  does  not 
obetruet  the  general  use  of  it  nor  interfere  with  him;  while  adjoin- 
ing owner  may  have  such  a  right,  for  he  has  a  right  to  reasonable 
meeeas  from  his  premises  to  the  traveled  part  of  the  road:  Hubbard 
▼.  Doming,  21  C^nn.  856. 

b.  Use  of  Soad  for  Private  Purposes. — The  owner  of  the  soil 
over  which  a  public  way  passes  may  make  a  reasonable  use  of  the 
land  above  and  below  the  surface,  so  long  as  he  does  not  incommode 
the  public  or  impair  the  usefulness  of  the  way:  Farnsworth  v.  Bock- 
land,  83  Me.  508,  22  AtL  394;  Clark  v.  Lake  St.  Clair  etc  Ice  Co.,  24 
Mich.  508.  He  may  use  a  reasonable  portion  of  the  highway,  temper- 
soily,  for  the  deposit  of  lumber,  building  materials,  etc.:  Chamberlain 
-v.  Enfield,  43  N.  H.  356;  MaUory  v.  Griffey,  85  Pa.  St.  275;  North 
Hanheim  Township  v.  Arnold,  119  Pa.  St.  380,  4  Am.  St.  Bep.  650, 
13  AtL  444;  Loberg  v.  Amherst,  87  Wis.  634,  41  Am.  St.  Bep.  69,  58 
X.  W.  1048.  But  see  Ejiapp  etc.  Mfg.  Co.  v.  New  York  etc.  B.  B. 
€o.,  76  Conn.  311,  100  Am.  St.  Bep.  994,  56  Atl  512. 

The  owner  of  a  lumber-yard,  however,  cannot  permanently  use  a 
road  to  pile  lumber  in:  Busse  v.  Bogers  (Wis.),  98  N.  W.  219.  An 
abutting  owner  has  a  right  to  a  passway  beneath  the  surface  of  the 
highway:  Pemberton  v.  Dooly,  43  Mo.  App.  176.  And  he  may  ez- 
•eavate  under  the  street  or  highway,  and  use  the  space,  when  he  does 
not  thereby  interfere  with  the  public  convenience:  McCarthy  v. 
Syracuse,  46  N.  Y.  194;  Papworth  v.  Milwaukee,  64  Wis.  389,  25  N. 
W.  431.  It  seems,  too,  that  an  abutting  owner  may  lawfully  place  a 
stepping-stone  in  the  street:  Teager  v.  Flemingsburg,  109  Ky.  746,  96 
Am.  St.  Bep.  400,  60  &  W.  718,  53  L.  B.  A.  791;  Bobert  v.  Powell,  168 
N.  Y.  411,  85  Am.  St.  Bep.  673,  61  N.  E.  699,  55  L.  B.  A.  775;  or 
construct  an  area  in  front  of  his  premises:  Dell  Bapids  Mercantile 
Co.  V.  Bell  Bapids,  11  &  Dak.  116,  74  Am.  St.  Bep.  783,  75  N.  W. 
898. 

But  the  primary  object  of  public  streets  and  highways  is  to  furnish 
a  passageway  for  travelers;  and  while  they  may  be  put  to  other 
-uses,  they  must  be  enjoyed  in  subordination  to  this  primary  object: 
People  ▼.  Squire,  107  N.  Y.  593,  1  Am.  St.  Bep.  893,  14  N.  E.  820. 
The  owner  of  the  soil  cannot  appropriate  a  highway  for  private  pur- 
poses to  the  detriment  of  the  public  right  of  passage:  Bohne  v.  Blank- 
«nship,  25  Ky.  Law  Bep.  1645,  77  S.  W.  919.    He  cannot  impede  or 
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obstruct  a  road  terminating  at  a  navigable  river,  and  intended 
means  of  public  communication  between  the  river  and  the  countzT' 
adjoining,  by  erecting  a  wharf,  and  filling  it  up  so  as  to  raise  the 
terminus  of  the  road  from  the  edge  of  the  water  to  tho  top  of  the 
wharf:  Balliet  v.  Commonwealth,  17  Pa.  St.  509,  55  Am.  Dec.  681. 

In  respect  to  frightening  horses,  the  general  rule  is,  that  a  property 
owner,  who  has  a  lawful  right  to  expose  an  object  on  or  alon^  a 
public  highway,  within  view  of  passing  horses,  for  a  temporary  pur- 
pose, is  bound  only  to  take  care  that  it  shall  not  be  calculated  te 
frighten  ordinarily  gentle  and  well-trained  horses:  Piollet  v.    Sum- 
mers,  106  Pa.   St.  95,   51   Am.   Bep.   490.    The  object  In   quefltion- 
in  this  case  was  a  small  barrel,  mounted  on  wheels,  and  used   in 
whitewashing  the  road  fence.    In  Lynn  v.  Hooper,  93  Me.  46,   44 
AtL  127,  47  L.  B.  A.  752,  it  was  held  unlawful  for  a  land  owner  te 
place  a  hay  cap  over  a  bunch  of  hay  within  the  limits  of  the  high- 
way, giving  the  appearance  of  a  small  white  tent. 

e.  liffaintenaiice  of  Fences  and  Gates. — ^Land  owners  cannot,  as  a 
rule,  erect  and  maintain  gates  across  a  highway  for  the  purpose  of 
protecting  their  property:  Turpin  v.  Dennis,  139  HI,  274,  28  N.  B. 
1065;  Henby  v.  Bipley  Township,  10  Ind.  45.  The  public,  however, 
may  authorize  this  to  be  done:  Hunsicker  v.  Briscoe,  12  La.  Ann.  169. 
And  when  a  board  of  supervisors,  in  pursuance  of  a  statute,  authorize 
a  person  to  place  gates  across  a  road  which  runs  through  his  land, 
this  authorization,  while  it  should  not  be  withdrawn  capriciously  to 
the  injury  of  the  one  who  has  acted  under  the  license,  may,  never- 
theless, be  revoked:  Teague  ▼•  Board  of  Supervisors,  56  Miss.  29. 
The  owner  of  land  through  which  &  pent  road  runs  may  erect  gates 
and  bars  for  the  protection  of  his  crops,  so  long  as  they  do  not 
interfere  with  the  reasonable  use  of  the  way  as  a  pent  road:  Wolcott 
T.  Whitcomb,  40  Vt.  40;  Carpenter  v.  Cook,  67  Vt.  102,  30  AtL  998. 

A  person  owning  land  on  both  sides  of  a  highway  crossed  by  a- 
ereek,  spanned  by  a  bridge,  has  no  right,  because  the  steam  cannot  be 
crossed,  except  on  the  bridge,  to  build  a  fence  along  the  creek 'a 
bank  to  the  bridge:  Comlison  v.  State,  40  Tex.  Cr.  App.  159,  49  S. 
W.  384.    Statutory  authority  for  so  doing,  however,  exists  in  some 
jurisdictions:  Town  of  Sadoris  v.  Black,  65  lU.  App.    72.    Said  the 
supreme  court  of  Illinois,  in  passing  upon  this  question,  under  the 
statute  of  that  state:  "Before  the  present  bridge  was  built,  there 
was  an  old  bridge,  by  the  side  of  which  was  a  convenient  ford,  much 
used  by  the  public.    But  the  present  bridge  occupies  the  site  of  that 
ford;  and  the  new  one  beside,  and  the  one  claimed  to  be  obstructed, 
the  decided  preponderance  of  evidence  shows,  is  inconvenient,  the 
banks  being  steep  and  difficult  to  ascend  or  descend,  and  that  it  was 
only  occasionally  used  before  the  building  of  the  fences,  by  persons 
desiring  to  water  their  teams,  or  wet  the  wheels  of  their  wagons  in 
the  stream,  for  the  purpose  of  tightening  the  tires;  and,  when  the 
stream   was   dry,   by   persons   to    water   their   teams   at   a   spring. 
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4m  appellee's  land  near  by.  The  right  of  way  eziBting  in  the  publie 
iB  a  right  of  way  of  passage  along  the  highway,  and  not  a  right  to 
get  water,  either  in  streams  or  springs,  on  the  soil  of  the  land 
owners.  The  water  is  so  part  of  the  highway,  and  its  nse  is  not  an 
incident  to  the  nse  of  the  highway":  Old  Town  ▼.  Dooley,  81  HI.  255. 

IV.    Bncroachments,  Obstructions  and  Knisaaoes. 

a.     Encroachments  and  Obstmctions. — An  abutter  on  a  public  way 

cannot  maintain  an  action  for  an  obstruction  to  the  way  in  that  part 

«f  it  which  is  not  opposite  his  land,  for  the  reason  that  in  such  a 

case  his  damage  is  not  different  in  kind  from  that  suffered  by  the 

public:  Bobinson  v.  Brown,  182  Mass.  266,  65  N.  E.  377.    See,  in  this 

«oimection,  Cabbell  v.  Williams,  127  Ala.  320,  28  South.  405;  Cobum  ▼. 

Ames,  52  Cal.  385,  28  Am.  Bep.  634;  Jacksonville  etc.  By.  Co.  ▼• 

^Tbompson,  84  Fla.  346,  16  South.  282,  26  L.  B.  A  410;  Pittsburg  etc 

By.  Go.  ▼.  Noftsger,  148  Ind.  101,  47  N.  £.  332;  Miller  ▼.  Schenck, 

78  Iowa,  372,  43  N.  W.  225;  Dyche  ▼.  Weichselbaum,  9  Kan.  App.  360, 

K  Pac  126;  Bembe  ▼.  Anne  Arundel  County,  94  Md.  o21,  51  Atl.  179, 

57  li.  B.  A.  279;  Currier  ▼.  Davis,  68  N.  H.  596,  41  Atl.  239;  Hill  ▼. 

Hoffman  (Tenn.  Ch.  App.),  58  S.  W.  929;  Galveston  etc.  By.  Co.  ▼. 

Baudat,  21  Tex.  Civ.  App.  236,  51  a  W.  541;  Smith  v.  MiteheO,  21 

'Wash.  536,  75  Am.  St.  Bep.  858,  58  Pac.  667;  Baier  v.  Schermerhom, 

W  Wis.  372,  71  N.  W.  600.    The  right  of  an  abutting  owner  extends 

to  having  the  road  clear  of  obstructions   on  the  ground  to  which  he 

owns  the  fee;  but  it  has  been  held  that  where  his  title  extends  only 

to  the  middle  of  the  highway  he  cannot  maintain  an  action  for  an 

obstruction  on  the  opposite  side  of  the  road,  the  only  effect  of  which 

is  to  render  access  to  his  property  more  difficult  and  inconvenient, 

and  to  force  travel  nearer  his  lot:  Indiana  etc.  By.  Co.  v.  Eberle,  110 

Ind.  542,  59  Am.  Bep.  225,  11  N.  E.  467.    Still,  when  an  obstruction 

in  a  highway  materially  interferes  with  the  means  of  access  to  his 

property,  the  general  rule  is  that  he  may  maintain  an  action  in 

respect  thereto,  whether  or  not  the  obstruction  is  on  the  part  of 

the  road  laid  upon  his  land:  Martin  v.  Marks,  154  Ind.  549,  57  N.  E. 

249.    Said  the  court  in  this  case:  "The  owners  of  real  estate  abutting 

upon  a  highway  have  a  peculiar  and  distinct  interest  in  the  highway 

in  front  of  their  real  estate;  this  interest  includes  the  right  to  have 

the  highway  kept  open  and  free  from  obstructions  which  prevent  or 

materially  interfere  with  the  means  of  ingress  to  and  egress  from 

said  real  estate.'' 

It  is  a  violation  of  the  rights  of  the  owner  of  the  soil  to  store  mer* 
chandise  in  a  highway  (Cobum  v.  Ames,  52  CaL  385,  28  Am.  Bep. 
634) ;  or  to  deposit  fence  rails  therein  (Lewis  v.  Jones,  1  Pa.  St.  o3G, 
44  Am.  Dec.  138);  or  to  lay  gas-pipes  without  obtaining  the  consent 
or  compensating  the  owner  (Eancaid  v.  Indianapolis  Gas  Co.,  124  Ind« 
577,  19  Am.  St.  Bep.  113,  24  N.  £.  1066,  8  L.  B.  A.  602;  Huffman  v. 
State,  21  Ind.  App.  449,  69  Anu  St.  Bep.  368,  52  N.  £.  713);  or  ta 
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erect  telephone  or  telegraph  poles  (Postal  Tel.  Cable  Go.  v.  Eaton,  170 
BL  513,  62  Am.  St.  Bep.  390,  49  N.  E.  365,  89  L.  B.  A.  722;  DonoiraB 
Y.  AUert,  11  N.  Dak.  289,  95  Am.  St.  Bep.  720,  91  N.  W.  441,  08  1m. 
B.  A.  775;  note  to  Chesapeake  ete.  TeL  Co.  v.  Maekenzie,  28  Am.  St. 
Bep.  229;  Myers  v.  Bell  Telephone  Co.,  82  N.  Y.  Supp.  83,  83  App* 
Diy.  623);  or  to  construct  an  elevated  railway,  though  no  part    of 
the  structure  is  in  front  of  the  owner's  premises,  if  the  inclined  plane 
begins  there:  Eldert  v.  Long  Island  Elec  By.  Co.,  51  N.  Y.  Supp.  186, 
28  App.  Div.  451,  affirmed  in  165  N.  Y.  651,  59  N.  E.  1122.    See,  also, 
De  Geofroy  ▼.  Merchants'  Bridge  Ter.  By.  Co.,  179  Mo.  698,  post,  p^ 
524,  79  S.  W.  386,  64  L.  B.  A.  959.    The  owner  of  land  taken  for  m 
public  street  holds  it  subject  to  the  right  of  appropriation  of   the 
■pace  above  and  below  the  surface  for  the  purpose  of  public  tra'vel 
without  compensation:  Sears  v.  Crocker,  184  Mass.  586,  100  Am,  St* 
Bep.  577,  69  N.  E.  329.    And  it  is  generally  regarded  that  the  opera- 
tion of  street  railways  doea  not  impose  an  additional  servitude  upon 
the  street  for  which  the  owner  of  the  fee  is  entitled  to  compensation 
or  an  injunction  against  the  construction   of  the  road:  Baker    ^. 
Selma  etc.  By.  Co.,  135  Ala.  552,  92  Am.  St.  Bep.  42,  33  South.  685; 
Doane  v.  Lake  St.  etc.  By.  Co.,  165  HI.  510,  56  Am.  St.  Bep.  265,  46 
K.  E.  520,  36  L.  B.  A.  97;  San  Antonio  ete.  By.  Co.  v.  Limberger,  88 
Tex.  79,  53  Am.  St.  Bep.  730,  30  8.  W.  533.    And  the  same  is  true  aa 
to  the  construction  of  a  subway  for  public  travel  below  the  surface 
of  a  street:  Sears  v.  Crocker,  184  Mass.  586,  100  Am.  St.  Bep.  577,  69 
N.  E.  327.    A  contrary  view  has  been  taken,  however,  as  to  the 
appropriation  of  a  street  to  the  construction  and  operation  of  an 
ordinary  commercial  railroad:  Adams  v.  Chicago  etc.  B.  B.  Co.,  39 
Minn.  286,  12  Am.  St.  Bep.  644,  39  N.  W.  629,  1  L.  B.  A.  493;  Chicago 
etc.  By.  Co.  v.  Milwaukee  etc.  By.  Co.,  95  Wis.  561,  60  Am.  St.  Bep. 
136,  70  N.  W.  678,  37  L.  B.  A.  856.    See  Sherlock  v.  Kansas  City  Belt 
By.  Co.,  142  Mo.  172,  64  Am.  St.  Bep.  551,  43  S.  W.  629.    The  use  of 
a  public  street,  by  putting  up  a  fence  which  shuts  off  all  access  to 
abutting  property,  and  occupying  the  street  with  building  apparatus 
and  a  double  track  railway  two  feet  above  the  sidewalk,  is  not  a  mere 
source  of  consequential  damages,  but  a  direct  taking  of  the  land  of 
aji  abutting  owner  for  a  purpose  to  which  it  has  never  been  dedicated 
or  appropriated:  Knapp  etc  Mfg.  Co.  v.  New  York  etc  B.  B.  Co., 
76  Conn.  311,  100  Am.  St.  Bep.  994,  56  Atl.  512. 

Where  the  land  is  owned  by  an  adjoining  proprietor,  the  pnblic 
cannot  nse  a  highway  to  erect  therein  a  public  building,  such  as  a 
watchhouse:  Winchester  v.  Capron,  63  N.  H.  605,  56  Am.  Bep.  554, 
4  Atl.  795.  But  the  authorities  may  place  a  reservoir  or  cistern  in 
a  highway  for  the  purpose  of  retaining  water  to  sprinkle  the  road: 
West -v.  Bancroft,  32  Vt.  367. 

The  encroachment  on  a  highway  by  one  abutting  owner  does  not 
justify  the  obstruction  of  the  road  to  the  same  extent  by  another 
owner:  Bobinson  v.  State  (Tex.  Cr.  App.),  44  S.  W.  509, 
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Ik  Destmctioa  of  Lateral  Support. — An  adjoining  proprietor  is,  as 
■gainst  a  wrong^doer,  entitled  to  tlie  lateral  support  of  the  highway 
for  his  Iniildingat.  And  this  right  will  be  protected  by  injunction: 
Raegaa  ▼.  Eekerson,  57  N.  Y.  Snpp.  605,  26  Misc.  Bep.  574.  As  to 
vfaether  a  change  in  the  grade  of  a  highway,  made  in  the  constnc- 
tion  of  a  raHway,  is  in  yiolation  of  the  rights  of  the  abutting  owner^ 
see  OfFatt  ▼«  Montgomery,  94  Md.  115,  50  AtL  419;  Zehren  ▼.  Mil- 
vaakee  Elee.  By.  etc  Co.,  99  Wia.  83,  67  Am.  St.  Bep.  844,  67  K. 
W.  844,  41  L.  B.  A.  575. 

e.    Hulmnefw — OifeiuiTe  OQiid]ict» — ^A  person  in  a  highway  who  is 

violent,  abusive,   or  threatening  in  his  language  to  the  person  over 

whose  land  tbe  road  passes,  is  guilty  of  a  trespass:  Adams  ▼.  Bivers,. 

U  Barb.  390;   State  ▼.  Buckner,  PhiL  (K.  C.)  559,  98  Am.  Dec.  83. 

And  one  who  stops  in  the  road  and  uses  loud  and  obscene  language 

heomies  a  trespasser,  and  the  owner  of  the  land  has  a  right  to  abate 

the  noiaance  wlkich  he  is  creating:  State  ▼.  Davis,  80  N.  C.  851,  30 

Am.  Bep.  86.     So,  where  one,  in  violation  of  law,  takes  an  old  boat 

that  has  been  left  by  high  water  in  a  highway,  and  fits  it  up  for  a 

grog-vhop,  where  disorderly  persons  assemble  and  engage  in  unseomly 

conduct,  to  the  disturbance  of  a  person's  family  who  lives  near  by,. 

•ad  owns  the  fee  to  the  road,  he  may  sue  for  the  abatement  of  the 

nuisance:  Oreen  ▼.  Asher,  10  Ky.  Law  Bep.  1006,  11  S.  W.  286. 

A*    Deviatloii  ftom  Boad  to  Avoid  Obstruction.— When  a  public 
nad  becomes  temporarily  impassable  by  reason  of  obstructions  or 
want  of  repair,  a  traveler  may  lawfully  go  upon  adjoining  land  in 
order  to  pass  axound  the  obstruction,  smd  continue  his  journey.    Such 
a  temi>orary  and  unavoidable  use  of  private  property  must  be  re- 
fsrded  as  one  of  those  incidental  burdens  to  which  all  property  ia 
subject.    But  such  a  right,  having  its  origin  in  necessity,  must  be 
^mited  by  the  necessities  that  create  it.    It  does  not  exist  from  con- 
venience merely,  nor  when,  by  the  use  of  due  care,  after  notice  of 
obstructions,    other   ways   may  be   used   and   traveling   extra   viam 
avoided.    And  the  public    acquires  no  permanent  easement  through 
this  way,  of  necessity:  Campbell  v.  Bace,  61  Mass.  (7  Cush.)    408,. 
54  Am.  Dee.  728;  State  v.  Northumberland,  44  N.  H.  628;  Morey  v» 
Fitzgerald,  56  Yt.  487,  48  Am.  Bep.  811. 

A  traveler  niay,  when  necessary  in  order  to  extricate  his  team  and 
wagon  from  a  bog  in  a  highway,  lay  down  the  fence  by  the  roadside 
<AdpasB  through  the  field:  Hedgepeth  v.  Bobertson,  18  Tex.  858. 

V.    Soil  and  Minerals. 

Kot  only  does  the  soil,  subject  to  the  public  easement,  belong  to 
the  person  aeross  whose  land  a  highway  runs,  vrith  the  same  remedies 
for  an  injury  to  this  residuary  interest  that  he  would  be  entitled 
if  it  was  entire  and  absolute  (Cortelyou  v.  Van  Brundt,  2  Johns.  357, 
%  hm.  Dec  439;  Gidney  v.  Earl,  12  Wend.  98) ;  but  he  is  entitled  to  all 
the  minerals  that  may  be  found  in  the  highway,  and  he  may  work 
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-the  mines  in  sueh  a  way  as  not  to  interfere  with  the  poblie  use: 
Trustees  of  Hawesville  v.  Hawes,  69  Ky.  (6  Bush)  232;  West  Coving- 
■ton  V.  Freking,  71  Ky,  (8  Bush)  121.  But  in  case  the  fee  of  a  street 
has  passed  to  the  city,  it  can  maintain  a&  action  against  one  ^rho 
works  a  mine  therein,  and  extracts  the  minerals:  Union  Coal  Co.  ▼• 
La  Salle,  136  HI.  119,  26  N.  E.  506,  12  L.  B.  A.  326;  Dea  Moines  ▼;. 
Hall,  24  Iowa,  234. 

VI.    Trees,  Graes  and  Herbage. 

a.  Grass  and  Herbage. — ^The  grass  and  herbage  growing  in  a  Ugli* 
way  is  the  property  of  the  adjoining  proprietor  if  he  owns  the  /ee 
to  the  soil,  and  other  people  cannot  lawfully  cut,  pasture,  or  destroy 
it:  Dubuque  v.  Maloney,  9  Iowa,  451,  74  Am.  Dec.  358;  Stackpole  ▼• 
Healy,  16  Mass.  33,  8  Am.  Dee.  121;  People  ▼.  Foss,  80  Mich.  559, 
20  Am.  Bt.  Bep.  532,  45  N.  W.  480,  8  L.  B.  A.  472;  Tonawanda  B.  B. 
Co.  ▼.  Munger,  5  Denio,  255,  49  Am.  Dee.  239;  Holden  ▼.  Shuttuek, 
B4  Yt.  336,  80  Am.  Dec  684;  Cole  v.  Drew,  44  Vt.  49,  8  Am.  Bep. 
863;  Harrison  ▼•  Brown,  5  Wis.  27.    But  see   Hardenburgh  y«  Lock- 
wood,   25   Barb.   2.     Speaking  of   the   pasturage   in   highways,    tbe 
court  uses  this  language  in  Bobinson  v.  Flint  etc.  B.  B.  Co.,  79  Mich. 
323,  19  Am.  St.  Bep.  174,  44  N.  W.  779:  "By  the  common  law  every 
person  must  keep  animals  upon  his  own  premises.    He  may  use  the 
highway  for  the  purpose  of  driving  them  from  place  to  place.     He 
cannot  use  it  for  a  public  pasture.    He  may  pasture  in  the  highway 
opposite  his  own  premises,  for  he  is  entitled  to  the  herbage  growing 
there.    He  is  not  entitled  to  pasturage  opposite  the  lands  of  others, 
even  when  the  cattle  are  in  charge  of  a  keeper.    Such  a  use  is  not 
an  incident  of  travel  for  which  the  highway  is  dedicated  or   ap- 
propriated by  the  public'' 

b.  Shrubs  and  Trees. — ^The  owner  of  land  appropriated  for  a  high- 
way retains  his  exclusive  right  in  trees  and  shrubs  growing  on  the  land 
for  every  purpose  not  inconsistent  with  the  easement  of  passage; 
and  for  their  injury  or  destruction,  when  they  do  not  constitute  an 
obstruction  or  hindrance  to  travelers,  he  has  a  remedy:  Western 
Union  Tel.  Co.  v.  Krueger,  30  Ind.  App.  28,  64  N.  E.  635;  Deaton  v. 
County  of  Polk,  9  Iowa,  594;  Edsall  v.  Howell,  86  Hun,  424,  33  N.  Y. 
Supp.  892;  Phifer  v.  Cox,  21  Ohio  St.  248,  8  Am.  Bep.  58;  Sanderson 
V.  Havestick,  8  Pa.  St.  294;  note  to  Callanan  v.  Oilman,  1  Am.  St. 
Bep.  843.  Trees  in  a  highway  may  be  removed  by  the  public  author- 
ities, however,  when  the  public  necessity  calls  for  such  action: 
Werner  v.  Flies,  91  Iowa,  146,  59  N.  W.  18;  Chase  v.  Oshkosh,  81  Wis. 
313,  29  Am.  St.  Bep.  898,  51  N.  W.  560,  15  L.  B.  A.  553.  And  it  has 
been  held  the  removal  may  be  without  notice  to  the  owner:  Ely  v. 
Parsons,  55  Conn.  83,  10  Atl.  499.  But  this  is  doubtful:  Stretch  v. 
Cassopolis,  125  Mich.  167,  84  Am.  St.  Bep.  567,  84  N.  W.  51;  Miller  v, 
Detroit  etc.  By.  Co.,  125  Mich.  171,  84  Am.  St.  Bep.  569,  84  N.  W.  49, 
-51  L.  B.  A.  955,  Justice  Hooker  dissenting.    Although  the  Michigan 
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<mirt  decides  in  Wyant  v.  Central  TeL  Co.,  123  Mich.  51,  81  Am.  St. 
Bep.  155,  SI  N.  W.  928,  47  L.  B.  A.  497,  that  a  telephone  company  may 
obtain  a  free  passage  for  its  wires  by  trimming  trees  without  first 
giving  the  owner  an  opportunity  to  do  the  cutting.  The  right  of  a 
telephone  company  to  cut  or  trim  trees  in  removing  their  wires  seems 
to  be  recognized  also  in  Southern  Bell  Telephone  Co.  v.  Francis,  109 
Ala.  224,  55  Am.  St.  Bep.  930,  19  South.  1,  31  L.  B.  A.  193.  Compare 
Daily  v.  State,  51  Ohio  St.  348,  46  Am.  St.  Bep.  578,  37  N.  E.  710; 
note  to  Chesapeake  etc.  Tel.  Co.  v.  Mackenzie,  28  Am.  St.  Bep.  235. 
And  in  Miller  ▼.  Detroit  etc  By.  Co.,  125  Mich.  171,  84  Am.  St.  Bep. 
569,  84  N.  W.  49,  51  L.  B.  A.  955,  it  is  decided  that  a  street  railroad 
company  has  the  right  to  remove  shade  trees  within  the  limits  of  a 
public  highway,  for  the  construction  of  its  road,  without  compensa- 
tion for  damages. 

The  malicious  cutting  down  of  trees  by  an  overseer,  which  do  not 
interfere  with  the  public  use  of  a  highway,  renders  him  liable  in 
exemplary  damages:  Winter  v.  Peterson,  24  N.  J.  L.  524,  61  Am.  Dec. 
678.  And  if  the  surveyor  of  highways,  in  making  or  repairing  them, 
cuts  and  converts  to  his  own  use  wood  growing  there,  he  is  a  tres- 
passer: Makepeace  v.  Wonder,  1  N.  H.  16. 

Tf  a  gaa  company  permits  its  pipes  in  the  public  streets  to  be  out 
of  repair,  so  that  gas  escaping  therefrom  kills  shade  trees  standing 
in  the  streets,  the  owner  may  recover  compensation  therefor:  Evans 
V.  Keystone  Oas  Co.,  148  N.  Y.  112,  51  Am.  St.  Bep.  681,  42  N.  E. 
512,  30  Lu  B.  A.  651. 

The  owner  of  land  over  which  a  highway  passes  has  a  right  to  plant 
trees  by  the  roadside,  in  a  manner  not  obstructing  travel,  and 
they  cannot  be  lawfully  injured  or  destroyed,  either  by  private  in- 
dividuals or  the  public  authorities,  when  no  necessity  exists  therefor: 
Wellman  v.  Dickey,  78  Me.  29,  2  Atl.  133;  Bliss  v.  BaXi,  99  Mass.  "^97; 
Graves  v.  Shattuck,  35  N.  H.  257,  69  Am.  Dec.  536;  Commonwealth  v. 
Bauck,  103  Pa.  St.  536;  Andrews  v.  Youmans,  78  Wis.  56,  47  N.  W. 
304.  '^Ordinarily,  it  may  be  said  that  the  entire  width  of  the  high- 
way may  be  used;  yet  the  owner  of  the  land  over  which  it  passes 
may,  within  the  limits  thereof,  plant  trees,  set  posts,  and  do  such 
other  acts  as  will  add  to  his  convenience  or  'assist  in  beautifying  his 

premises.    He  is  encouraged  in  doing  this  by  public  sentiment 

Public  convenience  may,  in  time,  in  particular  locations,  require  the  re- 
moval of  some  of  these  things;  and  whenever  the  necessity  arises,  and 
the  public  authorities  request  their  removal,  then  the  private  must 
give  way  to  the  public  or  paramount  right.  But  while  permitted  to 
remain,  no  one  traveling  the  highway  can  willfully  injure  or  destroy 
them;  and  should  anyone  do  so,  he  would  justly  be  held  responsible, 
notwithstanding  his  plea  of  a  claim  of  right  to  travel  over  any  part 
of  the  highway":  People's  Ice  Co.  v.  Steamer  Excelsior,  44  Mich.  233, 
38  Am.  Bep.  246;  People  v.  Fobs,  80  Mich.  559,  20  Am.  St.  Bep.  538, 
45  N..  W.  480,  8  L.  B.  A.  472. 
Am.  St.  Bep.  YoL  101—8 
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The  owner  of  a  tree  standing  in  a  pnbHe  street  is  bound  to  exer- 
cise reasonable  care  that  it  does  not  become  dangerous  to  travelers!,. 
and  any  person  specially  injured  through  a  breach  of  such  obli^atloa 
haa  a  right  of  action  for  damages  arising  therefrom:  Weller  v.  Me« 
Cormick,  52  N.  J.  L.  470,  19  AtL  1101,  8  L.  B.  A.  798.  If  the  owner 
of  a  tree  standing  in  a  road  a  few  feet  from  the  traveled  track  give» 
his  consent  to  its  cutting  down,  he  is  guilty  of  obstructing  the  hi^h* 
way  if  the  tree  falls  within  it,  and  is  allowed  to  remain  there  to  the 
hindrance  or  inconvenience  of  travelers:  Note  to  Call  an  an  y,  Gtilman,^ 
1  Am.  St.  Bep.  843. 

vn.    Waters  and  Drainage. 

a.  Use  of  Water  in  Highway^ — ^Where  a  spring  is  located  In  a  high- 
way, the  owner  of  the  land  is  entitled  to  any  and  all  uses  of  it 
which  do  not  interfere  with  public  travel  or  increase  the  publie 
burden  of  making  repairs.    The  authorities  have  a  right  to  drain  it 

in  such  a  manner  as  to  render  the  road  safe  from  overflow^  bat  they 
have  no  right  to  divert  the  water  to  a  publie  watering  trough  on  the 
other  side  of  the  highway:  Town  of  Suffield  v.  Hathaway,  44  Conn* 
521,  20  Am.  Bep.  483.  Amd  a  turnpike  company  has  no  easement  in 
a  spring  within  its  right  of  way.  It  has  a  right  of  way  for  public 
travel  only  over  the  land  upon  which  the  waters  of  the  spriag 
descend,  and,  for  the  purpose  of  preserving  its  roadbed  in  a  condition 
suitable  for  travel,  it  may  drain  the  water  off;  but  it  has  no  right 
to  appropriate  or  to  take  exclusive  possession  of  the  spring,  or 
exclude  the  owner  therefrom.  He,  as  owner  of  the  fee  to  the  soil, 
has  the  title  to  the  water  and  the  right  to  make  any  use  of  it  not 
Incompatible  with  the  enjoyment  of  the  highway:  Upper  Ten  Mile 
Plankroad  Co.  v.  Braden,  172  Pa.  St.  460,  51  Am.  St.  Bep.  759,  33 
Atl^  562. 

In  the  principal  case  (ante,  p.  97),  the  supreme  court  of  Call* 
fomia  holds  that  the  owner  of  the  soil  in  a  highway  may  have  the 
public  authorities  restrained  by  injunction  from  taking  subterranean 
water  from  the  road  to  sprinkle  it.  Yet  the  public  authorities  have 
a  right  to  place  in  a  street  or  highway  a  reservoir  or  cistern  for 
the  purpose  of  retaining  water  to  sprinkle  the  road,  and  the  owner 
of  the  land  cannot  maintain  an  action  against  them  for  so  doing: 
West  V.  Bancroft,  32  Vt.  367. 

h.  Watercourses^  Streams  and  Baceways. — The  right  of  the  owner 
of  the  soil  in  a  highway  to  fence  a  stream  where  it  crosses  the  road 
has  already  been  considered  under  "Maintenance  of  Fences  and 
Gates,''  ante.  If  a  highway  is  laid  out  over  watercourses,  either 
natural  or  artificial,  the  public  should  not  shut  them  up  to  the  in- 
jury of  the  owner  of  the  land,  but  should  construct  the  road  over 
them  by  means  of  bridges  or  culverts:  Perley  v.  Chandler,  6  Mass. 
453,  4  Am.  Dee.  159;  Town  of  Qroton  v.  Haines,  36  N.  H.  888.    One 
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hns  a  rigbt  to  ent  or  sink  a  raceway  or  watercourse  under  a  high- 
waj  on  his  own  land,  bnt  he  must  take  care  that  the  highway  re- 
Budns  safe  for  travelerg.  He  is  bonnd  to  erect  and  keep  in  repair 
a  pToi>er  bridge,  and  subsequent  owners  of  the  waterway  are  under 
the  same  obligation:  Town  of  GUy  t.  Hart,  55  N.  Y.  Supp.  43,  26 
Mise.  Bep.  110;  West  Bend  ▼.  Mann,  59  Wis.  60,  17  N.  W.  972. 

e.  IMtches  aod  Dxainage.— The  owner  of  land  oyer  which  a  high* 
way  paaaos  may  take  adyantage  of  the  road  for  purposes  of  drain- 
age if  he  does  not  thereby  interfere  with  the  rights  of  the  public: 
Thorn  y.  Dodge  County,  64  Neb.  845,  90  N.  W.  766;  Baring  y.  Hey- 
ward,  2  Spear  (S.  C),  533.  He  may  dig  a  ditch  therein,  proyiding 
he  does  not  interfere  with  the  use  of  the  highway,  rendering  it  less 
safe,  useful,  or  convenient  for  the  public:  Nelson  y.  Fehd,  203  HI. 
120,  67  N.  £.  828.  And  he  may  cut  a  ditch  across  the  road,  although 
if  he  does  so  he  must,  by  bridging  it  or  otherwise,  keep  the  high- 
way as  good  and  safe  for  trayel  as  before:  Dygert  y.  Schenck,  23 
Wend.  445,  35  Am.  Dec.  575.  A  subsequent  owner  who  continues  the 
diteh  is  also  bound  to  keep  the  bridge  in  repair:  Woodring  y.  Forks 
Township,  28  Pa.  St.  355,  70  Am.  Dec.  134.  The  owner  of  the  ad- 
joining land  may  maintain  trespass  against  another  for  interfering 
with  a  drain  under  the  road:  Dubuque  y.  Maloney,  9  Iow%  451,  74 
Am.  Dee.  358. 

The  public  authorities  may  run  a  ditch,  for  the  purpose  of  im- 
proyement,  in  front  of  an  owner's  premises,  and  the  latter  may  bridge 
it,  though  in  doing  so  he  must  not  obstruct  the  ditch  or  the  way: 
Highway  Commrs.  y.  Ely,  54  Mich.  173,  19  N.  W.  940. 

Vin.    Repair  of  Highways. 

%,  Use  of  Son,  Orayel  and  Bock^— When  land  is  taken  for  a  high- 
way, the  public  acquires,  as  an  incident  to  the  easement,  the  right 
to  use,  in  a  reasonable  manner,  the  soil,  grayel  and  stone  found 
within  the  limits  of  the  way,  for  constructing  the  road  and  keeping 
it  in  repair:  Kreuger  y.  Palatine,  20  111.  App.  420;  Oyerman  y.  May, 
35  Iowa,  89;  Upham  y.  Marsh,  128  Mass.  546;  Anderson  y.  Van  Tas- 
sel, 53  N.  Y.  631.  And  within  reasonable  bounds  the  public  should 
hare  the  right  to  remoye  and  transport  material  from  one  point  to 
another  on  the  highway,  regardless  of  the  ownership  of  the  adjoin- 
ing lands.  The  use  of  the  material  should  not  be  confined  to  the 
particular  part  of  the  road  where  it  is  found  and  taken  from  nor 
even  to  that  particular  highway:  New  Haven  v.  Sargeant,  38  Conn. 
350,  9  Am.  Bep.  360;  Bundy  y.  Catto,  61  HL  App.  209;  Denniston 
y.  aark,  125  Mass.  216;  Bissell  y.  Collins,  28  Mich.  277,  15  Anu 
Bep.  217;  St.  Anthony  Falls  Water  Power  Co.  y.  King  etc.  Bridge^ 
23  Minn.  186,  23  Am.  Bep.  682;  Huston  y.  Fort  Atkinson,  56  Wis. 
350,  14  N.  W.  444.  The  law  on  this  point,  howeyer,  is  not  dear. 
In  at  least  two  eases  it  has  been  decided  that  earth  and  gravel  can- 
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not,  under  public  authority,  be  dug  up  at  one  point  in  &  hi^h^ 
merely  to  obtain  material  to  use  in  the  improvement  of  the  luj^hwa^i 
at  some  place  remote  from  the  owner's  land^  when  the  removal  <kI 
the  material  is  not  necessary  to  bring  the  road  to  the  desired  gTS,d<m 
Anderson  v.  Bement,  13  Ind.  App.  248,  41  N.  E.  547;  Robert  ▼; 
Sadler,  104  N.  Y.  229,  58  Am.  Bep.  498,  10  N.  £.  428.  And  in  Smiti 
▼.  Bome,  19  Ga.  89,  63  Am.  Dec.  298,  it  is  held  that  talun^  rock 
from  a  bluff  within  the  boundariear  of  a  right  of  way  for  use  ia 
macadamizing  streets  and  building  culverts  amounts  to  waste^  and 
will  be  enjoined.  The  right  of  a  turnpike  company  to  dig  gravel 
or  quarry  rock  within  a  highway  for  the  repair  of  the  road  has  been 
denied:  Turner  v.  Bising  Bun  etc.  Co.,  71  Ind.  547;  Kelly  v.  I>ona- 
hoe,  59  Ky.  (2  Met.)  482.  Of  course,  soil  cannot  lawfully  be  removed 
from  one's  land,  within  the  limits  of  a  highway,  when  not  necee* 
•ary  for  the  construction  or  repair  of  the  way:  Phillips  v.  Boweri, 
73  Mass.  (7  Gray)  21. 

b.    Use  of  Timber. — ^It  would  seem  clear  that  timber  growing  in 
a  highway  may,  within  reasonable  bounds  and  under  certain   cir- 
cumstances, be  used  in  the  construction  and  repair  of  the  road.     To 
quote  from  Felch  v.  Oilman,  22  Yt.  38:  ''No  doubt  the  fee  of  the 
land  remains  in  the  land  holder;  and  he  may  maintain  trespass,  sub- 
ject to  such  rights,  as  are  acquired  under  the  easement,  which  the 
public  get.    The  public  have  simply  a  right  of  way,  and  the  powers 
and'  privileges  incident  to  that  right.    We  think  digging  the  soil  and 
using  the  timber  and  other  materials,  found  within  the  limits  of  the 
highway,  in  a  reasonable  manner,  for  the  purpose  of  making  and  re- 
pairing the  road,  or  bridges,  are  incident  to  the  easement":    See, 
also,  Makepeace  v.  Worden,  1  N.  H.  16;  Tucker  ▼.  Eldred,  6  B.  L 
404. 

The  foregoing  language,  in  our  opinion,  should  not  be  taken  without 
qualification.    While,  no  doubt,  the  public  may  be  justified  in  many 
eases  in  making  use  of  timber  growing  in  a  highway  for  road  pur- 
poses, still  the  right  to  such  appropriation  probably  depends  on  the 
circumstances  and  exigencies  of  the  case,  such  as  the  abundance, 
character,  and  value  of  the  timber,  and  the  urgency  of  the  publie 
needs.    Trees  can  hardly  be  classed  as  a  road  material  with  sand  and 
graveL    Said  the  supreme  court  of  New  Hampshire  in  Baker  v.  Shep- 
hard,  24  N.  H.  208:  ''We  are  therefore  of  the  opinion  that,  by  lay- 
ing out    a  highway,  the  public  acquire  no  right  to  use  any  trees  or 
timber  growing  upon  the  land  for  the  purpose  of  building  and  repair- 
ing the  road;  and  that  the  only  right  they  acquire  in  relation  to  such 
trees  is  that  of  cutting  down  and  removing  to  a  convenient  distance, 
for  the  use  of  the  owner,  such  trees  as  it  is  necessary  to  remove  in 
order  to  the  working  or  repair  of  the  road  in  a  proper  and  reason- 
able manner. '^ 
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ZX.    Vacation  or  Abandonmeat  of  ffighway. 

Vniere  a  liigbway  has  been  laid  out  bj  lawful  authority  or  ae- 

^Dired   by"  dedication   or  prescription,  the   owners  of  the   property 

abutting^  thereon  acquire  a  special  property  right  in  the  continuance 

thereof,  of  which  they  cannot  be  deprived  except  by  due  process  of 

law:  Kray  v.  Muggli,  84  Minn.  90,  87  Am.  8t.  Bep.  332,  86  N.  W. 

€82,  54  Li.  B.  A.  473.    See,  also,  Tezarkana  y.  Leach,  66  Ark.  40, 

T4  Am.  St.  Bep.  68,  46  &  W.  807;  McQuigg  y.  Gullins,  56  Ohio  St. 

m,  47  N.  B.  595;  Kinnear  Mfg.  Co.  y.  Beatty,  65  Ohio  St.  264,  87 

An.  8t.  Bep.  600,  62  N.  £.  341.    But  when  the  public  easement  is 

ibandoned   or  relinquished,  the  owners  of  the  soil  are  restored  to 

ikeir  ozig;iiial    dominion  over  it.    The   land   being  freed  from   the 

nemnbranee,  the  owners  may  resume  absolute  control  of  it:  Ben« 

kim  ▼.  Potter,  52  Conn«  248;  Omaha  Southern  By.  Go.  y.  Beeson,  36 

Keb.  961,  54  N.  W.  557;  Lamm  y.  Chicago  etc.  By.  Co.,  45  Minn.  71, 

17  N.  W.  455,  10  L.  B.  A.  268;  Mangam  y.  Sing  Sing,  42  N.  Y.  Supp. 

950,  11  App.  Div.  212;  Paul  y.  Carver,  24  Pa.  St.  207,  64  Am.  Dee, 

649;  Harris  y.  Elliott,  35  U.  S.  (10  Pet.)    25;  note  to  Heinrich  y.  St. 

LoiiiB,  46  AnL.  St.  Bep.  495.    The  civU-law  rule,  however,  seems  to  bo 

different:  Mitchell  y.  Bass,  33  Tex.  259. 

X.    Bemedles  Ayallable  to  Land  Owner. 

The  owner  of  land  over  which  a  street  or  highway  passes  Is  en- 
titled to  protect  and  vindicate  his  rights  in  the  soil  by  practically 
the  same  species  of  actions  and  remedies  that  would  be  open  to 
Mm  if  his  land  was  not  encumbered  by  the  way:  Boiling  y.  Peters* 
hoTg,  3  Band.  563;  note  to  May  hew  v.  Norton,  28  Am.  Dec.  303, 
304.  Thus,  he  is  entitled  to  an  injunction  against  a  use  of  the  road 
•r  street  for  other  purposes  than  for  travel  which  interfere  with 
his  ownership  of  the  soil:  First  Nat.  Bank  y.  Tyson,  133  Ala.  459, 
91  Am.  St.  Bep.  46,  32  South.  144;  Wright  v.  Austin  (the  principal 
case),  ante,  p.  97;  Townsend  y.  Epstein,  93  Md.  537,  86  Am.  St. 
Bep.  441,  49  AtL  629,  52  L.  B.  A,  409;  Buffalo  v.  Pratt,  131  N.  Y. 
293,  27  Am.  St.  Bep.  593,  30  N.  £.  233,  15  L.  B.  A.  413.  And  when 
the  highway  is  encroached  upon,  he  may  maintain  ejectment  and 
leeoyer  the  land  subject  to  the  public  easement:  Taylor  y.  Armstrong, 
34  Ark.  102;  Postal  Tel.  Cable  Co.  y.  Eaton,  170  111.  513,  62  Am.  St. 
Rep.  390,  49  N.  E.  365,  39  L.  B.  A.  722;  French  y.  Bobb,  67  N.  J. 
L.  260,  91  Am.  St.  Bep.  433,  51  Atl.  509,  57  L.  B.  A.  956;  Smeberg 
y.  Cunningham,  96  Mich.  378,  35  Am.  St.  Bep.  613,  56  N.  W.  73; 
lote  to  Mayhew  v.  Norton,  28  Am.  Dee.  304,  305.  And  against  any 
person  who  commits  a  wrong  in  the  highway,  he  may  maintain  tres- 
pass: Peck  y.  Smith,  1  Conn.  103,  6  Am.  Dec.  216;  Hart  v.  Chalker, 
5  Conn.  311;  Dubuque  y.  Maloney,  9  Iowa,  451,  74  Am.  Dec.  358; 
Mayhew  v.  Norton,  34  Mass.  (17  Pick.)  357,  28  Am.  Dec.  300;  Bing- 
htm  y.  Poane^  9  Ohio,  165;  Lewis  y.  Jones,  1  Pa.  St.  336,  44  An* 
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Dec.  138;  Cole  v.  Drew,  44  Vt.  49,  8  Anu  Eep.  363  j  Barelay  ▼.  Howell, 
81  XJ.  S.  (6  Pet.)  498.  He  may  abate  or  sue  for  the  abatement  of 
a  nuisance:  Green  v.  Asher,  10  Ky.  Law  Eep.  1006,  11  8.  "W.  286; 
State  y.  Davis,  80  N.  C.  351,  30  Am.  Bep.  86.  For  a  conversion  o(f 
bis  timber,  he  may  maintain  trover:  Sanderson  v.  Haventielc,  8  Pa» 
St.  294. 


BANK  OP  TJKIAH  v.  EICK 

[143  Gal.  265,  76  Pae.  1020.] 

WnU^Eqnltable  OonverBioiL — ^If  a  testator  devises  land  to 
liis  wife  for  life,  in  trust  for  their  children,  and  directs  the   ex- 
ecutor, after  her  death,  to  sell  the  property  and  divide  the  proceeds 
among  the  children,  the  effect  of  this  direction  is  to  convert   the 
land  into  personalty,     (p.  120.) 

WILLS — ^Partition  by  Heirs. — ^Where  a  testator  devisee  land 
to  his  wife  for  life,  in  trust  for  their  children  and  directs  the  ex- 
ecutor, after  her  death,  to  sell  the  property  and  divide  the  pro- 
ceeds among  the  children,  their  title  is  insufficient  to  maintain  par- 
tition as  heirs  at  law  of  the  testator,     (p.  121.) 

WILLS — ^Election  to  Take  Land  Instead  of  Its  Prooeeds^-^ 

Where  a  testator  directs  land  to  be  sold  and  the  proceeds  distri- 
buted among  designated  beneficiaries,  they  may  elect,  before  the 
sale  is  made,  to  take  the  land  instead  of  its  proceeds.  The  estate 
is  thereby  reconverted  into  realty,  and  their  relation  to  it  is  the 
same  as  if  it  had  been  directly  devised  to  them.  Bat  until  they 
make  the  election  for  a  reconversion,  and  manifest  the  same  to 
the  executor,  they  are  not  entitled  to  the  possession  of  the  land, 
or  to  exercise  any  dominion  over  it.     (pp.  121,  122.) 

WILLS — ^Dunffldent  Election  to  Take  Land  Instead  of  Its 
Proceeds. — ^Where  a  testator  devises  land  to  his  wife  for  life,  la 
trust  for  their  children,  and  directs  the  executor,  after  her  death, 
to  sell  the  property  and  divide  the  proceeds  among  the  children, 
and  one  of  the  children  gives  a  mortgage  on  his  undivided  inter- 
est,  which  is  followed  by  the  execution  of  a  sheriff's  deed  nnder 
a  judgment  of  foreclosure,  such  election  to  take  the  land  instead 
of  its  proceeds^  on  his  part  only,  is  insufficient  to  work  a  recon- 
version of  the  property  into  realty;  so,  too,  is  the  bringing  of  an 
action  for  partition  by  the  purchaser  under  the  mortgage,  when 
it  is  not  alleged  that  the  beneficiaries  have  made  an  cation,  and 
some  of  them  are  minors,     (pp.  123,  124.) 

Bond  &  Haycock,  McNab  &  Hirsch,  M.  S.  Sajre  and  Sajre 
ft  Keeling^  for  iho  appellants. 

Crawford  &    Crawford,  for  the  respondents. 

*^  HABBISON,  0.    Action  for  the  partition  of  eerUn  real 

estate. 
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The  land  of  which  partition  is  sought  was  owned  by 
Charles  Colemazi  Rice  in  his  lifetime  and  at  the  time  of  his 
death.  He  died  January  11,  1891,  leaving  a  last  will  and  tes- 
tament in  which  he  appointed  his  wife,  Jane  Bice,  and  his  son, 
Benjamin  F.  Bice,  executors  thereof,  and,  after  disposing  of 
c^tain  portions  of  his  estate,  made  the  following  disposition 
of  &e  land  in  question^  viz. : 

'1  giTe  and  l>equeath  to  my  wife^  Jane  Bice,  all  the  balance 
of  my  ranch  saving  and  excepting  any  part  thereof  which  I 
have  heretofore  disposed  of,  to  be  held  by  her  during  the  term 
of  her  natural  life  in  trust  by  her  for  the  benefit  of  Jeremiah 
Farmer  Rice^  William  Isaac  Bice,  Sam  H.  Bice,  and  Lillian 
Belle  Pnlliam.  After  the  decease  of  my  wife,  Jane  Bice,  I 
hereby  direct  my  executors  to  sell  all  the  balance  of  my  ranch 
and  tiie  proceeds  thereof  to  be  equally  divided  share  and  share 
alike  between  my  sons  Jeremiah  Farmer  Bice,  William  Isaac 
Bice,  Sam  H,  Bice,  and  Lillian  Belle  Pullianu'' 

The  will  was  admitted  to  probate  and  letters  testamentary 
issued  to  the  executors  therein  named,  and  thereafter  they 
filed  a  report  of  their  administration,  and  an  account  for  a 
final  settlement,  together  with  a  petition  for  a  final  distribu- 
tion of  the  estate;  and  on  May  31,  1892,  the  court  made  an 
order  settling  and  allowing  the  account  and  distributing  the 
land  aforesaid  to  the  surviving  widow,  "for  and  during  her 
natural  life,  and  on  her  death  the  same  to  be  sold  as  in  said 
wiU  provided,  and  the  proceeds  arising  from  such  sale  to  be 
equally  divided  between  Jeremiah  Farmer  Bice,  William  Isaac 
Bice,  Sam  H.  Bice,  and  Mrs.  Lillian  Belle  PuUiam/'    June  1, 
1891,  Sam  H.  Bice,  one  of  the  sons  of  the  testator,  executed 
a  conveyance,  intended  as  a  mortgage,  to  the  plaintiff  herein^ 
of  all  of  his  interest  in  said  land.    In  May,  1895,  the  plain- 
.  tiff  commenced  an  action  for  the  foreclosure  of  this  mortgage 
and  obtained  a  judgment  under  which  the  interest  of  the  mort- 
gagor in  the  land  was  sold  to  it,  and  a  deed  therefor  executed 
April  15,  1898.    Jeremiah  F.  Bice,  another  son  of  the  testator, 
died  intestate  March  31^  1898,  leaving  as  his  heirs  at  law  a 
widow  and  two  sons.    One  of  these  sons  died  intestate  I^ovem- 
ber  13,  1900,  leaving  as  his  heirs  at  law  a  widow  and  three 
minor  children.    Jane  Bice,  the  widow  of  the  testator,  died 
January  6,  1901.    The  present  action  was  brought  November 
29,  1901,  in  whidi  the  plarutiff  included  ^^  as  defendants 
the  surviving  children  of  the  testator  and  the  heirB  at  law  of 
&6  above-named  J.  F.  Bice  and  of  his  deceased  son.    The  cause 
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was  tried  by  the  court,  and  upon  the  foregoing  facts  the  court 
found  that  the  plaintiff  and  defendants  are  not  cotenants  in- 
the  tract  of  land  described  in  the  complaint,  and  rendered  judg- 
ment denying  the  prayer  of  plaintiff's  complaint  and  dismissing 
the  action.  A  motion  for  a  new  trial  was  denied,  and  from  thi* 
order  and  from  the  judgment  the  present  appeal  has  been  taken. 

The  appellants  maintain  their  right  to  a  partition  of  the 
land  upon  the  ground  that  at  the  death  of  C.  C.  Rice  it  de- 
scended to  his  heirs  at  law,  of  whom  they  are  successors  in 
interest,  and  upon  the  further  ground  that  the  administra* 
tion  of  the  estate  has  been  completed,  and  as  the  parties  herein 
are  the  sole  beneficiaries  in  the  land  they  have  the  right  to 
elect  to  take  the  land  itself  instead  of  the  proceeds  arising  from 
the  sale. 

1.  The  testator  made  no  devise  of  the  land  after  the  termina- 
tion of  the  life  estate,  but  his  direction  to  the  executor  to  sell 
the  same  and  divide  the  proceeds  equally  between  the  four  chil- 
dren therein  named  vested  them  with  the  entire  interest  therein 
by  reason  of  their  being  the  sole  beneficiaries  thereof.     The 
effect  of  this  direction  in  the  will  was  to  convert;  the  land  into- 
personalty  (Civ.  Code,  sec.  1338) ;  and  the  beneficiaries  may 
therefore  be  deemed  legatees  rather  than  devisees.    The  pro- 
vision in  this  section  that  the  proceeds  of  the  sale  must  be 
deemed  personal  property  *'f  rom  the  time  of  the  testator's  death" 
is  applicable  only  when  the  will  merely  directs  the  sale  to  be 
made  without  limiting  or  designating  the  time  at  which  it  is 
to  be  made.     If  the  will  postpones  the  time  of  the  sale  until  the 
happening  of  some  future  event  or  until  some  fixed  date,  the 
conversion  is  likewise  postponed.    There  can  be  no  conversion 
until  the  executor  shall  have  the  power  to  make  the  sale.     Thi» 
was  clearly  expressed  in  Estate  of  Walkerly,  108  Cal.  652,  41 
Pac.  777,  49  Am.  St  Rep.  97,  and  note,  as  follows :  "The  rule 
of  equitable  conversion  merely  amounts  to  this,  that  where 
there  is  a  mandate  to  sell  at  a  future  time,  equity,  upon  the 
principle  of  regarding  that  done  which  ought  to  be  done,  will 
for  certain  purposes  and  in  aid  of  justice  consider  the  conversion 
as  effected  at  the  time  when  the  sale  ought  to  ^^^  take  place, 
whether  the  land  be  then  really  sold  or  not     But  whenever  the 
direction  is  for  a  future  sale,  up  to  the  time  fixed  the  land  is 
governed  by  the  law  of  real  estate.** 

While  it  may  be  conceded  that  upon  the  death  of  C.  C.  Bice 
his  title  to  the  land  descended  to  his  heirs  at  law,  their  right 
thereto  was  subject  to  the  administration  of  his  estate,  and. 


May,  19(M.3  Bank  of  TJkiah  v.  Eicb.  121 

tabordinate    to   his   testamentary    disposition    thereof.     Their 
right  to  the  land  as  heirs  at  law  was  superseded  hy  the  pro- 
visions of  the  will  and  the  decree  of  the  court  directing  its 
sale  and  a  distribution  of  the  proceeds.    The  decree  of  distri- 
botion  was  a  judicial  declaration  that  the  beneficiaries  therein 
named  were  the  absolute  donees  of  the  entire  property  in  the 
land  after  the  termination  of  the  life  estate.     By  this  decree 
the  property  was  taken  out  of  the  Une  of  descent  and  ad- 
judged  to  belong  to  the  four  children  therein  named.     The 
&ct  that  the  beneficiaries  thus  named  are  also  heirs  at  law  is 
only  a  mere  incident,  but  does  not  vary  the  legal  result     Their 
right  to  the  property  as  heirs  at  law  was  terminated  by  the 
decree,  and  whatever  right  they  have  in  the  land  is  taken  by 
virtue  of  the  will  and  not  by  descent.    The  land  is  not  devised 
to  them,  and  even  if  it  should  be  conceded  that  until  a  sale  is 
had  by  the  executor  as  directed  by  the  decree  the  legal  title 
will  remain  in  them  as  the  heirs  at  law  of  the  testator  (see, 
however,  section  8€3  of  the  Civil  Code),  it  is  merely  a  formal 
and  barren  title  without  any  estate  or  interest  in  the  land, 
or  right  to  its  possession,  and  is  therefore  insufficient  to  sus- 
tain an  action  for  partition  by  them  as  heirs  at  law  of  the 
testator:  Armstrong  v.  McKelvey,  39  Hun,  213,  104  N.  Y. 
179,  10  ST.  E.  266 ;  Purdy  v.  Wright,  44  Hun,  239 ;  Henderson 
V.  Henderson,  113  N.  Y.  1,  20  N.  E.  814. 

2.  The  appellants^  right  to  maintain  the  action  by  reason 
of  their  relation  to  the  land  as  the  beneficiaries  under  the 
sale  directed  by  the  decree  is  to  be  determined  upon  a  con- 
sideration of  different  principles.  It  is  a  well-settled  rule  in 
equity  that  where  a  testator  directs  land  to  be  sold  and  the 
proceeds  thereof  to  be  distributed  among  certain  designated 
beneficiaries,  such  beneficiaries  may  elect  before  the  sale  has 
taken  place  to  take  the  land  instead  of  its  proceeds,  and  when 
they  have  so  elected  and  sufficiently  manifested  their  elec- 
tion, the  authority  to  sell  the  land  cannot  thereafter  be  exer- 
cised by  the  executor,  but  is  extinguished.  The  estate  is 
^^  thereby  reconverted  into  real  property,  and  by  reason  of 
such  reconversion  the  relation  of  the  beneficiaries  to  the  land  is 
the  same  as  if  it  had  been  directly  devised  to  them :  Pearson 
V.  Lane,  17  Ves.  101;  Craig  v.  Leslie,  3  Wheat,  563,  4  L.  ed. 
460;  Hetzel  v.  Barber,  69  K  Y.  1;  Prentice  v.  Janssen,  79 
N.  Y.  478;  Greenland  v.  Waddell,  116  N.  Y.  234,  16  Am.  St. 
Hep.  400,  22  N.  E.  367 ;  Mellen  v.  Mellen,  139  N.  Y.  210,  34 
N.  E.  925;  Baker  v.  Copenbarger,  16  111.  103,  68  Am.  Dec 
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600 ;  Huber  v.  Donoghue,  49  N".  J.  Eq.  126,  23  AtL  495  ; 
V.  Garrett,  71  Ga.  566 ;  Sears  v.  Choate,  146  Mass.  396,  4  Am. 
St.  Rep.  320,  15  N.  E.  786;  Pomeroy^s  Equity  Jurisprudence, 
sec.  1175;  Chaplin  on  Express  Trusts  and  Powers,  sec    691. 
This  right  rests  upon  the  presumption  that  the  power  of  sale 
given  to  the  executor  was  intended  for  the  benefit  of  the  bene- 
ficiaries, and  upon  the  principle  that  as  they  are  the  abeolnte 
owners  of  the  entire  property  in  the  land^  they  have  the  right 
to  direct  the  disposition  to  be  made  of  it;  and  also  in  considera- 
tion of  the  practical  effect  of  a  contrary  rule.    If  they  are  en- 
titled to  the  entire  proceeds  of  the  sale,  they  could  outbid  any 
other  purchaser,  and  thus  indirectly  accomplish  their  desire  to 
retain  the  land. 

Until  the  beneficiaries,  however,  make  the  election  for  a  re- 
conversion of  the  estate  and  manifest  such  election  to  the  ex- 
ecutor, they  are  not  entitled  to  the  possession  of  the  land^  or 
to  exercise  any  dominion  over  it.    As  executor  of  the  will,  ho 
is  entitled  to  its  possession  until  the  estate  is  settled  or  de- 
livered over  to  the  heirs  or  devisees  'T)y  order  of  the  courf : 
Code  Civ.  Proc.,  sec.  1452.    The  land  in  question  was  not  de- 
vised to  the  executor,  nor  was  any  trust  therein  created  in  him 
other  than  such  as  pertains  to  his  office  as  executor.    The  ex- 
pression "in  trust'*  in  the  devise  of  the  life  estate  to  the  widow 
is  without  significance  or  legal  effect,  as  no  purpose  of  said 
trust  was  named.    The  testator  directed  the  executor,  as  one 
of  the  functions  pertaining  to  his  office,  to  sell  the  property 
and  divide  the  proceeds  between  the  four  beneficiaries.    Until 
this  is  done  the  administration  of  the  estate  will  not  be  doeed. 
The  provision  in  the  decree  of  distribution  of  the  life  estate  to 
Mrs.  Bice,  that  on  her  death  the  land  is  to  be  sold  "as  in  said 
will  provided,**  is  a  designation  of  the  executor  as  the  person 
by  whom  the  sale  is  to  be  made,  and  postpones  the  closing  of 
the  administration  ^^  until  after  such  sale  and  the  distribu- 
tion of  the  proceeds.    The  sale  is  to  be  made  by  him  as  executor, 
and  will  not  be  effective  to  pass  the  title  without  its  confirma- 
tion by  the  court  (Estate  of  Durham,  49  CaL  490),  and  he 
will  not  be  entitled  to  his  discharge  until  he  has  accounted  for 
the  proper  distribution  of  the  proceeds.    It  was  not  necessary 
to  obtain  from  the  court  an  order  to  sell  the  property,  but  the 
making  of  such  order  or  his  application  therefor  is  irrelevant 
to  the  plaintiff's  right  to  maintain  the  present  action. 

As  the  reconversion  depends  upon  an  election  therefor  by 
the  beneficiaries,  such  election  is  an  affirmative  element  in  the 
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• 
establishment  of  their  right  to  the  land^  and  must  be  mani« 
fesied  by  some  unequivocal  act  or  declaration  (Mellen  v.  Mellen, 
139  N.  Y.  210,  34  N.  E.  925) ;  and  a  plaintiff  whose  right  of 
acticm  rests  upon  a  reconversion  resulting  from  such  election 
most  not  only  show  this  fact  by  his  complaint,  but  also  establish 
it  by  proof:  Wayne  v.  Fonts,  108  Tenn.  145,  65  S.  W.  471. 
The  act  or  declaration  evidencing  the  intention  to  make  the 
election  may  be  slight,  but  it  must  be  unequivocal:  Jarman 
on  Wills,  ♦SeS;  Mellen  v.  Mellen,  139  K  Y.  210,  34  N.  E. 
925;  Wa^Tie  v.  Pouts,  108  Tenn.  145,  65  S.  W.  471.  A  con- 
veyance  of  the  land  by  the  beneficiaries  is  evidence  of  such  elec- 
tton  (Gest  v.  Flock,  2  N.  J.  Eq.  108),  since  they  thereby  part 
with  their  right  to  the  proceeds  of  the  sale,  as  well  as  their  right 
to  the  land,  and  cease  to  have  any  interest  in  the  execution  of 
the  power:  Sayles  v.  Best,  140  N.  Y.  368,  35  N.  E.  636.  If, 
however,  the  reconversion  is  to  be  effected  by  a  conveyance,  such 
eonveyance  must  be  made  by  all  of  the  beneficiaries,  unless  the 
estate  is  of  that  character  that  a  conveyance  by  one  or  more  of 
them  will  not  impair  the  interest  of  the  others :  Ebey  v.  Adams, 
135  lU.  80,  25- N.  E.  1013,  10  L.  B.  A.  162;  McDonald  v. 
<yHara,  114  N.  Y.  566,  39  N.  E.  642;  Hi^  v.  Worley,  33  Ala, 
191;  Harcum  v.  Hudnall,  14  Gratt.  369;  Jarman  on  Wills, 
*564;  Chaplin  on  Express  Trusts  and  Powers,  sec.  696.  In 
Baker  v.  Copenbarger,  15  IlL  103,  58  Am.  Dec.  600,  the  rea- 
son for  this  rule  is  clearly  stated  to  be  that,  '^as  each  has  a  sepa- 
rate right  to  insist  upon  the  bequest  as  provided  by  the  will, 
iheir  claim  cannot  be  defeated -except  upon  the  election  of  all; 
hence  each  must  have  the  uncontrolled  right  to  have  the  land 
sold,  and  to  receive  his  share  of  the  proceeds  of  the  sale  of 
the  land.''  A  conveyance  by  one  beneficiary  of  his  undivided 
interest  in  ^'^  the  land  will  not  operate  as  a  reconversion  of 
that  interest,  since  it  needs  no  argument  to  show  that  the  value 
of  a  tract  of  land  is  impaired  if  the  land  can  be  sold  only  in 
fractional  interests.  % 

As  a  necessary  sequence  of  the  foregoing  rule,  if  any  of  the 
beneficiaries  are  incapable  of  making  an  election — ^that  is,  if 
they  are  infants,  or  lunatics,  or  incompetent,  or  otherwise  dis- 
qualified from  making  contracts  with  reference  to  their  prop- 
erty— there  can  be  no  reconversion  of  the  estate :  Seeley  v.  Jago, 
1  P.  Wms.  389 ;  Fluke  v.  Executors,  16  N.  J.  Eq.  478 ;  Carr  v. 
Branch,  85  Va.  597,  8  S.  E.  476. 

The  mortgage  to  the  plaintiff  by  S.  H.  Rice  of  his  undi- 
vided interest  in  the  land,  followed  by  the  subsequent  execn« 
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tion  of  the  sheriff's  deed  under  a  judgment  foreclosing  the 
mortgage,  was  an  act  of  such  a  positive  and  unequivocal  char— 
actor  as  to  indicate  his  election  for  a  reconveyance,  and  had  the 
effect  to  vest  in  the  plaintiff  his  interest  in  the  land,  as  well 
as  in  the  proceeds  from  the  sale,  in  case  the  power  of  sale  should 
be  subsequently  executed:  Eeed  v.  Underbill,  12  Barb.  113; 
Sayles  v.  Best,  140  N.  Y.  376,  35  S.  E.  636 ;  Harper  v.  Chat- 
ham Nat.  Bank,  17  Misc.  Eep.  221,  40  N".  Y.  Supp.  1084;  Gest. 
V.  Flock,  2  N".  J.  Eq.  108.  Such  election  on  his  part  only  was,, 
however,  as  is  hereinbefore  shown,  insufficient  to  effect  a  re- 
conversion. 

The  commencement  of  the  present  action  by  the  plaintiflT 
for  a  partition  of  the  land  was  also  a  positive  ajid  unequivo- 
cal act,  indicating  its  election  to  take  the  land,  and  if  all  of 
the  parties  interested  had  been  capable  of  making  such  elec* 
tion,  and  had  united  in  the  prayer  for  partition,  a  reconver- 
sion would  have  been  thereby  effected:  McDonald  v.  O^Hara, 
144  K  Y.  566,  39  N.  E.  642;  Chaplin  on  Express  Trusts  and 
Powers,  sec.  667.  The  complaint  herein  does  not,  however,. 
allege  that  the  beneficiaries  have  so  elected,  nor  does  it  con- 
tain any  fact  indicating  a  reconversion  of  the  estate,  or  from, 
which  sucfi  reconversion  can  be  inferred,  and  it  appears  from 
tbe  record  that,  of  the  defendants,  two  of  the  beneficiaries  who- 
are  appellants  did  not  appear  or  in  any  mode  indicate  their  de- 
sires, but  made  default  to  the  complaint,  and  that  three  of  the- 
defendants  are  minors,  and  therefore  incapable  of  making  an 
election. 

The  finding  of  the  court  that  the  plaintiff  and  the  defend- 
ants ^^  are  not  cotenants  of  the  land  described  in  the  com- 
plaint is  therefore  sustained  by  the  evidence,  and  its  action, 
in  dismissing  the  complaint  was  without  error. 

Certain  rulings  of  the  court  upon  matters  of  practice  and' 
procedure  were  excepted  to  by  the  appellant,  but  as  these  rulings 
in  no  wise  conduced  to  the  establishment  of  the  above  fact, 
they  are  without  moment  and  need  not  receive  any  considera- 
tion. 

We  advise  that  the  judgment  and  order  appealed  from  be 
affirmed. 

Chipman,  C,  and  Cooper,  C,  concurred. 

For  the  foregoing  reasons  the  judgment  and  order  appealect 
from  are  affirmed. 

McFarland,  J.,  Lorigan,  J.,  Henshaw,  J, 
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A  Will  Produces  an  Equitable  Convertkm  of  real  estate  into  per- 
eonalty  wfaon  it  devises  land  to  the  executors,  and  gives  them  a 
power  of  sale  for  the  purpose  of  disposing  of  the  proceeds  among 
designated  beneficiaries: Greenland  v.  Waddell,  116  N.  Y.  234,  15  Am. 
et  Bep.  400,  22  N.  E.  367.  See,  also,  In  re  Cooper's  Estate,  206  Pa. 
St  628,  56  Atl.  67,  98  Am.  St.  Bep.  799,  and  cases  cited  in  the 
<Toes-referenee  note  thereto;  monographic  note  to  Ford  v.  Ford,  5 
AuL  St.  Bep.  141-148. 

Penons  Benefited  hy  the  Equitable  Conversion  of  real  estate  into 
personalty  by  a  will  may  elect  to  have  a  reconversion  into  realty, 
and  take  it  as  land  rather  than  the  proceeds  of  it:  Greenland  Vr 
WaddeU,  116  N.  T.  234,  15  Am.  St.  Bep.  400,  22  N.  £.  867;  althongh 
where  there  are  more  persons  than  one  entitled  to  have  sneh  elee* 
tlon,  aH  of  them  must  ordinarilv  join  therein:  See  the  monographie 
acta  to  Ford  t.  Ford,  6  Am.  St  Bep.  147, 


McHATTON  ▼.  BHODBS. 

[143  CaL  275,  76  Pae.  1036.] 

JUBOMENT  Against  Nonxesident— Juriadiction. — Thb  Tt^ 
aamptUm  of  verity  attending  the  decision  of  a  eonrt  of  general 
jurisdiction  on  the  question  of  its  jurisdiction  applies  to  a  judg- 
ment of  a  sister  state  obtained  against  nonresidents  by  publication, 
although  the  order  for  publication  doea  not  wppewt  in  the  record, 
(p.  129.)  * 

JUDGMENT-BOUi. — Th»  Order  for  Pablication  of  Bommoai 

is  no  part  of  the  judgment-roll.     (p.  130.) 

JXn>OMENT  —  Presumption  as  to  Pablication  of  Summons. — 
If  a  judgment  of  a  sister  state  recites  that  the  defendants  were  dnly 
notified  by  publication  more  than  thirty  days  before  the  first  day  of 
the  term  of  court,  it  must  be  presumed  that  an  order  was  made  for 
the  publication,  and  that  notice  was  given  as  the  law  of  that  state 
provides,     (p.  130.) 

Byron  Waters  and  Waters  &  Wylie,  for  the  appellant 
John  W.  Kemp,  for  flie  respondent. 

^^  COOPEE,  C.  Appeal  from  judgment  in  favor  of  plain- 
tiff. The  record  consists  of  the  jndgment-roll  and  a  bill  of 
exceptions. 

It  appears  by  the  complaint  that  a  contract  was  made  be- 
tween the  plaintiff  and  defendant^  by  which  plaintiff  trans- 
ferred to  defendant  certain  personal  property  in  exchange  for 
a  tract  of  land  in  the  state  of  Missonri,  which  defendant  Rhodes 
claimed  to  own  at  the  time  of  the  exchange. 

Plaintiff  alleges  that  after  the  exchange  he  discovered  that 
Pendant  had  no  title  to  the  land  described  in  the  deed;  that 
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the  representation  that  defendant  had  such  title  was  false  and 
fraudulent;  and  that  plaintiff  has  rescinded  the  contract. 

The  issue  was  thus  made  as  to  whether  or  not  the  defend- 
ant had  title  to  the  land  at  the  time  he  attempted  to  convej 
it.  It  appeared  that  one  Hattie  Meagher  was  the  immediate 
grantor  of  defendant.  In  order  to  prove  that  defendant  had 
no  title  the  plaintiff  offered,  and  the  court  admitted  in  evi- 
dence, a  certified  copy  of  the  judgment  of  the  eighteenth 
judicial  circuit  of  the  state  of  Missouri,  in  a  case  where  A.  M. 
^^  Brown  was  plaintiff  and  Hattie  Meagher  et  al.  defendants, 
which  judgment  directed,  among  other  things,  that  a  deed  ex- 
ecuted by  Henry  Diebels  and  Jennie  Diebels  to  Hattie  Meaner 
be  set  aside,  and  further  adjudged  the  plaintiff  in  said  action 
to  be  the  owner  in  fee  simple  of  the  said  real  estate,  the  same 
being  the  real  estate  described  in  the  complaint  herein.  The  cer- 
tified copy  of  the  judgment  was  admitted  in  evidence,  under 
defendant's  objection,  for  the  purpose  of  proving  that  defendant 
had  no  title  to  the  land.  Upon  this  evidence  the  court  found 
that  the  defendant  did  not  own  the  land  at  the  time  he  conveyed 
to  plaintiff,  and  gave  judgment  for  seven  hundred  and  fifty  dol- 
lars and  costs.  The  objection  to  the  judgment  being  admitted 
in  evidence  was  upon  the  ground,  among  others,  that  it  did  not 
appear  therefrom  that  the  court  had  jurisdiction  of  the  persons 
of  Hattie  Meagher  and  J.  H.  Meagher,  her  husband,  who  are 
conceded  to  have  been  nonresidents  of  the  state  of  Missouri, 
because  they  were  not  personally  served  with  process  of  any  kind 
in  the  state  of  Missouri  or  elsewhere,  and  because  it  does  not 
appear  that  the  court  or  the  judge  thereof  in  the  said  action 
ever  made  any  order  requiring  summons  or  other  process  to  be 
served  by  publication,  or  that  any  order  of  publication  in  said 
action  was  ever  made  at  all. 

The  recital  in  the  judgment  as  to  service  upon  the  said  Hattie 
Meagher  and  her  husband  is  as  follows :  "The  above-named  de* 
fendants  have  been  duly  notified  of  the  institution  of  this  suit 
by  publication  in  four  consecutive  issues  of  the  '^Marshfield 
MaiV  a  weekly  newspaper  printed  and  published  in  Webster 
county,  Missouri,  the  last  insertion  being  more  than  thirty  days 
before  the  first  day  of  this  term  of  court.**  It  is  conceded  that 
the  court  rendering  the  judgment  was  a  court  of  general  juris- 
diction. Plaintiff  introduced  in  evidence  section  2022  of  the 
Eevised  Statutes  of  the  state  of  Missouri,  which  provides  that 
if  it  is  alleged  in  the  petition  or  in  an  affidavit  that  defendants, 
or  some  of  them,  are  nonresidents  of  the  state,  and  cannot  be 
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cerred  in  the  state,  the  court  in  which  the  suit  is  brought,  or  in 
Tftcation  the  clerk  thereof,  ''shall  make  an  order  directed  to  tlio 
nonresidentB  or  absentees,  notifying  them  of  the  commencement 
of  the  suit,  and  stating  briefly  the  object  and  general  nature 
of  the  petition,  and,  in  suits  in  partition,  describing  the  prop- 
erty ^'^  sought  to  be  partitioned,  requiring  such  defendant  or 
defendants  to  appear  on  a  day  to  be  mentioned  therein  and 
answer  the  petition,  or  that  the  petition  will  be  taken  aa  con- 
fesaed.  If  in  any  case  there  shall  not  be  sufficient  time  to  make 
pablication  to  the  first  term,  the  order  shall  be  made  returnable 
to  the  next  term  thereafter  that  will  allow  sufficient  time  for 
mch  publication.'' 

The  court  being  of  general  jurisdiction,  all  presumptions  are 
that  it  had  jurisdiction,  and  that  the  effect  of  the  recital  in  the 
judgment  is,  that  the  notice  or  summons  was  properly  published. 
It  is  declared  in  the  constitution  of  the  United  States  that  full 
faith  and  credit  shall  be  given  in  each  state  to  the  judicial  pro» 
ceedings  of  every  other  state. 

It  ia  provided  in 'subdivision  16  of  section  1963  of  the  Code 
of  Civil  Procedure  that,  among  disputable  presumptions,  it  i» 
presumed  ''that  a  court  or  judge,  acting  as  such,  whether  in 
this  state  or  any  other  state  or  country,  was  acting  in  the  lawful 
exercifle  of  his  jurisdiction/'  The  jurisdiction  of  the  courts 
of  general  jurisdiction  as  to  persons  extends  in  a  general 
sense  to  persons  within  their  territorial  limits,  and  who  can  be 
reached  by  their  process.  In  a  certain  class  of  proceedings  iu 
rem,  where  the  property  or  subject  of  the  action  is  within  the 
territorial  limits  of  a  state,  it  may,  by  statutory  provisions, 
procure  jurisdiction  of  the  person  of  a  nonresident  by  construc- 
tive service  of  its  process.  The  question  as  to  the  presumption 
of  jurisdiction  as  to  a  domestic  judgment  is  very  fully  consid- 
ered in  Be  Eichhoff,  101  Cal.  602,  36  Pac.  1,  and  it  is  there 
said :  'The  fact  that  the  court  has  rendered  a  judgment  implies 
a  determination  by  it  before  it  assumed  to  hear  the  contro- 
versy, that  it  had  jurisdiction  over  the  subject  matter  of  the 
action,  and  of  the  defendant  against  whom  the  complaint  was 
directed.  Its  jurisdiction  does  not  exist  by  virtue  of  its  mere 
decision  that  it  has  jurisdiction^  as  that  would  be  reasoning  in 
a  circle,  but  the  presumption  of  its  jurisdiction  exists  because 
it  has  been  authorized  to  determine  this  question  in  the  same 
mode  as  any  other  question  of  fact  upon  which  its  judgment  is 
to  rest,  and  its  decision  thereon  is  presumed  to  have  been  made 
upon  evidence  sufficient  to  sustain  it    Its  determination  upon 
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this  question  is  to  be  made  upon  evidence  of  some  nature,  and, 
whether  this  evidence  is  sufficient  or  insufficient  to  support  its 
<ionclu8ion  ^^  thereon,  it  has  the  jurisdiction  to  make  the  de- 
termination ;  and  if  its  conclusion  is  incorrect,  it  is  merely  error, 
which  can  be  reviewed  only  upon  a  direct  appeal.  Even  though 
it  should  determine  the  question  without  any  evidence  before 
it,  the  same  presumption  of  verity  attends  its  decision  upon 
this  point  as  upon  any  other  issue  which  it  may  determine  with- 
out evidence.  Nor  does  this  presumption  of  its  jurisdiction  to 
make  the  decision  depend  upon  the  existence  of  any  record  of 
the  decision.'* 

We  think  the  rule  above  stated  applies  equally  to  a  judgment 
-obtained  against  a  nonresident  by  publication.    The  court  has 
jurisdiction  in  such  case,  provided  certain   things    are   done. 
Notice  must  be  given  as  provided  by  the  statutes  of  the  state. 
The  court  must  determine  before  giving  judgment  that  such 
things  have  been  done.    The  presumption  in  support  of  a  judg- 
ment of  a  court  of  general  jurisdiction  is  not  made  to  depend 
upon  the  way  in  which  a  summons  is  required  to  be  served.    The 
rights  of  nonresidents  are  no  greater  than  the  rights  of  residents^ 
when  such  nonresidents  are  brought  before  the  court  by  proper 
process.    The  way  of  bringing  them  into  court  may  be  different, 
but  in  all  cases  where  a  judgment  is  collaterally  attacked  we 
must  presume,  in  the  absence  of  anything  appearing  to  the  con- 
trary, that  they  were  properly  brought  in.     The  presumption 
is  the  same  where  service  has  been  made  by  publication  as  where 
personal  service  has  been  had.    It  is  necessary  that  confidence 
should  be  reposed  in  courts  of  such  high  character.    It  is  the 
only  safe  rule  for  the  protection  of  persons  and  property.    If 
such  judgments  are  erroneous,  or  if  they  were  in  fact  rendered 
without  jurisdiction,  they  may  be  reversed  on  appeal,  by  new 
trial,  or  in  some  cases  by  proceedings  in  a  court  of  equity,  but 
when  not  questioned  in  some  direct  proceeding  the  good  of  so- 
ciety demands  that  they  shall  not  be  collaterally  attacked  unless 
void  on  their  face.    Such  is  the  rule  stated  in  most  of  the  late 
cases :  liams  v.  Eoot,  22  Tex.  Civ.  App.  413,  65  S.  W.  411 ;  Buse 
▼.  Bartlett,  1  Tex.  Civ.  App.  335,  21  S.  W.  62;  Stewart  v.  An- 
derson, 70  Tex.  588,  8  S.  W.  295 ;  Thomas  v.  King,  96  Tenn. 
66,  31  S.  W.  983;  Gimmell  v.  Eice,  13  Minn.  400;  Hoagland 
V.  Hoagland,  19  Utah,  103,  57  Pac.  20 ;  Bank  of  Colfax  v.  Eich- 
ardson,  34  Or.  618,  75  Am.  St.  Rep.  664,  64  Pac..  359;  1  Black 
^on  Judgments,  sec.  281^  and  cases  cited. 
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Appellant  contends  that  the  nde  is  declared  in  GfiJpin  v. 
Page,  18  Wall.  350,  21  L.  ed.  959,  to  foe,  that  no  presmnption 
«hall  be  indulged  in  favor  of  a  judgment  agamst  a  nonresident 
by  publication.  There  are  expressions  in  the  opinion  very  much 
tending  in  that  direction.  But  whatever  may  have  been  said  in 
Galpin  v.  Page  must  yield  to  the  later  and  better  rule  laid  down 
in  Applegate  v.  Lexington  etc.  Min.  Co.,  117  TJ.  S.  255,  6  Sup. 
Ct  Rep.  742,  29  L.  ed.  892,  where  it  is  said :  "Where  a  court  of 
general  jurisdiction  is  authorized  in  a  proceeding  either  stat- 
utory or  at  law  or  in  equity,  to  bring  in,  by  publication  or  other 
substituted  service,  nonresident  defendants  interested  in  or  hav- 
ing a  lien  npon  property  lying  within  its  territorial  jurisdiction, 
but  is  not  required  to  place  the  proof  of  service  upon  the  record, 
and  the  court  orders  such  substituted  service,  it  will  be  presumed 
in  favor  of  the  jurisdiction  that  service  was  made  as  ordered, 
Although  no  evidence  thereof  appears  of  record,  and  the  judg- 
ment of  the  court,  so  far  aa  it  affects  such  property,  will  be 
valid.'' 

It  is  said  in  Black  on  Judgments  (vol.  1,  sec.  281),  in  com- 
menting upon  some  of  the  earlier  cases,  including  Galpin  v. 
Page,  18  WalL  350,  21  L.  ed.  959t  '%ut  on  the  other  hand,  most 
of  the  later  decisions  contend,  and  with  much  show  of  reason, 
that  such  a  rule  is  arbitrary  and  illogical,  for,  say  they,  the  court 
is  none  the  less  a  court  of  general  jurisdiction  because  in  this 
instance  the  legislature  prescribes  a  special  mode  for  the  exer- 
dse  of  its  powers.  .  •  •  .  According  to  this  view,  in  cases  of 
constructive  service,  the  record,  if  silent  or  incomplete,  should 
he  aided  by  the  same  piesumptions  which  obtain  in  the  case  of 
ordinary  judgments  founded  upon  personal  service.^'  And,  after 
referring  to  the  later  decisions,  it  is  said  in  Freeman  on  Judg« 
ments  (voL  1,  sec.  127) :  *'The  position  is  taken  that  presump- 
tions of  r^;ularity  are  applicable  to  the  proceedings  of  courts 
of  record,  not  because  of  ttie  partictdar  means  which  these  tri« 
bunals  happen  to  employ,  xinder  the  authority  of  the  law,  for 
the  purpose  of  acquiring  jurisdiction  of  the  defendant,  but 
because  of  the  high  character  of  the  courts  themselves,  and  this 
Kiharacter  is  essentially  the  same  in  all  cases  irrespective  of  tiie 
methods  employed  in  the  service  of  process.'' 

In  this  case  the  order  for  publication  does  not  appear  in  th» 
record,  and  hence  appellant  claims  that  the  rule  stated  ^^^  in 
Applegate  v.  Lexington  etc  Min.  Co.,  117  IT,  S.  255,  6  Sup. 
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Ct.  Eep.  742,  29  L.  ed.  892,  does  not  apply.    It  is  BuflBcient 
to  say  that  the  order  is  no  part  of  the  judgment-roll,  and  can* 
not  be  considered :  In  re  Newman,  75  Cal.  220,  7  Am.  St.  Rep. 
146, 16  Pac.  887;  Sichler  v.  Look,  93  Cal.  603,  29  Pac.  220.     In 
the  latter  case  it  was  held  on  direct  appeal  that  where  a  sum- 
mons was  served  by  publication,  "in  support  of  the  judgment 
of  the  court,  it  will  be  presumed  upon  a  direct  appeal,  in  the  ab- 
sence of  any  evidence  to  the  contrary,  that  this  mode  of  service 
was  made  under  a  proper  order  of  tiie  court  therefor,  and  that 
a  sufficient  affidavit  for  such  order  was  presented  to  the  court 
before  making  the  order.''    In  the  case  at  bar  the  recital  in  the 
judgment  is,  that  the  defendants  have  been  duly  notified  by 
publication  more  than  thirty  days  before  the  first  day  of  the 
term  of  court.    We  must  presume  that  an  order  was  made  for 
the  publication  of  the  notice,  and  that  the  notice  was  given  as 
the  laws  of  Missouri  provide.    The  record  does  not  show  that 
the  court  did  not  have  jurisdiction. 

It  is  claimed  by  appellant  that  the  judgment  should  have  been 
that  the  property  be  restored  to  the  plaintiflE,  and  not  for  the 
value  of  the  property.  The  complaint,  which  is  verified,  alleges 
that  the  property  has  been  sold  by  defendants  and  the  proceeds 
thereof  converted  to  their  own  use.  The  answer  does  not  deny 
this.  Therefore,  it  was  not  necessary  to  find  upon  the  question, 
and  it  would  have  been  useless  to  make  a  judgment  in  the  al- 
ternative.   We  find  no  error  in  the  record* 

It  is  advised  that  the  judgment  be  affirmed. 

Chipman,  C,  and  Harrison,  C,  concurred. 

For  the  reasons  given  in  the  foregoing  opinion  the  judgment 
is  affirmed.  iMcFarland,  J.,  Henshaw,  J.,  Lorigan,  J. 

When  a  Judgment  of  a  eonrt  of  general  jnriBdietion  is  attacked 
eollaterally,  the  preaamption  i^  that  jurisdiction  over  the  defendant 
was  obtained:  Burke  v.  Interstate  Sav.  etc.  Assn.,  25  Mont.  815,  87 
Am.  St.  Rep.  416,  64  Pac.  879;  Haupt  v.  Simingrton,  27  Mont.  480,  94 
Am.  St.  I^p.  839,  71  Pac.  672;  Gulickson  v.  Bodkin,  78  Minn.  33, 
79  Am.  St.  Bep.  352,  80  8.  W.  783.  But  see  Mullins  ▼.  Bieger,  169 
Mo.  521,  92  Am.  St.  Rep.  651,  70  S.  W.  4.  And  if  a  judgment  re- 
cites that  service  of  summons  was  duly  made,  it  must  be  presumed 
that  that  fact  appeared  to  the  court  by  competent  proof:  Kalb  t. 
German  Sav.  etc  Soc,  25  Wash.  349,  87  Am.  St  Bep.  757,  65  Pac 
559. 

Judgments  Rendered  upon  Constructive  Service  by  publication  are 
given  the  same  conclusive  effect  and  are  entitled  to  the  same  fav- 
orable presumptions  as  are  judgments  upon  personal  service:  Hardy 
V.  Beaty,  84  Tex.  562,  31  Am.  St.  Bep.   80,  19  S.  W.  778.    See, 
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^further,  Boyle  y.  Masser-Sauntry  etc.  Mfg.  Co.,  88  Minn.  456,  97 
Am.  St.  Bep.  538,  93  N.  W.  520;  Bank  of  Colfax  t.  Biehardson,  34  Or. 
518,  75  Am.  8t.  Bep.  664,  54  Pae.  359;  Hunter  ▼•  Buff,  47  &  a  585, 
St.  Bep.  907^  25  &  E.  65. 
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FBAUDUXENT   OONVBYANOE— BUI  to   Set  Aside    Before 
creditor  who  attaches  real  estate  as  the  property  of 


Ua  debtor,  after  an  alleged  frandnlent  conveyance  thereof,  can- 
moft,  before  reducing  his  claim  to  judgment,  maintain  a  creditor '0 
bin  to  set  aside  the  conyeyance.     (p.  136.) 

Waldemar  J.  Tuska,  for  the  appellant. 

Myer  Jacobs  and  Arthur  J.  Dannebaum,  for  file  respondents. 

«<>  CHIPMAN,  C.  Creditor's  bilL  Defendants  had  judg- 
ment on  demnrrer,  to  the  sufficiency  of  the  complaint  from 
which  plaintiff  appeals.  The  complaint  alleges  that  defendants 
are  husband  and  wife;  that  in  March,  1899,  Jacob  conveyed  to 
his  wife,  Delphine,  without  any  consideration  paid  therefor, 
the  land  in  question  for  the  purpose  of  avoiding  the  then 
existing  claims  of  his  creditors^  among  them  the  plaintiff, 
of  which  purpose  his  wife  had  full  knowledge  when  she  took 
the  deed;  that  the  money  loaned  by  plaintiff  to  Jacob  was 
used  by  the  latter,  and  also  was  used  for  the  benefit  of  a 
cotain  partnership  of  which  Jacob  was  a  member,  and  of 
which,  at  the  commencement  of  the  suit,  he  was  the  sole  sur- 
viving member;  that  said  copartnership  was  indebted  in  a 
large  sum  to  divers  creditors,  and  was  unable  to  pay  its  lia^ 
bilities,  and  was  insolvent;  tiiat  Jacob  had  no  property  that 
was  exempt  from  execution  other  than  the  land  in  question. 
Subsequentiy,  January  30,  1900,  plaintiff  brought  his  action 
in  the  superior  court  against  defendant  Jacob,  and  regularly 
sued  out  a  writ  of  attachment,  which  was,  on  February  2,  1900, 
duly  levied  on  the  said  land  as  the  property  of  Jacob,  but  as 
^^  standing  in  the  name  of  said  defendant  Delphine,  and  said 
levy  is  now  in  full  force  and  effect. 

Plaintiff's  prayer  is,  that  the  conveyance  referred  to  be 
dedaied  yc^d;  tiiiat  it  be  adjudged  that  he  has  a  good  and 
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Bubfitantial  lieu  upon  the  real  property  described  in  the  coxn- 
plaint;  and  that  he  have  such  further  relief  as  is  proper  in 
the  premises. 

The  only  ground  on  which  defendants  claim  that  the  de- 
murrer was  rightly  sustained  is,  that  on  the  case  made  in  the 
complaint  judgment  was  a  necessary  prerequisite  to  the  actdon. 
to  set  aside  the  alleged  fraudulent  transfer.  No  other  question. 
is  presented  by  the  briefs. 

Mr.  Pomeroy  says:  "It  is  a  necessary  result  from  the  whole 
theory  of  the  creditors'  suits  that  jurisdiction  in  equity  will 
not  be  entertained  where  there  is  a  remedy  at  law.  The  general 
rule  is,  therefore,  that  a  judgment  must  be  obtained^  and 
certain  steps  taken  toward  enforcing  or  perfecting  such  jndg* 
ment,  before  a  party  is  entitled  to  institute  a  suit  of  this 
character.  In  this  there  is  a  uniformity  of  opiniqn,  but  the 
difficulty  arises  in  determining  exactly  how  far  a  plaintiff 
should  proceed  after  he  had  obtained  bis  judgment:  3  Pome- 
roy's  Equity  Jurisprudence,  sec.  1416. 

The  courts,  however,  all  agree  and  have  held  that  there  are 
exceptions  to  the  general  rule  stated  above.  Whether  the  case 
of  an  attaching  creditor  who  has  by  his  writ  secured  a  lien  on 
the  property,  but  as  yet  has  no  judgment,  comes  within  the 
exception  is  a  question  about  which  the  decisions  are  not 
harmonious.  Our  statute  reads  as  follows:  ^^A  creditor  can 
avoid  the  act  or  obligation  of  his  debtor  for  fraud  only  where 
the  fraud  obstructs  the  enforcement  by  legal  process  of  his 
right  to  take  the  property  affected  by  the  transfer  or  obliga- 
tion." 

Appellant  claims  that  it  has  been  decided  by  ibis  court  that 
an  attaching  creditor  could  before  judgment  have  his  bill  in 
equity  to  set  aside  the  fraudulent  conveyance  of  the  attached 
property  without  waiting  judgment:  Citing  Heyneman  ▼.  Dan- 
nenberg,  6  Cal.  376,  65  Am.  Dec.  519 ;  Scales  v.  Scott,  13  Cal. 
76 ;  Conroy  v^  Woods,  13  Cal.  633,  73  Am.  Dec.  605 ;  Bickerstaff 
v.  Doub,  19  Cal.  109,  79  Am.  Dec.  204;  Castle  v.  Bader,  23  CaL 
76.    It  becomes  necessary  to  examine  ^^  these  decisions  of  this 
court    In  Heyneman  v.   Dannenberg,  6  CaL  376,  65  Am.  Dec. 
519,  the  action  was  by  an  attaching  creditor  to  enjoin  the 
sheriff  from  selling  property  on  execution  under  a  judgment 
alleged  to  have  been  fraudulently  obtained  by  Dannenberg 
against  the  debtor  (Morris)  a  few  days  before  the  filing  of  the 
bilL    FlaintifPs  attachment  was  subsequent  to  the  execution.. 
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All  the  facts  alleged  in  the  bill,  except  the  f raud^  were  admitted 
in  the  answer. 

The  conrty  after  stating  the  general  rale  to  be  as  we  haye 
shown,  said:  'The  modem  decisions  of  some   courts   of   the 
United  States  seem,  howeyer,  to  haye  relaxed  the  seyerity  of 
Qie  English  mlev  and  in  some  cases  it  has  been  held  that  a 
creditor  who  has  acquired  a  lien  under  the  attachment   laws 
of  a  state  may  apply  to  a  court  of  chancery  without  first  pro- 
ceeding   to    judgment.    Without    expressing    any    preference 
for  the  modem  doctrine^  we  are  satisfied  that  the  facts  and  cir- 
cumstances of  this  case  take  it  out  of  the  ancient  rule/'    The 
reason  given  was  that  unless  the  sale  could  be   stayed   '^e 
property  which  they   [plaintiffs]  haye  attached  in  the  mean- 
time would  haye  passed  into  the  hands  of  bona  fide  purchasers 
under  color  of  a  judicial  sale,  and  be  lost  to  them   foreyer/' 
The  court  further   said   that   the   jurisdiction   could   not  be 
refused  in  a  case  like  the  present,  where  the  sole  issue  was  one 
of  f rand,  and  where  by  such  refusal  the  fraud  complained  of 
would   be   most  successfully   consummated.     Scales  y.    Scott, 
13  Cal.  76,  was  a  similar  case,  and  Heyneman  y.  Dannen'berg, 
6  Cal.  376,  65  Am.  Dec.  519,  was   followed.    In   both   cases 
personal  property  was   attached    as  we   infer.     In    Conroy  y. 
Woods,  13  Cal.  633,  73  Am.  Dec.  605,  the  court  said:  "The 
authorities  do  not  place  the  right  to  go  hito  equity  upon  the 
ground  that  plaiutiffs  must  show  themselyes  to  be  creditors  by 
judgment;  but  they  go  on  the  ground  that  they  must  show  a 
lien  on  the  property;  and  this  lien  exists  as  well  by  the  leyy 
of  an  attachment  as  by  execution.'*    These  observations  must 
be  read  in  the  light  of  the  facts  disclosed,  and  they  show  that 
the  court  did  not  question  the  general  rule,  but  found  sufficient 
circumstances  not  unlike  those  in  the  cases  last  aboye  noted,  to 
bring  the  case  within  the  exceptions  to  the  rule.     Conroy  y- 
Woods,  13  Cal.  633,  73  Am.  Dec.  605,  does  not  support  the 
doctrine  on  which  appellant  relies.    Besides,  it  appears  that 
the  plaintiff  and  interyeners  in  that  action  had  ®**  not  only 
attachment  liens,  but  also  had  judgments.     The  point  decided 
in  Bickerstaff  y.  Doub,  19  Cal.  109,  79  Am.  Dec.  204,  was,  that 
where  the  property  is  in  the  possession  of   a  stranger   to   the 
writ,  claiming  it  as  his  own  by  yirtue  of  a  transfer  to  him  from 
the  debtor,  which  would  preyent  the  latter  himself  from  retak- 
ing the  possession,  the  officer  must  produce  not  only  the  writ 
but  the  judgment   which   authorizes   its   issuance.    And   the 
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court  then  states  the  rule  as  we  have  giveii  it  supra,  adding 
"or  has  some  process  regularly  issued,  as  in  the  case  of  aiL  at- 
tachment authorizing  a  seizure  of  the  property*^ :  Citing  Tlxom- 
burgh  V.  Hand,  7  Cal.  554.    In  the  latter  case  the  yendee   at 
certain   personal    property   of    the    debtor   brought  reple^ 
against  the  sheriff,  who  sought  to  justify  under  a  writ  of 
tachment  by  which  he  had  seized  the  property.    The  question 
involved  was  whether  the  officer  could  justify  by  simply  pro- 
ducing the   writ  and  proving   the   existence  of   the   debt^    or 
whether  he  must  not  also  show  all  the  proceedings  on  wliicli 
the  writ  was  based,  and  the  court  held  that  he  must  show  tlie 
regularity  of  all  the  proceedings  which  were  the  basis  of  the 
writ.    As  this  was  not  shown,  the  justification  failed.     It   is, 
however,  fairly  inferable  from  the  opinion  that  it  would  have 
been  held  sufficient  had  the  sheriff  shown  the  proceedings   to 
be  regular  and  that  the  writ  was  properly  issued.    Without  af- 
firming or  denying  this  view  of  the  question,  where  an  officer 
seeks  to  justify  his  seizure  and  possession  of  property,  we  do 
not  think  the  doctrine  supported  by  reason  or  the  weight    of 
authority  when  applied  to  a  creditor  at  large  who  attacks  the 
transfer,  armed  alone  with  a  writ  of  attachment  duly  served 
and  an  alleged  indebtedness  not  yet  brought  to  judgment,  and 
in  the  absence  of  any  circumstances  showing  a  necessity  for 
equitable  interposition,  in  order  to  preserve  the  property  from 
transfer  to  innocent  third  persons.     In  the  concluding  pjura- 
graph  of  the  opinion  in  Bickerstaff  v.  Doiib,  19  Cal.  109,  79 
Am.  Dec.  204,  the  court  said :  ^TJnless  the  transfer  were  made 
to  hinder,  delay  or  defraud  creditors,  the  sheriff  could  not  ques- 
tion its  validity,  and  not  even  then  without  first  producing  the 
judgment  under  which  the  execution  he  held  was  issued/^    The 
remaining  case   relied   on  by   appellant — Castle  v.  Bader,  23 
Cal.  76 — was  decided  on  the  ground  that  the  facts  constituting 
the  fraud  were  not  sufficiently  alleged  or  found.     It  was  also 
^^^  said  by  the  court  that  the  complaint  was   insufficient   in 
that  it  does  not  aver  that  plaintiffs  have  acquired  any  lien  on 
the  property  they  seek  to  have  applied  in  satisfaction  of  their 
debts,  or  that  they  have  obtained  judgment  on  their  debts  on 
which  execution  has  been  issued,  and  return  no  property  found. 
.Upon  a  careful  examination  of  these  early  cases,  we  do  not 
find  that  they  necessarily  involved  or  decided  the  question  we 
now  have  before  us.    In  McMinn  v.  Whelan,  27  Cal.  300,  the 
defendants  sought,  among  other  defenses,  to  attack  the  convej- 
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anee  in  question.     They  had  a  judgment,  which,  however,  was 
hold  by  the  court  to  be  void,  and  they  then  claimed  the  right 
to  attack  the  conveyance  by  reason  of  an  attachment  levied  on 
tiie  property.    The  court  said:  **If  the    defendant   O'Connor 
bad  a  lien  on  the  premises  by  reason  of  the  attachment,  that 
lien  could  not  be  rendered  effectual  for  the  purpose  of  impeach- 
ing the  conveyance  to  the  plaintiff  until  judgment  be  obtained 
in  the  suit  of  Gleason  v.  Maume,  and  it  is  possible  that  no  such 
judgment  will  ever  be  obtained.    If  the  defendant  O'Connor, 
-BA  the  assignee  of  Gleason,  was,  at  the  commencement  of  this 
action,  and  when  it  was  tried,  the  creditor  of  Matthew  Maume, 
he  \ras  simply  a  creditor  at  large   without   a   judgment^  and 
hence  not  in  a  position  to  maintain  an  action  by  answer  in  the 
nature  of  a  cross-bill  in  equity  to  set  aside  the  conveyance  made 
to  plaintiff.''    The  case  of  Blanc  v.  Paymaster  Min.  Co.,  95 
Cal.  624,  29  Am.  St.  Eep.  149,  30  Pac.  765,  furnishes  an  ex- 
ception to  the  g^ieral  rule,  and  on  the  peculiar  facts  alleged 
and  shown,  a  fraudulent  conveyance  was  set  aside  without  judg- 
ment first  obtained  against  the  fraudulent  vendor — debtor.    In 
MiUer  v.  Kehoe,  107  Cal.  340,  40  Pac.  485,  the  debtor  had  com- 
menced proceedings  in  insolvency,  which  prevented  plaintiffs 
from  obtaining  judgments  against  him.    The    action    to    set 
aside  the  alleged  fraudulent  conveyance  to  his  wife,  brought  on 
behalf  of  all  the  creditors,  and  asking  that  when  the  assignee 
in  insolvency  should  be  appointed  that  he  be  made  a  party, 
was  sustained.    Murray  v.  Murray,  115  Cal.  266,  56  Am.  St. 
Bep.  97,  47  Pac.  37,  was  also  by  its  peculiar  facts  taken  out  of 
the  operation  of  the  general  rula 

Section  1589  of  the  Code  of  Civil  Procedure  gives  an  execu- 
tor or  administrator  authority  to  bring  an  action  to  set  aside 
the  fraudxdent  conveyance  of  his  testate  or  intestate  for  the 
^^^  benefit  of  creditors,  *Vhen  there  is  a  deficiency  of  assets 
in  the  hands  of  the  executor  or  administrator.^'  It  has  been 
held  under  this  section  that  it  must  appear :  1.  That  there  are 
creditors  to  be  paid;  2.  That  there  is  an  insufficiency  of  as- 
sets in  the  hands  of  the  administrator  to  meet  their  demands; 
and  3.  The  claims  of  the  creditors  must  be  evidenced  by  a 
judgment  obtained  in  this  state,  or  they  must  have  been  al- 
lowed by  the  administrator  or  executor,  which  is  the  equivalent 
of  a  judgment :  Fordo  v.  Exempt  Fire  Co.,  50  CaL  299 ;  Ohm 
▼.  Superior  Court,  85  Cal.  645,  20  Am.  St  Eep.  246,  26  Pac. 
244;  Field  t.  Andrada,  106  Cal.  107,  39  Pac.  323.    It  may  be 
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8aid  that  these  cases  do  not  reach  the  precise  point  now  before- 
ns.    But  if  general  creditors  of  an  estate,  as  well  as  the  acimjii^ 
istrator,  may  not  bring  their  action  against  the  f  randnlent  ven* 
dee  of  the  deceased  debtor  without  first  having  their   claixn» 
allowed,  the  principle  inyolyed  would  seem  to  have  some   ap* 
plication.    The  question  will  be  found  discussed  and  the  au* 
thorities  on  both  sides  collated  in  Wait  on  Fraudulent  Convey-* 
anoes,  sec.  81;  Bump  on  Fraudulent  Conveyances,  sec   538, 
Pomeroy's  Equity  Jurisprudence,  sec.  2186,  and    6  Encyclo* 
pedia  of  Pleading  and  Practice,  p.  625.    Among  the  decisions 
supporting  the  view  taken  by  the  lower  court,  we  find  the  xea* 
eoning  of  Mr.  Justice  Brewer  in  Tennent  v.  Battey,  18  Elan. 
324,  entirely  satisfactory.    Briefly    summarized,    the    reasons 
given  were:  Though  the  attachment  is  a  specific  lien,  it  is  a 
lien  of  very  uncertain  tenure.    It  may  be  defeated  by  dissolu- 
tion  on  motion,  or  by  a  judgment  in  favor  of  defendants  on 
the  merits  of  the  claim.    Suits  by  attachment  are  common,  and 
the  writ  issu^  without  any  order  of  the  court  and  on  the  afiB* 
davit  of  the  creditor  alone,  alleging  any  one  of  the  statutorj 
grounds.    No  advantage  would  inure  to  the  creditor,  except  in 
the  mere  matter  of  time,  by  sustaining  the  equitable  action. 
The  seizure  of  the  officer  preserves  the  lien   as   against  all 
changes  and  transfers,  and  everything  the  debtor  or  his  assignee 
could  do  subsequent  thereto.    Except  as  to  perishable  prop- 
erty and  property  whose  keeping  is  expensive,  no  sale  can  be 
ordered  tmtil  after  judgment,  and   for   such   property   there 
would  be  no  advantage  to  sustain    an   action   like   tiiis.    It 
might  happen  that  the  attention  of  the  court  would  be  occupied 
in  useless  litigation  because  the  attachment  might  be  dissolved 
before  judgment,  which  would  end  the  lien  and  ®^®  also  the 
action  to  set  aside  the  conveyance.    The  claim  of  the  creditor 
should  be  certain  before  he  can  concern  himself  with  the  debt-^ 
or's  frauds,  and  it  cannot  be  made  certain  except  by  judgment. 
A  claim  that  is  merely  asserted  ought  not  to  be  sufficient    It 
may  be  conceded  that  an  officer  has  the  right  to  defend  his  pos- 
session of  the  attached   property,  and   often   the   defendant's 
acts  may  be  inquired  into;  but  it  does  not  seem  to  follow  that 
because  an  officer  may  do  this,  the  plaintiff  may  prosecute  an 
independent  action,  not  to  preserve  the  possession^  but  to  clear 
up  the  title.     When  the  claim  has  become  certain  he  may  in- 
quire into  the  title.    Possession  may  be  preserved  to  preserve 
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tlie  attadiment  lien^  but  nothing  more  is  necessaiy  until  the 
daim  is  made  certain. 

It  aeezna  to  us  that  there  is  no  satisfactory  answer  to  thia 
yiew  of  the  question.  It  does  not  appear  from  the  complaint 
that  there  is  any  danger  of  plaintiff's  lien  being  lost  Plaintift 
has  no  right  under  his  attachment  beyond  that  of  using  such 
meafiures  as  may  be  necessary  to  preserve  his  security  until  he 
can  reduce  his  claim  to  judgment;  the  attachment  is  but  a  pro- 
visional remedy  that  can  avail  "nothing  beyond  fixing  a  lien 
on  the  property  pending  the  inquiry  into  the  merits  of  the 
claim.  We  do  not  think  the  plaintiff  should  have  the  right  to 
harass  third  parties  with  litigation  that  may  prove  fruitless, 
in  efforts  to  remove  obstructions  to  the  sale  of  the  property, 
until  he  has  first  established  his  right  to  have  a  sale.  There 
is  no  hardship  in  enforcing  such  a  rule,  while  great  hardship 
and  needless  annoyance  might  ensue  upon  the  adoption  of  the 
rule  for  which  plaintiff  contends. 

Turning  to  our  statute,  supra,  can  it  be  said  in  the  present 
case,  that  the  alleged  fraud  '^obstructs  the  enforcement  by 
legal  process  of  his  [the  creditor's]  right  to  take  the  property 
affected  by  the  transfer"?  Plainiiff  has  his  lien  on  the  land 
secured  against  the  whole  world,  and  he  is  entitled  to  no  other 
legal  process  until  he  has  his  judgment.  When  he  has  judg- 
ment, he  then  has  his  execution,  but  as  the  transfer  would  ob- 
struct the  sale  under  the  execution  or  '^egal  process,"  he  may 
then  have  the  obstruction  removed,  should  there  be  no  other 
property  of  the  debtor  sufficient  to  meet  the  demand,  which  latter 
fact  may  appear  by  return  of  the  execution,  nulla  bona,  or  may 
appear  by  the  admission  of  the  allegation  in  the  complaint  that 
the  debtor  has  no  property  •*''  subject  to  execution  except  the 
property  in  question,  or  that  he  is  insolvent. 
It  is  advised  that  the  judgment  be  affirmed. 

Harrison,  C,  and  Cooper,  C,  concurred. 

For  the  reasons  given  in  the   foregoing  opinion  the  judg- 
ment appealed  from  is  affirmed. 

McFarland,  J.,  Lorigan,  J.,  Henshaw,  J. 


A  Creditor's  BiU  eannot,  as  a  general  mie,  be  maintained  before 
tile  elaim  is  reduced  to  judgment:  See  the  monographic  note  to  Ladd 
y.  Jndaon,  66  Am.  St.  Bep.  276,  on  what  claims  will  support  a  cred- 
itor'! bin.    Consult,  also,  the  subsequent  cases  of  Spooner  v.  Trav- 


133  American  State  Eepoetb,  Vol.  101.     [California, 

elers'  Ins.  Co.,  76  Minn.  311,  77  Am.  St.  Bep.  651,  79  N.  W.    305; 
Adou  V.  Spencer,  62  N.  J.  Eq.  782,  90  Am.  St.  Bep.  484,  49  Atl^lO, 
56  L.  B.  A.  817;  Mallow  v.  Walker,  115  Iowa,  238,  91  Am.  St. 
158,  88  N.  W.  452;  Hutchinson  v.  Maxwell,  100  Ya.  169,  9B 
Bep.  944,  40  B.  £.  655,  57  U  B.  A.  384. 


IN  RE  REED. 

[143  Cal.  634,  77  Pac.  660.] 

OBIMnfl'AIi  I«AW— Inadequate  Senteace— EMasB  CMxrpiu. — A. 

Judgment  of  imprisonment  for  a  term  leas  than  that  prescribed  by 
statute  for  the  offense  committed  is  not  void,  and  the  prisoner  will 
not  be  discharged  on  habeas  corpus,     (p.  139.) 

Hugh  O'Neill,  for  the  petitioner. 

J.  W.  Tompldiifl,  warden,  respondent  in  propria  persona. 

^*®*  McFARLAND,  J.  Joseph  Reed,  whose  discharge  from 
the  custody  of  the  warden  of  the  state  prison  at  San  Quentixi 
is  prayed  for  in  the  petition  herein,  was  charged  in  the  superior 
court  with  robbery  and  a  former  conviction  of  petit  larceny. 
He  confessed  the  prior  conviction  and  pleaded  *'Not  guilty*'  to 
the  charge  of  robbery.  On  October  22,  1903,  he  was  convicted 
of  an  assault  with  intent  to  commit  robbery;  and  on  November 
il,  1903,  judgment  was  entered  sentencing  him  to  the  state 
prison  for  the  term  of  seven  years. 

It  is  contended  that  the  judgment  above  noticed  is  void  for 
these  reasons:  Section  220  of  the  Penal  Code  provides  that  a 
person  guilty  of  an  assault  with  intent  to  commit  robbery  is 
punishable  by  imprisonment  in  the  state  prison  ''not  less  than 
one  nor  more  than  fourteen  years,'*  and  section  666  provides 
that  when  a  person,  having  previously  been  convicted  of  petit 
larceny,  subsequently  commits  a  crime  punishable  by  imprison- 
ment in  the  state  prison  for  a  term  exceeding  ten  years,  such 
person  is  punishable  by  imprisonment  in  the  state  prison  ''not 
less  than  ten  years";  and  it  is  contended  that  on  account  of 
these  provisions  the  court  had  no  jurisdiction,  to  sentence  •^^ 
Reed  for  a  term  less  than  ten  years,  and  that  the  judgment  is 
therefore  void.  But  this  contention  is  not  maintainable.  It 
is  not  necessary  to  consider  whether,  upon  appeal  by  the  state, 
the  judgment  would  be  held  to  be  erroneous  and  the  trial  court 
directed  to  render  a  judgment  of  imprisonment  for,  at  least,  ten 
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years.     It  is  not  enoagh  on  this  proceeding  of  habeas  corpus 
to  show  that  the  judgment  is  erroneous.    It  must  be  shown 
"tiiat  it  is  void  for  want  of  jurisdiction  to  render  it — and  that 
is  not  shown  here.     The  judgment  does  not  impose  any  kind 
-of  punishment  different  from  that  prescribed  by  the  code,  and, 
sa  was  said  in  the  concurrring  opinion  in  Ex  parte  Soto,  88 
Cal.  629,  26  Pac.  530,  ''it  is  within,  and  not  in  excess  of,  the 
authority  of  the  statute.''    If  the  judgment  had  been  for  ten 
years,  it  would  have  been  a  judgment  for  seven  years  and  three 
years  more,  and,  so  far  as  the  mere  naked  question  of  jurisdic- 
tion is  inyolyed,  the  power  to  sentence  for  the  longer  term  in- 
cludes the  power  to  sentence  for  the  shorter.    The  judgment 
is  not  therefore  wholly  void;  and  even  if  this  were  a  proceed- 
ing in  which  the  judgment  could  be  questioned  for  error,  as 
such  error,  if  any,  would  have  been  in  favor  of  Beed,  he  would 
not  be  aggrieved  thereby.    Moreover,  if  we  could  hold  here  that 
the  judgment  is  invalid,  it  is  difficult  to  see  what  course  could 
be  pursued  other  than  to  order  the  trial   court   to  enter   the 
proper  judgment   for  a  term  not  less  than  ten  years,  which 
judgment  would  be  greatiy  prejudicial  to  the  petitioner,  and 
of  course  not  desired  by  him :  See  People  v.  Eiley,  48  Cal.  549. 
Petitioner  relies  on  Ex  parte  Bemert,  62  GaL  524.    That  case 
may  possibly  be  distinguished  from  the  case   at  bar — ^as  the 
right  of  a  municipality  to  pass  the  ordinance  for  the  violation 
of  which  the  petitioner  there  was  held,  and  a  conflict  between 
such  ordinance  and  the  statute  of  the  state,  were  largely  dis- 
cussed; but  if  what  was  decided  in  that  case  is  irreconcilably 
inconsistent  with  the  conclusion  hereinbefore  stated,  it  must  be 
considered  as,  to  that  extent,  overruled. 

The  prayer  of  the  petition  is  denied,  and  the  said  Eeed  re- 
manded to  the  custody  of  the  said  warden,  and  the  writ  is  dis- 
charged. 

Angellotti,  J.,  Shaw,  J.,  Van  Dyke,  J.,  Lorigan,  J.,  Hen- 
shaw,  J.,  and  Beatty,  C.  J.,  concurred. 


For  Authorities  npon  the  question  InTolved  in  the  principal  ease, 
see  the  monographic  note  to  Koepke  v.  Hill,  87  Am.  St.  Bep.  195, 
on  habeas  corpus  to  release  a  prisoner  after  judgment  and  sentence. 
An  excessive  sentence  is  not  gronnd  for  a  new  trial:  McConom  v* 
State,  119  Ga.  308,  100  Am.  St.  Bep.  171,  46  &  E.  418. 
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BANNOCK  COUNTY  v.  BELL. 

[8  Idaho,  1,  65  Pac.  710.] 

THE  STATUTE  OF  UMITATIONS  BniiB  Against  a  Ooimtar 
to  ToeoTor  public  money  wrongfully  eoUeeted  and  withheld  by  on» 
of  ita  fiducial  agents,  who  is  an  ex-county  officer,    (p.  143.) 

S.  C.  Winters  and  F.  S.  Dietrich,  for  the  appellant 

F.  Martin,  attorney  general,  and  J.  W.  Eden,  for  the  re- 
spondent. 

*  SULLIVAN,  J.    This  action  was  brought  by   Bannock 
county  against  the  appellant,  who  was  clerk  of  the  district  court 
and  ex-ofl&cio  auditor  and  recorder  of  said  county  for  the  years 
1893  and  1894.    The  complaint  contains  two  causes  of  action^ 
one  for  each  of  said  years.    It  is  alleged  in  the  complaint  in  the- 
first  cause  of  action  that  the  appellant^  as  clerk,  auditor  and 
recorder  of  said  county,  did,  on  the  sixteenth  day  of  January. 
1894,  present  to  the  board  of  county  commissioners  of  said 
county  an  account  for  services  rendered  by  the  appellant  for 
said  county  for  the  year  1893  in  his  oflBcial  capacity,  amounting- 
to  $805.75 ;  that  thereafter,  on  the  seventeenth  day  of  January, 
1894,  said  board  allowed  said  account,  except  for  the  sum  of 
$52.80,  and  ordered  a  warrant  drawn  in  favor  of  appellant  for 
the  sum  so  allowed,  to  wit,  $752.95 ;  and  that  said  warrant  was 
paid  by  the  treasurer  of  said  county.    In  the  •  fifth  paragraph 
of  the  complaint  is  set  out  an  itemized  statement  of  the  items- 
alleged  to  have  been  illegally,  corruptly,  and  fraudulently  al- 
lowed,  amounting  to  $410.60,  and  it  is  alleged  that  none  of  saidi 

(140) 
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items  were  proper  charges  against  said  county,  and  that  by 

reason  of  the  allowance  and  payment  of  said  claim  the  appellant 

became  indebted  to  said  comity  in  the  sum  of  $410.60;  that 

demand  has  been  made  on  appellant  to  pay  the  same,  and  he  has 

ref ufed  to  do  so.    For  a  second  cause  of  action  the  necessary 

allegations  are  made  charging  appellant  with  having  collected 

from  said  county,  as  clerk,  auditor,  and  recorder  thereof,  for 

services  rendered  during  the  year  1894,  illegal  fees  to  the  amount 

of  $329.10.    A  general  demurrer  was  filed  to  said  complaint 

and  OTerruled.    The  answer  puts  in  issue  the  material  allegations 

of  the  complaint,  and  also  sets  up  the  statute  of  limitations. 

The  cause  was  tried  by  the  court  and  judgment  entered  against 

the  appellant  for  $1,068.81,  interest  and  costs.     This  appeal 

is  trom  the  judgment,  taken  within  sixty  days  after  the  entry 

thereof. 

The  record  contains  a  bill  of  exceptions  purporting  to  con- 
tain all  of  the  evidence  taken  on  the  trial.    Several  errors  are 
assigned,  but,  in  our  view  of  this  case,  it  is  necessary  to  notice 
but  one  of  them.     It  is  contended  that  the  complaint  shows 
on  its  face  that  both  causes  of  action  stated  therein  are  and  were 
barred  by  the  statute  of  limitations.    Section  4053  of  the  Be- 
vised  Statutes  provides  that  the  period  within  which  to  com- 
mence an  action  upon  a  contract,  obligation,  or  liability  not 
founded  upon  an  instrument  of  writing  is  four  years.    Section 
4060  of  the  Bevised  Statutes  provides  as  follows:  ^^An  action 
for  relief  not  hereinbefore  provided  for  must  be  commenced 
within  four  years  after  the  cause  of  action  shall  have  accrued.'' 
Section  4061  of  the  Bevised  Statutes  provides  that  the  limita- 
tions prescribed  in  chapter  3  of  said  Bevised  Statutes  apply  to 
the  state  the  same  as  to  private  parties.    The  complaint,  on  its 
face,  shows  that  the  first  cause  of  action  accrued  on  the  seven- 
teenth day  of  January,  1894,  and  that  the  second  cause  of  action 
arose  on  the  fourteenth  day  of  January,  1895.    This  action  was 
commenced  on  the  twelfth  day  of  **  March,  1900,  abc/lit  five 
years  and  two  months  after  the  last  cause  of  action  arose,  about 
one  year  and  two  months  after  the  action  was  barred  by  the 
statute  of  limitations.    Under  the  provisions  of  either  of  said 
sections  4053  or  4060  of  the  Bevised  Statutes  said  action  was 
barred  within  four  years  after  the  cause  of  action  accrued.    Un- 
der the  provisions  of  section  4061  the  statute  of  limitation  ap- 
plies to  the  state  as  well  as  to  private  parties.    Section  346  of 
the  Code  of  Ciyil  Procedure  of  California  is  the  same  as  section 
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40G1  of  the  Revised  Statutes,  each  of  which  provid-es  that  thor 
statute  of  limitations  applies  to  actions  brought  in  the  name  of 
the  state  in  the  same  manner  as  to  actions  by  private  parties^ 
Under  the  provisions  of  subdivision  1,  section  339,  of  the  Code- 
of  Civil  Procedure  of  California,  which  contains  the  same  pro- 
visions as  our  section  4053,  except  the  limitation  is  fixed  at  two- 
years,  the  supreme  court  of  that  state  held  that  when  money- 
belonging  to  the  county  is  received  by  the  county  auditor,  an 
action  against  him  is  barred  in  two  years :  San  Luis  Obispo  Co. 
V.  Farnum,  108  CaL  567,  41  Pac.  447.    It  was  held  in  Board 
V.  Van  Slyck,  52  Kan.  622,  35  Pac.  299,  that  a  cause  of  action 
for  fees  not  accounted  for  and  wrongfully  retained  by  the  county- 
clerk  accrues  at  the  end  of  each  quarter,  when  the  allowance 
of  salary  is  made;  and  is  barred,  under  the  three  year  statute 
of  limitations,   if  the  action  is  not  brought  within  that  period. 
It  was  also  held  that  the  statutory  limitation  could  not  be  ex- 
tended  by  the  failure  to  demand  the  payment  of  the  fees  col- 
lected,  as  no  demand  was  necessary  for  fees  so  illegally  retained. 
In  People  v.  Van  Ness,  76  Cal.  121,  18  Pac.  139,  the  supreme 
court  of  California  held  that  the  statute  of  limitations  applies 
to  actions  brought  by  the  state  for  sums  collected  and  held  by 
a  public  oflBcer,  which  the  statute  required  him  to  pay  into  the 
public  treasury.     In  People  v.  Melone,  73  Cal.  574,  15  Pac. 
294,  the  supreme  court  of  California  held  that  the  statute  of 
lindtations  applied  to  the  state.    That  was  an  action  against 
the  Secretary  of  State  to  recover  fees  received  by  him,  which  by^ 
law  he  was  required  to  pay  over  to  the  state.    The  following  cases 
hold  that  the  statute  of  limitations  runs  against  a  ^  municipal 
corporation :  In  re  Opening  of  Beck  Street^  19  Misc.  Rep.  571^ 
44  N".  Y.  Supp.  1087 ;  In  re  Opening  of  Pox  Street,  19  Misc. 
Rep.  571,  44  N.  Y.  Supp.  1087 ;  Hartman  v.  Hunter,  56  Ohio, 
175,  46  N.  E.  577;  Gaines  v.  Hot  Springs  Co.,  39  Ark.  262; 
City  of  Bedford  v.  Willard,  133  Ind.  562,  36  Am.  St.  Rep.  563, 
33  N.  E.  368 ;  May  v.  School  Dist.,  22  Neb.  205,  3  Am.  St  Rep. 
266,  34  N.  W.  377;  State  v.  Dunbar's  Estate,  99  Mich.  99,. 
67  N.  W.  1103.    In  the  opinion  in  May  v.  School  Dist,  22  Neb. 
205,  3  Am.  St.  Rep.  266,  34  N.  W.  377,  the  court  quotes  as  fol- 
lows from  Wood  on  Limitation  of  Actions :  *^n  Wood  on  Lim- 
itation of  Actions,  section  53,  it  is  said:  ^The  maxim,  'Nullum 
tempus  occurrit  regi^'  ["Lapse  of  time  does  not  bar  the  right 
of  the  crown'*]  only  applies  in  favor  of  the  sovereign  power, 
and  has  no  application  to  municipal  oorporationa  deriving  their 
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powers  from  the  sovereign^  although  their  powers,  in  a  limited 
eense,  are  goTemmentaL  Thus  the  statute  runs  for  or  against 
towns  and  cities  in  the  same  manner  as  it  does  for  or  against 
indiTidualfi/  *' 

It  has  been  suggested  that  the  statute  of  limitations  does  not 
run  against  a  county  to  recover  public  money  wrongfully  with- 
held by  one  of  its  fiducial  agents,  and  that  the  clerk  received 
said  money  as  sudi  agent.    We  cannot  concede  that  view,  as  the 
whole  current  of  modem  authority  is  to  the  effect  that  implied 
trusts  are  within  the  statute^  and  that  the  statute  begins  to  run 
bom  the  time  the  money  was  wrongfully  received.    In  a  note 
to  section  343  of  the  Code  of  Civil  Procedure  of  California^ 
which  section  is  the  same  as  section  4060  of  the  Revised  Stat- 
utes, it  is  stated  that^  '%y  the  whole  current  of  modem  author- 
ities, implied  trusts  are  within  the  statute,  and  the  statute  be- 
gins to  run  from  the  time  the  wrong  was  committed  by  which 
the  person  becomes  chargeable  as  trustee  by  implication.''    To 
sustain  the  position  that  the  statute  of  limitations  does  not  run 
against  a  counly,  counsel  for  respondent  cites    Fremont  Co.  v. 
Brandon,  6  Idaho,  482,  6Q  Pac  264 ;  Ada  Co.  v.  Gess,  4  Idaho, 
611,  43  Pac.  71;  ELmore  Co.  v.  Alturas  Co.,  4  Idaho,  145,  95 
Am.  St  Rep.  53,  37  Pac.  349 ;  Dunbar  v.  Board,  5  Idaho,  407, 
49  Pac.  409.    In  the  first  case  cited  this  court  held  that,  the  de- 
fendant being  a  fiducial  agent  of  the  county,  and  having  received 
money  in  trust  for  the  county,  the  statute  of  limitations  did 
not  run  ^  against  the  county  in  an  action  to  recover  such  money. 
The  statute  of  limitations  of  this  state  is  expressly  made  ap- 
plicable to  the  state.    It  is,  therefore,  applicable  to  the  counties 
of  the  state^  and,  so  far  as  the  case  of  Fremont  Co.  v.  Brandon, 
6  Idaho,  482,  56  Pac.  264,  holds  that  said  statute  does  not  run 
against  the  county,  the  same  is  hereby  overruled.    The  other 
three  cases  above  cited  are  not  in  point  in  the  case  at  bar.    The 
judgmezKt  is  reversed  and  remanded,  with  instructions  to  sus- 
tain the  demurrer,  and  for  further  proceedings  in  oonformity 
with  the  views  expressed  in  this  opinion.    Costs  of  this  appeal 
are  awarded  to  the  appellant 

Stockslager,  J.,  concurs. 

Mr.  Chief  Justice  Qnades  Dissoited,  and  stated  that,  to  bis  mind, 
the  coBcliiBioii  of  the  court  was  entirely  erroneous;  that  the  an- 
thoritieB  cited  in  the  majority  opinion,  with  one  or  two  exceptions, 
€id  not  sustain  sneh  eondosion;  and  that  the  eorreet  view  of  the 
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question  presented  was  shown  by  the  supreme  court  of  Idalio 
the  eases  of  Elmore  County  v.  Alturas  CJounty,  4  Idaho,  145,  95  > 
St.  Eep.  53,  37  Pac.  349,  and  in  Fremont  County  v.  Brandon,  6  Idaho, 
4S2,  66  Pac,  264,  where  it  was  held  that  an  assessor  and  collector 
who  received  a  warrant  for  a  salary  to  which  he  was  not  entitted 
was  a  fiducial  agent,  and  received  such  money  in  trust,  and  tli&t 
the  statute  of  limitations  did  not  run  against  the  county  as  fto  XlkB 
money  thus  received.  

THE  MAXIM  ''NUUaUM  TEMFUS  OOOUBBIT  BEGI.** 

Scope  of  Note,  144.  

I.    Nature  and  Piui^oses  of  Statutes  of  Umitatton  and  tbo  DoetxiiM 
of  Laches,  145.  - 

n.    Nature  and  Purposes  of  the  MazlnL 

a.  Origin  and  Purpose  of  the  Majdm,  146. 

b.  As  Affecting  (naims  Against  the  State  or  Sovereigi^  149U 

XXL    Application  of  the  Maxim. 

a.    To  CtoTenimental  Bodies  in  Oeneral. 

1.  The  United  States,  151. 

2.  The  States  152. 

8.    Counties  and  School  Boards. 

A.  Counties,  154. 

B.  School  Boards  and  DUrtrieti;  156. 

4.  Municipal  Corporations^  157. 

5.  Foreign  Gtovemments,  158. 

t).    What  Public  Bodies  Bepresent  tbe  SoTereignt/. 

1.  What  is  Meant  by  Sovereignty,  158. 

2.  Status  of  Oovemmental  Bodies  as  Representing  thm 

Sovereignty,  161. 
0.    Effect  of  Statutes  ibcpressly  Applying  Idmitationa. 

1.  Necessity  for  Sovereign  to  be  Expressly  Namedt  IM^ 

2.  Construction  of  Limitation  Statutes  Affecting  CK>T- 

emmental  Bodies,  166. 
d*    Bights  of  Governmental  Body  When  a  Utigant. 

1.  In  General,  169. 

2.  Where  Governmental  Body  Is  Merely  a  Nominal 

Plaintiff,  171. 
8.    Litigation  Affecting  Public  Bights,  178. 
4.    Litigation   Affecting    Private   Bights   or   Ordlnaxj 

Business  Transactions,  179. 
%    Actions  or  Proceedings  in  Which  Application  of  Mixlai 
was  Sought. 

1.  In  General,  185. 

2.  Becovery  of  Property  or  Funds  of  tho  Oovonunenl^ 

185. 
8.    Becovery  of  Taxes,   Assessments,   Forfeitures  snd 

Penalties,  185. 
4.    Collection  of  Debts  in  Genend,  186. 

6.  Suits  on  Official  or  Other  Bonds,  186. 

6.  Besclsslon  of  Fraudulent  Land  Patenti  187. 

7.  Beetralnt  of  Public  Nuisance,  187. 

8.  Escheat  Proceedings,  187. 

9.  Quo  Warranto  Proceedings,  187. 

Scope  of  Note. 
Many  phases  of  the  application  of  the  maxim,  ''Lapse  of  time  does 
not  bar  the  right  of  the  crown^''  have  been  treated  in  formex  mono- 
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gnphie  notes  in  this  series  of  reports.  Thus,  its  application  to  conn- 
ties^  towns  and  cities  was  considered  in  the  note  to  Arapahoe  Yillag* 
T.  Albee,  8  Am.  St.  Bep.  206;  the  statnte  of  limitations  and  pre- 
seriptire  rigbta  as  applied  to  highways,  streets  and  parks  were 
treated  in  the  note  to  Schneider  y.  Hutchinson,  79  Am.  St.  Bep.  479, 
while  the  prescriptive  right  to  continue  a  publie  nuisance  was  dis- 
cussed in  Mississippi  Mill  Co.  v.  Smith,  30  Am.  St.  Bep.  657;  the  sub- 
ject of  limitations  as  applied  to  suits  to  recover  personal  judgment 
for  taxes  in  the  note  to  Bichards  ▼•  Commissioners  of  Clay  Co.,  42 
Am.  St.  Bep.  655;  the  defense  of  laches  to  suits  by  taxpayers  in 
the  note  to  McCord  ▼•  Pike,  2  Am.  St.  Bep.  104;  the  right  to  ac- 
quire title  by  adverse  possession  to  lands-  devoted  to  a  public  use, 
which  forms  an  important  part  of  the  subject  which  we  are  about 
to  consider,  was  exhaustively  treated  in  the  note  to  Northern  Pac 
By.  Co.  ▼.  FI7,  87  Am.  St.  Bep.  775;  and  the  application  of  limita- 
tions to  quo  warranto  proceedings,  which  naturally  has  an  impor- 
tant bearing  on  the  subject,  was  considered  in  the  note  to  McPhail 
▼.  People,  52  Am.  St.  Bep.  312.  Hence,  we  shall  not  consider  those 
phases  of  the  subject  except  to  advert  to  cases  decided  since  the  time 
of  such  notes,  which  seem  to  have  an  important  bearing  upon  the 
phases  of  the  subject  treated  therein,  though  we  shall  attempt  to 
consider  the  subject  fully  in  its  ether  aspects. 

L    Nature  and  Poxposes  of  Statntes  of  Limitation  and  the  Doctrine 

of  Xiaches. 

It  may  not  be  amiss  to  refer  briefly  to  the  nature  and  purposes  of 
statutes  of  limitation  and  the  application  of  the  doctrine  of  laches 
before  discussing  the  application  of  the  maxim  which  forms  the  sub- 
ject of  this  note.  Statutes  of  limitation  were  anciently  considered 
as  evidencing  a  presumption  of  payment,  though  now  they  seem  to 
be  regarded  more  in  the  nature  of  statutes  of  repose.  The  weight 
of  authority  seems  also  to  consider  them  as  affecting  merely  the 
remedy,  and  not  as  extinguishing  the  right  itself:  See  monographio 
note  to  Menzel  y.  Hinton,  95  Am.  St.  Bep.  656.  The  general  pur- 
poses of  such  statutes  were  set  forth  by  Justice  Story  in  the  early  case 
of  Bell  ▼.  Morrison,  1  Pet.  360,  7  L.  ed.  174,  in  the  following  lan- 
guage: "It  has  often  been  matter  of  regret,  in  modem  times,  that, 
io  the  construction  of  the  statute  of  limitations,  the  decisions  had 
not  proceeded  upon  principles  better  adapted  to  carry  into  effect 
the  real  objects  of  the  statute;  that,  instead  of  being  viewed  in  an 
unfavorable  light,  as  an  unjust  and  discreditable  defense,  it  had  re- 
ceived such  support  as  would  have  made  it  what  it  was  intended  to 
he,  emphatically  a  statute  of  repose.  It  is  a  wise  and  beneficial  law, 
not  designed  merely  to  raise  a  presumption  of  payment  of  a  just 
debt  from  lapse  of  time,  but  to  afford  security  against  stale  demands, 
after  the  true  state  of  the  transactions  may  have  been  forgotten,  or 
be  incapable  of  explanation,  by  reason  of  the  death  or  removal  of 

witnesses.    It  has  a  manifest  tendency  to  produce  speedy  settlement 
Am.  St.  Bep.  Yol.  101—10 
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of  seeonnts  and  to  suppress  those  prejudices  which  may  rise  up  at 
a  distance  of  time,  and  baffle  every  honest  effort  to  counteract  or 
OTercomo  them.  Parol  evidence  may  be  offered  of  confesaiona  (a 
species  of  evidence  which,  it  has  been  often  observedi  it  is  hard  ta 
disprove  and  easy  to  fabricate),  applicable  to  such  remote  times  as- 
may  leave  no  means  to  trace  the  nature,  extent  or  origin  of  the 
claim,  and  thus  open  the  way  to  the  most  oppressive  charges." 

The  court,  in  Townsend  v.  Vanderwerker,  160  U.  S.  186,  16   Snp. 
Ct.  Bep.  258,  40  L.  ed.  383,  in  discussing  the  nature  of  the  doctrine 
of  laches,  remarked  that:  "The  question  of  laches  does  not  depend, 
as  does  the  statute  of  limitation,  upon  the  fact  that  a  certain  defi- 
nite time  has  elapsed  since  the  cause  of  action  accrued,  but  whether, 
under  all  the  circumstances  of  the  particular  case,  plaintiff  is  charge- 
able with  a  want  of  due  diligence  in  failing  to  institute  proceedings 
before  he  did."    So,  also,  in  Galliher  v.  Cadwell,  145  TJ.  S.  372,  12 
Sup.  Gt.  Bep.  873,  36  L.  ed.  738,  the  court,  in  reviewing  some  eaaetf 
bearing  on  the  subject  of  laches,  said:  "The  cases  are  many  in  which 
this  defense  has  been  invoked  and  considered.    It  is  true  that  b^ 
reason  of  their  differences  of   fact  no  one   case   becomes   an    exact 
precedent  for  another,  yet  a  unifonn  principle  pervades  them   alL 
They  proceed  on  the  assumption  that  the  party  to  whom  laches  is 
imputed  had  knowledge  of  his  rights,    and  an  ample  opportunity  to 
establish  them  in  the  proper  forum;  that  by  reason  of  his  delay  the 
adverse  party  has  good  reason  to  believe  that  the  alleged  rights  are 
worthless,  or  have  been  abandoned;  and  that  because  of  the  change 
in  condition  or  relations  during  this  period  of  delay,  it  would  be  aa 
injustice  to  the  latter  to  x>^rmit  him  now  to  assert  them."    And 
eontinuing  the  court  summarized  the  rule,  saying:  "They  all  pro- 
ceed upon  the  theory  that  laches  is  not  like  limitation,  a  mere  mat- 
ter of  time;  but  principally  a  question  of  the  inequity  of  permitting 
the  claim  to  be  enforced — an  inequity  founded  upon  some  change 
in  the  condition  or  relations  of  the  property 'or  parties."    The  same 
line  of  reasoning  was  also  set  forth  in  Neppach  v.  Jones,  20  Or.  491^ 
23  Am.  St.  Bep.  145,  26  Pac.  569,  849.    It  is  said,  however,  that  ordr* 
narily  courts  of  equity  adopt  the  time  fixed  by  the  statute  of  limita- 
tions for  barring  claims,  but  this  rule  is  not  inflexible:  Beynolds  y. 
Sumner,  126  lU.  58,  9  Am.  St.  Bep.  523,  18  N.  E.  334,  1  L.  B.  A  327; 
Taylor  v.  Slater,  21  B.  I.  106,  41  Atl.  1001.    For  a  further  discussion 
of  the  general  subject  of  laches  see  the  monographic  noto  to  Bell  r* 
Hudson,  2  Am.  St.  Bep.  795. 

IL    Katoxa  and  PurpoeeB  of  the  Maijm. 

a.  Origin  and  Purpose  of  the  Maxim.— The  history  and  general 
purposes  of  the  maxim  was  set  forth  in  Levasser  y.  Washburn,  11 
Gratt.  576,  in  the  following  language:  "It  is  a  maxim  of  great  an- 
tiquity in  the  English  law  that  no  time  runs  against  the  crown,  or, 
as  it  is  expressed  in  the  early  writers,  'Nullum  tempus  oceurrit  regi': 
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Kagdalen  College  Case,  11  Ck>ke,  68-74,  1  Boll.  B.  151;  Bracton,  lib. 
2,  e.  5,  aee.  7;  Britton,  e.  18,  p.  29;  8  Bacon 'a  Abridgment,  'Prerog> 
ative,'  B,  p.  95;  7  Comyn'a  Digest,  'Prerog.,'  D,  86,  p.  90.  And  it 
maj  be  laid  down  as  a  safe  proposition  that  no  statute  of  limitations 
kaa  been  held  to  apply  to  suits  by  the  crown,  unless  there  has  been 
an  ezpreaa  proinbrion  including  it:  United  States  ▼.  Hoar,  2  Mason, 
311,  Fed.  Gaa.  No.  1^,373. 

"The  reason  sometimes  assigned  why  no  laches  shall  be  imputed 
to  the  king  is  that  be  is  continually  busied  for  the  public  good  and 
has  not  leisure  to  assert  his  right  within  the  period  Umited  to  sab- 
jeets:  Coke  an  Littleton,  90;  1  Blackstone's  Commentaries,  247.  A 
better  reason  is  the  great  public  policy  of  preserving  public  rights  and 
property  from  damage  and  loss  through  the  negligence  of  public  offi- 
ears:  Sheffield  ▼.  Batcliffe,  Hob.  347;  United  States  ▼.  Hoar,  8  Ma^ 
sen,  311,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  15,373;  People  ▼•  Gilbert,  18  Johns.  227; 
United  States  ▼.  Kirkpatrick,  9  Wheat.  720-735,  6  L.  ed.  199.  This 
reason  certainly  is  equally,  if  not  more,  cogent  in  a  representative 
government,  where  power  of  the  people  is  delegated  to  others,  and 
most  be  exercised  by  these  if  exercised  at  all;  and  accordingly  the 
principle  is  held  to  have  been  transferred  to  the  sovereign  people  of 
this  country  when  they  succeeded  to  the  rights  of  the  king  of  Qreat 
Britain  and  formed  independent  governments  within  the  respective 
states:  Inhabitants  of  Stoug^ton  v.  Baker,  4  Mass.  522,  3  Am.  Dee. 
236;  People  ▼.  Gilbert,  18  Johns.  227;  Kemp  v.  Commonwealth,  1 
Hen.  ft  M.  (Ya.)  85;  Nimmo  v.  Commonwealth,  4  Hen.  &  M.  (Ya.) 
57,  4  Am.  Dee.  488;  Chiles  v.  Calk,  4  Bibb  (Ky.),  554;  Common- 
wealth ▼.  McCk^wan,  4  Bibb  (Kj,),  62,  7  Am.  Dec.  737.  And  though 
it  has  sometimes  been  called  a  prerogative  right,  it  is  in  fact  nothing 
more  than  an  exception  or  reservation  introduced  for  the  public  ben- 
efit, and  equally  applicable  to  all  governments:  Per  Story,  J.,  United 
States  V.  Hoar,  2  Mason,  311,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  15,373.  Independently; 
ef  the  particular  reason  above  referred  to,  another  has  been  ad- 
▼■need,  founded  on  the  presumed  legislative  intention.  In  general, 
legislative  acts  are  intended  to  regulate  the  acts  and  rights  of  cit- 
inns;  and  it  is  a  rule  of  construction  not  to  embrace  the  govem- 
mesat  or  affect  its  rights  by  the  general  rules  of  a  statute  unless  it 
be  expressly  and  in  terms  included,  or  by  necessary  and  unavoidable 
implication '^  Citing  United  States  v.  Hoar,  2  Mason,  311,  Fed.  Cas. 
Ho.  15,373;  People  v.  Gilbert,  18  Johns.  227. 

The  ease  of  People  v.  Gilbert,  18  Johns.  227,  cited  in  the  above 
potation,  set  forth  the  same  reasoning  as  to  the  purposes  of  the 
maxim.  And  proceeding  on  the  theory  that  the  maxim  was  a  part  of 
the  common  law  of  England,  the  court  said:  "By  the  thirty-fifth 
artiele  of  the  state  eonstitution  we  adopted  the  common  law  of  Eng- 
land, so  far  as  it  formed  the  law  of  the  colony  of  New  York,  on  the 
nineteenth  day  of  April,  1775.  After  this  recognition,  the  people 
ef  this  state,  as  the  supreme  power,  were  entitled  to  claim  the  ben- 
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efit  of  it  in  the  same  manner,  and  to  the  same  extent,  that  it    l&ad 
been  applied  in  England.    On  the  ground  of  expediency  and  piil>li« 
convenience,  this  was  necessary;  as  an  attribute  of  sovereignity,    i^ 
was  eqnally  important  to  be  preserved.    By  the  adoption  of  the  eoiBfc* 
mon  law  of  England  in  this  state  the  people  acquired  the  right  and 
privilege  now  contended  for  by  the  counsel  for  the  plaintiff."    Jus^ie^ 
Lipscomb,  in  an  early  Texas  case  (State  ▼.  Purcell,  16  Tex.  807>, 
seemed  to  doubt  whether  the  maxim  was  ever  a  part  of  the  commoia 
law.    He  said:  "The  maxim  that  'Nullum  tempus  occurrit  regi'    10 
acknowledged  to  be  in  common  use  in  the  English  courts,  bat  ti&a.^ 
it  is  a  rule  of  the  common  law  is  not  so  clear;  and  it  may  well   !>• 
questioned  whether  it  can  claim  to  have  an  existence  anterior  to  tlie 
date  of  the  first  English  statute  of  limitations,  and  was  then  only 
true  so  far  as  it  referred  to  the  time  fixed  by  the  statute  as  a  bar  to 
particular  actions.    We  think  so,  because  it  is  very  clear  that  in  some 
instances  time  would,  at  common  law,  mature  and  constitute  a  rig^ht 
against  the  crown.    Fifty  years  being  the  time  that  would  bar    a 
writ  of  right,  that  time  of  the  enjoyment  of  the  actual  possession  of 
the  crown  lands  would  be  conclusive  in  favor  of  the  right,  oziless 
it  is  shown  that  the  land  could  not  be  granted:  See  Beed  v.  Broolc- 
man,  6  Eng.  Ch.  82,  12  Ooke^  5,  and  Parker  y.  Baldwin,  11  East,  488. 
Bee,  also,  Ooolidge  v.  Learned,  8  Pick.  508.    We  conclude,  therefore, 
that  the  maxim  relied  on  by  the  attorney  general  in  England  amoanta 
to  nothing  more  than  that  the  statute  of  limitations  of  that  country 
does  not  run  against  the  crown."    Substantially  the  same  reason- 
ing was  set  forth  in  Stanley  v.  Schwalby,  147  U.  S.  515,  13  Sup.  Gt. 
Bep.  418,  37  L.  ed.  259. 

In  Martin  v.  Commonwealth,  1  Mass.  359,  the  chief  justice,  in  dis- 
cussing the  application  of  the  maxim  to  the  case  at  bar,  said:  "The 
maxim,  'Nullum  tempus  occurrit  regi,'  does  not  apply;  that  extends 
only  to  cases  where  rights  are  concerned.  The  question  before  us 
relates  merely  to  the  mode  of  proceeding  in  the  cause." 

The  courts  frequently  say  that  laches  is  not  imputable  to  the  gOT* 
emment:  State  v.  Halter,  149    Ind,  292,   47    N.  E.  665;    Josslyn    t. 
Stone,  28  Miss.  753;  Haehnlen  ▼.  Commonwealth,  13  Pa.  St.  617, 53  Am* 
Dec.  502;  State  ▼.  Sponaugle,  45  W.  Ya.  415,  32  S.  E.  288,  43  L.  B. 
A.  727;  United  States  v.  Dallas  MUitary  Bead  Co.,  140  U.  S.  632^ 
11  Sup.  Ct.  Bep.  988,  35  L.  ed.  560;  San  Pedro  etc.  Co.  v.  United 
States,  146  U.  S.  135,  13  Sup.  Ct.  Bep.  94,  36  L.  ed.  911.    In  United 
States  V.  Williams,  5  McLean,  135,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  16,721,  the  eourt^ 
in  advancing  some  of  the  reasons  why  laches  was  not  imputable  to 
the  government,  said:   "But  laches  is  not  chargeable  to  the  gov- 
ernment.   The  statute  of  limitations  does  not  run  against  it;  and 
on  the  same  principle  the  lapse  of  time  affords  no  presumption  of 
payment  against  the  state."    And  in  the  recent  case  of  the  Estate 
of  Bamsay  v.  People,  197  111.  572,  90  Am.  St.  Bup.  187,  64  N.  E.  549, 
the  court  also  stated  the  reason  for  not  imputing  laches  to  the  gov* 
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mamwit.  It  said:  ''A  proposition  of  law,  asked  by  the  appellant^ 
WBM  also  refused,  holding  that,  b^  reason  of  delay  in  obtaining  satis- 
taetion  of  the  debt  sued  for,  the  estate  of  Bamsay  has  been  released 
from  liability.  All  that  need  be  said  in  reply  to  this  contention  is 
thaty  as  a  general  principle,  laches  is  not  imputable  to  the  goTem- 
flient.  This  maxim  is  said  by  Judge  Story  to  be  founded  upon  'a 
great  pnbUe  x^licy.'  'The  government  can  transact  its  business  only 
through  its  agents;  and  its  fiscal  operations  are  so  various,  and  its 
agencies  so  numerous  and  scattered,  that  the  utmost  vigilance  would 
sot  save  the  public  from  the  most  serious  losses,  if  the  doctrine  of 
laches  ean  be  applied  to  its  transactions.  It  would,  in  effect,  work 
a  repeal  of  all  its  securities':  Mechem  on  Public  Offices  and  Officers, 
sec  308;  United  States  v.  Kirkpatrick,  9  Wheat.  720,  6  L.  ed.  199. 
The  elaixn  here  sued  upon  is  sued  in  the  nanrs  of  the  people  of  the 
state  of  Illinois  for  the  use  of  the  commissioners  of  the  Southern  Illi- 
nois Penitentiary,  and  the  money  sought  to  be  recovered  belongs  to 
the  government  of  Illinois." 

The  eonrt  in  the  recent  case  of  In  re  Ash's  Estate,  202  Pa.  St.  422, 
90  Am.  St.  Bep.  658,  51  AtL  1032,  seemed  to  take  a  different  view 
as  to  the  effect  of  laches  as  a  presumption  of  payment  than  that 
stated  in  United  States  v.  Williams,  5  McLean,  135,  Fed.  Cas.  No. 
16,721,   referred  to  in  this  section.    It  said:  "When  the  common- 
wealth comes  into  its  courts,  it  is  subject,  like  all  other  suitors,  to 
the  established  rules  of  evidence.    It  must  meet  the  burden  of  proof, 
its  evidence  must  be  relevant,  material,  the  best   attainable,   and 
must  be  presented  in  due  order  under  the  regular  rules  of  procedure. 
In  aU  such  respects  it  stands  upon  the  same  footing  as  ordinary  liti- 
gants.   Statutes  of  limitation  do  not  apply  to  it,  because  the  maxim 
'Nullum  tempus  occurrit  regi,'  though  probably  in  its  origin  a  part 
ef  royal  prerogative,  has  been  adopted  in  our  jurisprudence  as  a  mat- 
ter    of     important     public    policy.     But     rules     of     evidence     and 
legal    presumptions    are    not    changed    for    or    against    the   state 
as    a    suitor.    A    statute     of    limitation    is    a    legislative     bar    to 
the  right  of  action,  but  the  presumption  of  payment  from  the  lapse 
of  time  is  not  a  bar  at  all,  but  simply  a  rule  of  evidence,  affecting 
the  burden  of  proof:  Miller  v.  WilUamsport  Overseers,  17  Pa.  Sup. 
Gt.  159.    It  is  of  equitable  origin,  founded  on  experience  of  the  ordi- 
nary course  of  business  and  human  affairs,  and  adopted  by  the  law 
in  the  interests  of  repose  and  the  ending  of  litigation.    There  is  no 
good  reason  why  it  should  not  apply  to  the  commonwealth  just  as 
other  legal  rules  and  presumptions  do." 

h.  As  Affecting  Olalma  Against  the  State  or  Sovereign — Although 
statutes  of  limitation  cannot  be  pleaded  against  the  sovereign  except 
by  consent,  still  the  weight  of  authority  is  that  they  may  be  pleaded 
for  the  benefit  of  the  sovereign.  In  Stanley  v.  Schwalby,  147  U.  S. 
S15,  13  Sup.  Ct.  Bep.  418,  37  L.  ed.  259,  the  court  after  stating  the 
general  rule  that  the  United  States  was  not  bound  by  statutes  of 
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limitation  and  giving  the  reasons  therefor,  said:  ''Bat,  as  observed 
"by  Mr.  Justice  Strong,  delivering  the  opinion  of  the  court  in   I^oUbx 
Savings   Bank   v.   United   States,  19  Wall.   227,   239,  22  L.   ed.    80, 
while  the  king  is  not  bound  by  any  act  of  parliament  unless   be   be 
named  therein  by  special  and  particular  words,  he  may  take  tli«  bene- 
fit of  any  particular  act  though  not  named.    And,  he  adds,  that  tbe 
rule  thus  settled  as  to  the  British  crown  is  equally  applicable  to  tbis 
government;  and  that  so  much  of  the  royal  prerogative  as  belonged 
to  the  king  in  his  capacity  of  parens  patriae  or  universal  trustee 
enters  as  much  into  our  political  state  as  it  does  into  the  principles 
of  the  British  constitution.     The  general  rule  is  stafed  in  Chitty   on 
the  Law  of  the  Prerogatives  of  the  Grown,  382,  clearly  to  be  'tbat 
though  the  king  may  avail  himself  of  the  provisions  of  any  acts  of 
parliament,  he  is  not  bound  by  such  as  do  not  particularly  and   ex- 
pressly mention  him.'    'For  it  is  agreed  in  all  our  books  that  the 
king  shall  take  benefit  of  any  act,  although  he  be  not  named':   Cal- 
vin's Case,  7  Bep.  32a;  Magdalen  College  Case,  11  Bep.  67,  68;  The 
Queen    and  Buckberd's    Case,    1    Leon.  150;    1    Blackstone's    Com- 
mentaries, 262."    And  in  Cowles  v.  State,  115  N.  C.  180,  20  S.  £. 
884,  the  court  said:  "While  it  may  be  true  that  the  statute  of  limi- 
tations would  not  be  allowed  to  bar  the  prosecution  by  the  state  of 
its  claims  against  the  citizen,  except  for  the  provisions  of  the  code, 
section  159,  it  does  not  follow  from  this  that  the  state  may   not 
herself    plead  that    statute  and    interpose  its  bar  to  prevent   oar 
recommendatory  decision  against  her.    It  is  not  for  us  here  to  say 
whether  or  not  there  is  a  moral  obligation  resting  upon  the  common- 
wealth to  pay  the  petitioner  a  certain  sum  of  money,  but  whether 
under  the  law   that  controls   such   a  controversy  when   waged   be- 
tween two  citizens,  the  state  is  indebted  to  this  petitioning  citizen. 
'Considerations  of  honor  or  magnanimity  can  have  no  bearing  in 
determining  what  the  law  is.     The  state  has  referred  its  rights  to 
judicial  tribunals  to  be  decided  by  the  law.    If  by  it  the  claim  is 
ibarred,  they  must  so  declare,  though  it  might  be  just  and  honorable 
for  the  state  to  pay  it  if  it  has  never  been  paid,  notwithstanding 
the    bar':  Baxter    v.   Wisconsin,    10    Wis.   454.    This    tribunal   to 
which  the  petitioner  now  comes  to  have  his  alleged  rights  against 
the  state  adjudicated,  was  open  to  him  for  that  purpose  when  his 
right  accrued  more  than  ten  years  ago.    The  remedy — such  as  it  is^ 
given  him  by  the  constitution  and  the  law  for  alleged  wrong  done 
him  by  the  state  was  then  exactly  what  it  is  now.    He  has  seen  fit 
to  delay  to  prosecute  his  supposed  right  in  the  only  tribunal  open 
to  him  for  its  adjudication.    Because  of  the  length  of  that  delay 
the  law  has  barred  his  claim,  and  we  cannot  declare  that  the  state 
is  legally  indebted  to  him." 

The  decisions  of  the  courts  in  Gaines  v.  Hot  Springs  Co.,  89  Ark. 
262,  Schloss  V.  Pitkin  Co.,  1  Colo.  App.  145,  28  Pac.  18,  Small  v. 
State  (Idaho),  76  Pac.  765,  Perry  v.  Vermillion  Parish,  21  La.  Ann. 
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•45,  Hepbnm's  Case,  3  Bland,  112,  Sturtevant  ▼.  Inhabitants  of 
Pembroke,  130  Mass.  373,  Village  of  Arapahoe  ▼.  Albee,  24  Neb. 
ei2,  8  Am.  St.  Bep.  202,  38  N.  W.  739,  Capron  ▼.  Adams  Co.,  48 
Wis.  613,  Bubstantiallj  support  the  same  principles  enunciated  above. 

in.    Application  of  the  ICaziztt. 

a.    To  GoyenuiMntal  Bodies  In  General.  ' 

1.     Tlie  TTnited  States.— In  United  States  y.  Nashville  ete.  By.  Co^ 
118  tJ.  Sw   125,  6  Snp.  Ct.  Bep.  1006,  30  L.  ed.  81,  the  court  said: 
"It  is  settled  beyond  doubt  or  controversy — upon  the  foundation  of 
the  great   principle  of  public  policy,  applicable  to  all  governments 
alike,  iprhich  forbids  that  the  public  interests  should  be  prejudiced 
by  the  negligence  of  the  officers  or  agents  to  whose  care  they  are 
eon£ded — that  the  United  States,  asserting  rights  vested  in  them  as  a 
sovereign  government,  are  not  bound  by  any  statute  of  limitations, 
unlesB  Congress  has  dearly  manifested  its  intention  that  they  should 
be  so  bound:  Lindsey  ▼.  Miller,  6  Pet.  666,  8  L.  ed.  438;  United 
States  ▼.  Knight,  14  Pet.  301,  315,  10  L.  ed.  465;  Gibson  v.  Chouteau, 
13  WalL  921,  20  U  ed.  634;  United  States  y.  Thompson,  98  U.  a 
486,  25  li.  ed.  194;  Fink  v.  O'Neil,  106  U.  S.  272,  281,  1  Sup.  Ct.  Bep. 
325,  27  Lk  ed.  196.    The  nature  and  legal  effect  of  any  contract,  in- 
deed, are  not  changed  by  its  transfer  to  the  United  States.    When 
the  United  States,  through  their  lawfully  authorized  agents,  become 
the  owners  of  negotiable  paper,  they  are  obliged  to  give  the  same 
notice  to  charge  an  indorser  as  would  be  required  of  a  private  holder: 
United  States  v.  Barker,  4  Wash.  C.  C.  464,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  14,520,  12 
Wheat.  559,  6  L.  ed.  728;  United  States  v.  Bank  of  Metropolis,  15 
Pet.  377,  392,  393,  10  L.  ed.  774;  Cooke  v.  United  States,  91  U.  S. 
380,  396,  398,  23  L.  ed.  237.    They  take  such  paper  subject  to  all  the 
equities  existing  against  the  x>erson  from  whom  they  purchase  at 
the  time  when  they  acquire  their  title;  and  cannot,  therefore,  main- 
tain an  action  upon  it,  if  at  that  time  all  right  of  action  of  that 
person  was  extinguished,  or  was  barred  by  the  statute  of  limitations: 
United  States  v.  Buford,  3  Pet.  12,  30,  7  L.  ed.  585;  The  King  v. 
Horrall,  6  Price,  24.    But  if  the  bar  of  the  statute  is  not  complete 
when  the  United  States  become  the  owners  and  holders  of  the  paper,' 
it  appears  to  us,  notwithstanding  the  dictum  of  Cowen,  J.,  in  United 
Stetes  V.  White,  2  Hill  (N.  T.),  59,  61,  37  Am.  Dec.  374,  impossible 
to  hold  that  the    statute  could    afterward    run  against  the    United 
States*';  citing  Lambert  v.  Taylor,  4  Bam.  &  C.  138,  6  D.  &  B.  188. 
The  federal  and  state  courts  seem  to  uniformly  hold  that  statutes 
of  limitation  do  not  run  against   the    United    States    government: 
Wright  ▼.  Swan,  6  Port.  84;  Swann  v.  Lindsey,  70  Ala.  507;  McNamee 
V.  United  Stotes,  11  Ark.  148;  Booth  ▼.  United  States,  11  Gill  &  J. 
373;  United  States  ▼.  City  of  Alexandria^  19  Fed.  609;  Lindsey  ▼• 
MiUer,  6  Pet.  666,  8  L.  ed.  538. 
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It  has  sometimes  been  sought  to  invoke  the  statate  of  limitations 
of  a  state  as  a  bar  to  an  action  in  which  the  United  States  govern- 
ment is  interested  as  plaintiff,  bat  the  courts  hold  that  such  a  stato 
statute  does  not  mn  against  claims  of  the  United  States:  United 
States  ▼.  Spiel,  8  Fed.  143,  3  McOrary,  107;  United  States  v.  3elk- 
napp,  73  Pod.  19;  United  States  ▼.  Nashville  etc.  By.,  118  XT.    S, 
12^  6  Sup.  Ct.  Bep.  1006,  30  L.  ed.  81;  United  States  v.  Thompson^ 
98  U.  S.  486,  25  L.  ed.  194.    In  Gibson  v.  Chouteau,  13  WalL  99,  20 
L.  «d.  534,  Justice  Field  said:  ''It  is  a  matter  of  common  knowledge 
that  statutes  of   limitation  do   not  run    against  the  state.    That   no 
laches  can  be  imputed  to  the  king,  and  that  no  time  can  bar   liis 
rights,  was  the  maxim  of  the  common  law,  and  was  founded  on  the 
principle  of  public  policy,  that  as  he  was  occupied  with  the  cares 
of  government  he  ought  not  to  suffer  from  the  negligence  of   his 
officers  and  servants.    The  principle  is    applicable    to    all    govern- 
ments, which  must  necessarily  act  through  numerous  agents,  and  is 
essential  to  a  preservation  of  the  interests  and  property  of  the  public. 
It  is  upon  this  principle  that  in  this  country  th«  statutes  of  a  state 
prescribing  periods  within  which  rights  must  be  prosecuted  are  not 
held  to  embrace  the  state  itself,  unless  it  is  expressly  designated  or 
the  mischiefs  to  be  remedied  are  of  such  a  nature  that  it  must  neces- 
sarily be  included.    As  legislation  of  a  state  can  only  apply  to  per- 
sons and  things  over  which  the  state  has  juriadiction,  the  United 
States  are  also  necessarily  excluded  from  the  operation  of  such  stat- 
utes." 

And  it  is  also  held  that  the  defense  of  laches  cannot  be  pleaded 
against  claims  of  the  United  States:  San  Pedro  etc.  Go.  v.  United 
States,  146  U.  S.  135,  13  Sup.  Gt.  Bep.  94,  36  L.  ed.  911;  United 
States  V.  Dallas  Military  Boad  Go.,  140  U.  S.  632,  11  Sup.  Ct.  Bep. 
98*,  35  L.  ed.  560;  United  States  v.  Kirkpatrick,  9  Wheat.  720,  6 
L.  ed.  199;  Dox  v.  Postmaster  General,  1  Pet.  318,  7  L.  ed.  160. 

2.  The  State. — ^It  seems  to  be  universally  held  that  statutes  of 
limitation  do  not  r«n  against  the  state  when  suing  in  its  sovereign 
capacity  unless  such  statutes  expressly  include  the  state  in  their 
operation:  Swann  v.  Lindsey,  70  Ala.  607;  Moody  v.  Fleming,  4  Ga. 
»115,  48  Am.  Dec.  210;  Commonwealth  v.  McGowan,  4  Bibb,  62,  7  . 
Am.  Dec.  707;  State  v.  Halter,  149  Ind.  292,  47  N.  E.  665;  Parmilee 
v.  McNutt,  1  Smedes  &  M.  179;  Parks  v.  State,  7  Mo.  194;  County 
of  St.  Charles  v.  Powell,  22  Mo.  525,  66  Am.  Dec.  637;  Blazier  v. 
Johnson,  11  Neb.  404,  9  N.  W.  543;  People  v.  Van  Eensselaer,  g 
Barb.  189;  People  v.  Herkimer,  4  Cow.  345,  15  Am.  Dec.  379;  Cin- 
cinnati V.  First  Presbyterian  Church,  8  Ohio,  298,  32  Am.  Dec.  718; 
Hoey  V.  Furman,  1  Pa.  St.  295,  44  Am.  Dec.  129;  State  v.  Arledge^ 
2  Bail.  401,  23  Am.  Dec.  145;  Wilson  v.  Hudson,  8  Yerg.  398;  Nimmo 
v.  Commonwealth,  4  Hen.  &  M.  (Va.)  57,  4  Am.  Dec.  488;  French  v. 
Commonwealth,  5  Leigh,  512,  27  Am.  Dec.  613;  State  v.  Sponaugle,  45 
W.  Va.  415.  32  S.  £.  283,  43  L.  B.  A.  727;  Gibson  v.  Chouteau,  13 
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WalL  92,  20  li.  ed.  534.    And  it  also  seems  tliat  where  the  state  i» 
icaDy  interested   in  the  litigation  it  is  immaterial  that  some  ov» 
else  maj  have  an  incidental  interest  with  the  state.    The  rule  in  that 
respeet  waa  stated  in  Olover  ▼.  Wilson,  6  Pa.  St.  293,  wherein  it 
was  said:  "It  is  settled  that  on  grounds  of  public  policy,  statutes- 
of  limitation  do  not  extend  to  the  commonwealth,  nor  to  suits  in  the 
name  of  some  person  for  her  use;  for  it  is  not  the  form  of  the  action 
which  is  to  govern  the  operation  of  the  statute:  Commonwealth  ▼» 
Baldwin,  1  Watts,  64,  26  Am.  Dec.  33;  Bamsey's  Appeal,  4  Watts, 
71;  McKeehan  ▼.  Commonwealth,  3  Pa.  8t.  151.    Nor  does  it,  I  con- 
ceiTe,  make  any  difference  that  another  party  may  also  be  interested 
in  the  security  taken  in  part  for  the  use  of  the  state;  for  this  can- 
not affect  her  rights,  which  are  always  paramount  to  private  con- 
siderations.   If  the  mingling  of  her  interests  with  those  of  another 
person,  natural  or  artificial,  may  work  an  injury  to  the  party  who- 
assumes  the  burden  of  securing  them,  it  is  either  a  necessary  incident 
to  his  position,  or  a  f  oUy  in  him  to  assume  it  unnecessarily.    In  a  case- 
like the  present,  perhaps  the  law  does  not  contemplate  that  a  col- 
lector of  t&zes  iftiould  give  distinct  bonds  to  secure  the  payment,, 
respectively,  of  the  state  and  county  tax,  since  both  are,  in  the  first 
instance,  to  be  paid  into  the  county  treasury,  and  therefore  an  un- 
foreseen consequence  may  be  the  result,  or  perhaps  by  proper  plead- 
ing the  defendant  might  compel  the  plaintiff  in  a  suit  on  such  bond 
to  set  out  liow  much  remained  due  of  the  amount  levied  for  county 
purposes,  and  how  much  to  the  state,  so  as  to  enable  him  to  plead 
the  statute  effectively  as  against  a  portion  of  the  claim.    But  this 
has  not  been  done  here.    The  amount  proceeded  for  and  defended 
against  is  a  gross  amount,  part  of  which,  at  least,  belongs  to  the- 
eommonwealth.    The  immunities  which  pertain  to  her  must,  therefore, 
be  permitted  to  cover  the  whole  sum,  rather  than  the  public  interest 
should  be  subjected  to  detriment,  which  might  affect  her  pecuniary 
interests  very  seriously." 

And  in  Haehnlen  v.  Commonwealth,  13  Pa.  St.  617,  53  Am.  Dee. 
502,  it  was  held  that  the  right  of  the  commonwealth  cannot  be  lost 
by  the  laches  of  its  agents.  So,  also,  in  Josselyn  v.  Stone,  2S  Miss. 
753,  it  was  said  that  laches  is  not  imputable  to  the  state.  And  in 
State  V.  Sponaugle,  45  W.  Va.  431,  32  S.  E.  283,  the  court  in  dis- 
cussing the  general  subject  said:  "But  no  statute  applies  laches  to 
the  state  and  the  common-law  rule  says  that  it  does  not  apply  to 
it."  A  distinction,  however,  seems  to  be  drawn  where  long  ac- 
qnieseenee  in  a  right  is  shown.  Thus,  in  the  recent  case  of  Franzini 
V.  Layland  (Wis.),  97  N.  W.  499,  which  was  a  case  involving  the 
boundary  line  between  the  states  of  Wisconsin  and  Minnesota,  the 
court  said:  "Acquiescence,  for  a  long  period  of  time  ia  evidentiary 
of  the  right  involved  between  sovereignties  as  well  as  between 
individuals."  Similar  holdings  were  made  in  cases  involving  bound- 
tries  between  states  in  Indiana  v.  Kentucky,  136  U.  S.  479,  10  Sup». 
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€t.  Bep.  1051,  84  L.  ed.  329,  and  Bhode  Island  v,  MassaeliiiBettay  4 
How.  591,  11  L.  ed.  1116. 

It  would  seem  to  us,  however,  that  the  eases   just   cited   involT» 
•questions  of  burden  of  proof  rather  than  questions  of  laches. 

S.    Oonnties  and  School  Boaxd& 

A.    OoniLtles. — ^At  common  law  counties  could  not  be  sued:  Monroe 
County  ▼.  Flynt,  80  Ga.  489,  6  S.  E.  173;  Hitch  ▼.  Edgecombe  County 
Commrs.,  132  N.  C.  573,  44  S.  E.  30  j  Taylor  v.  Salt  Lake  Co.,  2  Utali, 
405.    In  Prichard  ▼.  Commissioners,  126  N.  C.  912,  78  Am.  St.  Bep. 
-679,  36  S.  E.  353,  it  was  said  that  ''counties  are  not,  in  a  atrietlj- 
legal  sense,  municipal  corporations  like  cities  and  towns;  they  are 
rather    instrumentalities  of    government,  and    are  given    corporate 
powers  to  execute  their  purposes,  and  they  are  not  liable  for  damagee 
in  the  absence  of  statutory  provisions  giving  a  right  of  action  against 
them."    And  in  Johnson  v.  Llano  County,  15  Tex.  Civ.  421,  39  S.  W. 
995,  the  court,  in  speaking  of  the  general  nature  of  counties,  referred 
to   the   Texas   constitutional   provisions   which   recognized   them    as 
legal  subdivisions  of  the  state  and  classified  them  as  municipal  cor- 
porations, and  then  said:  ''But  in  fact,  accurately  speaking,  counties 
are  not  'municipal  corporations,'  though  that  phrase  is  sometimes 
used  in  a  broad  sense  that  will  include  them:  Dillon  on  Municipal 
■Corporations,  sees.  19,  20.    Neither  do  counties,  in  and  of  themselves, 
and  independent  of  the  rights  granted  to  them  by  the  state,  possess 
any  of  the  attributes  or  functions  of  sovereignty;  and  hence,  they 
are  not,  in  the  true  sense  of  sovereignty,  any   part    of    the    state. 
The  state  has  delegated  to  them,  as  it  has  to  cities  and  towns,  cer- 
tain powers  and  functions  that  belong  to  this  state;  but  it  does 
not  follow  that  because   such  corporations  are  intrusted  with  the 
•exercise  of  such  powers  and  functions,  they  are,  in  all  respects,  ele- 
vated to  the  dignity  of  sovereignty."    In  Coleman  v.  Thurmond,  56 
Tex.  520,  the  court  held  that  the  statute  of  limitations  would  not  run 
against  the  county  in  a  suit  relative  to  land  dedicated  to  a  county 
for  a  public  highway.    This  case  was,  however,  explained  in  Houston 
etc.  By.  Co.  v.  Travis  Co.,  62  Tex.  16,  as  having  been  decided  oa 
the  theory  "that  it  was  the  state  at  large  that  held  the  actual,  real, 
beneficial  interest  in  streets  as  public  highways,  and  that  the  county, 
as  a  political  subdivision,  had  but  a  trusteeship  in  them  for  the  use 
and  benefit  of  the  state  at  large."    And  in  the  same  case,  the  court 
in  discussing  the  application  of  the  maxim  ''Nullum  tempus  occurrit 
regi,"  said:  "The  principle  upon  which  the  extension  of  the  bene- 
£ts  of  the  maxim  is  made  seems  to  rest  upon  the  Idea  that  the 
statute  will  not  run  where  the  sovereignty  is  substantially  interested 
in,  and  vested  with,  the  right  and  ownership  of  the  subject  matter 
in  litigation,  and  which  is  sought  to  be  subjected  to  the  operation 
ef  the  statutes  of  limitation." 
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In  Conntj  of  St.  Charles  ▼.  Powell^  22  Mo.  525,  66  Am.  Bee.  637, 
the  county  sued  on  a  promissoiy  note  which  recited  that  it  was  given 
for  money  borrowed  from  the  road  and  canal  fund  of  the  county. 
The  court,  after  discussing  the  history  of  the  maxim,  the  subject  of 
this  note,  said:  "The  immunity,  however,  it  seems  was  even  at  com- 
mon law  an  attribute  of  sovereignty  only,  and  did  not  belong  to  the 
mnnicipal  corporations  or  other  local  authorities  established  to  man- 
age the  affairs  of  the  political  subdivisions  of  the  state.  It  was  so 
expressly  held  in  the  Lessee  of  the  City  of  Cincinnati  y.  Frst  Presby- 
terian Church,  8  Ohio,  309,  32  Am.  Dec.  718,  and  in  Armstrong  y. 
Dalton,  4  Dev.  (N.  C.)  569;  and  we  are  not  aware  of  any  case  to  the 
•contrary.  In  Marion  County  y.  Moffett,  15  Mo.  604,  the  omission  of 
a  public  functionary  to  do  an  act  required  by  law  for  the  security 
«f  the  public  interest,  was  not  allowed  to  operate  as  a  release  of  the 
security;  but  the  decision  had  nothing  to  do  with  the  application  of 
the  statute  of  limitations  to  eases  of  that  character.  The  money 
sued  here  for  belonged  to  the  county  and  not  to  the  state  at  large. 
It  was  yested  in  the  county  by  a  legislative  donation — ^impressed,  it 
is  true,  with  a  trust  for  local  improvements;  but  yet  it  belonged  ex- 
clusively  to  the  county,  although  for  local  and  not  for  general  pur- 
poses." 

In  Hartman  y.  Hunter,  56  Ohio  St.  175,  46  N.  E.  577,  it  was  held 
that  a  civil  action  brought  by  the  treasurer  of  a  county  to  enforce 
assessments  for  the  construction  of  township  ditches  was  barred 
by  the  statutes  of  limitation.  It  was  contended,  in  argument,  that 
although  the  liability  was  within  the  terms  of  the  statute  of  limita- 
tion that  it  was  not  affected  on  account  of  the  public  character  of  the 
demand.  The  court  reyiewed  the  earlier  Ohio  cases  on  the  subject 
and  then  said:  "All  attempts  to  extend  the  exemption  to  others  than 
the  general  and  state  governments  have  failed.  The  terms  of  the 
statute  except  none  from  its  operation  and  the  exemption  is  a  pre- 
rogative. Being  a  privilege  of  sovereignty,  as  in  England  it  is  the 
king's  plea,  so  here  it  is  the  plea  of  the  sovereign,  to  be  made  by 
it  or  in  its  behalf.  This  view  of  the  subject  does  not  admit  of 
further  question  in  this  state.''  So,  also,  in  Perry  County  y.  Selma 
etc.  B.  Co.,  58  Ala.  569,  which*  was  a  proceeding  for  the  recovery  of 
certain  taxes,  the  court,  though  holding  that  there  was  no  statute 
of  limitation  applicable  to  the  case  at  bar,  said:  ''A  county  suing 
or  being  sued  is  not  exempt  from  the  operation  of  the  statutes  of 
limitation  which  cover  the  action  sought  to  be  enforced.  They  are 
not  privileged  from  suit,  under  the  principle  that  'time  does  not  run 
against  the  sovereignty.'  They  are  not  the  state."  In  Board  of 
Commissioners  of  Wayne  Co.  y.  Helton,  79  Miss.  122,  29  South.  820, 
which  was  a  suit  to  recoyer  on  a  promissory  note  given  to  the  county 
for  money  borrowed  from  the  school  fund,  the  court  held  that  the 
constitutional  provision  of  1890,  providing  that  "statutes  of  limita- 
tions in  civil  causes  shall  not  run  against  the  state  or  any  subdivi- 
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sion  or  municipal  eorporation  thereof^''  stopped  the  ranning  of   thm^ 
etatnte  against  counties  on  pending  contracts  when  the  bar  was  not 
complete.     So,  also,  in  Ward  ▼.  Marion  Countj  (on  rehearing),    2S 
Tex.  Civ.  861,  62  S.  W.  557,  63  8.  W.  155,  which  was  a  suit  apoiL 
a  tax  collector's  bond  for  sums  for  which  he  issued  receipts  without 
receiving  money  therefor,  the  court  held  that  his  acts  amounted   to- 
a  misconduct  toward  which  the  bond  applied  and  that  limitations  haui 
run  against  the  suit;  the  court  sayii^^:  ''The  statute  of  limitations- 
runs  against  counties,  except  when  the  legislature  has  otherwise  pro- 
vided."   The  statute  of  limitations  was  also  applied  in  Board    ot 
Commissioners  v.  Van  Slyck,  52  Kan.  622,  35  Pac.  299,  to  a  suit  upon* 
the  official  bond  of  a  county  clerk  for  unaccounted  fees.     In  San 
liuis  Obispo  Co.  v.  King,  69.Cal.  531,  11  Pac.  178,  which  was  an  ac- 
tion to  recover  fees  collected  and  received  by  the   defendant    a» 
county  recorder,  the  court  did  not  seem  to  question  the  application 
of  the  statute  of  limitation  under  proper  circumstances,  but  seemed 
to  base  its  decision  upon  the  fact  that  no  demand  had  been  made  for 
the  fees.    It  said:  ''As  the  defendant  received  the  moneys  collected, 
by  him  and  held  the  same  in  trust  for  the  county,  the  action  is  not 
barred.    No   demand  was   made  until  the    day    before    suit.''     In 
County  of  San  Luis  Obispo  v.  Pamum,  108  Cal.  567,  41  Pac.  447,  the 
action  was  on  the  bond  of  the  county  auditor  to  recover  license  taxe» 
received  by  him,  which  were  not  turned  over  to  the  county  treasurer. 
The  court  held  that  he  did  not  receive  the  money  in  his  official 
capacity,  and  hence,  that  there  was  no  liability  on  the  bond  and  that 
an  action  to  recover  for  money  had  and  received  was  barred  by  the- 
statute.    It   seems   that   the   statutes   of   limitation   have   been   ex- 
pressly extended  to  cases  of  the  sort  just  cited. 

The  principal  case  seems  to  be  based  upon  the  ground  that  tbe 
statutes  of  limitations  of  Idaho  are  expressly  made  applicable  to 
the  state  and  that  they  are  therefore  applicable  to  the  counties  of 
the  state.  It  seems  to  us  that  there  might  be  some  circumstances 
under  which  a  statute  of  limitation,  though  made  to  apply  to  & 
county  as  to  matters  of  mere  private  right  or  contractual  obliga- 
tions would  not  be  applicable  where  the  subject  matter  of  the  liti- 
gation was  in  respect  to  public  rights  or  as  to  property  held  by 
the  county  in  trust  for  the  public  good.  The  distinctions  which 
are  drawn  by  the  courts  in  matters  of  that  kind  will  be  treated 
later  on  in  this  note. 

B.  School  Boards  and  Districts.— In  State  v.  School  District,  30 
Neb.  520,  27  Am.  St.  Rep.  420,  46  N.  W.  613,  which  was  a  pro- 
ceeding by  mandamus  to  compel  a  county  school  board  to  report  the 
indebtedness  of  the  school  district  and  the  rate  and  amount  of  taxes 
required  to  pay  the  same,  the  court  held  that  the  proceeding  was 
barred  by  the  statute  of  limitations.  In  making  its  ruling  the 
court  said:  "In  the  case  of  May  v.  School  District,  22  Neb.  205,  3 
Am.   St.   Kep.   266,  34  N.  W.   377,  this   rule  was   maintained.     The 
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plaintiff  sued  on  a  warrant  for  seventj-fiTe  dollars,  dated  Septem- 
t>er  9,   1879^  pajable  eighteen  months  after  date.    More  than  &▼« 
years  had  elapsed  after  the  maturity  of  the  warrant  before  sait  wsl 
-eommeneed.     The   statute   of  limitations  was   appliedi   and   it   was 
held   that   the  maxim,  'Lapse  of  time  is  no  bar  to  the  rights  of 
the  sovereign/  applies  only  to  a  sovereign  state,  and  not  to  muni- 
cipal  corporations  deriving  their  powers  from  the  state,  although 
their   powers^   in  a  limited   sense,   are   governmental;    and   thus   it 
appears  that  the  statute  runs  for  and  against  cities,  towns,  ai^d 
school  districts  in  the  same  manner  that  it  does  for  and  against 
individuals.     Arguments  need  not  be  prolonged  in  support  of  this 
proposition.    It  has  been  considered  and  settled";   citing  City  of 
<:incinnati   v.   Evans,  5  Ohio  St.   694;   City  of  Cincinnati  ▼.  First 
Presbyterian  Church,  8  Ohio,  298,  32  Am.  Dec.  718;  Lane  v.  Ken- 
ned v,  13  Ohio  St.  42;  St.  Charles  Tp.  School  Directors  ▼•  Goerges, 
tSO  M6.  194;  Kennebunkport  v.  Smith,  22  Me.  445;  Clements  v.  An- 
derson, 46  Miss.  581;   Evans  v.  Erie  County,  66  Pa.  St.  225;   St. 
Charles  County  v.  Powell,  22  Mo.  525,  66  Am.  Dec.  637;  Callaway 
County  V.  Nolley,  31  Mo.  393;  Abemathy  v.  Dennis,  49  Mo.  469; 
Pimental  v.  San  Francisco,  21  Cal.  351;  Clark  v.  Iowa  City,  20  Wall. 
583;  De  Cordova  v.  Galveston,  4  Tex.  470;  XJnderhill  v.  Trustees 
«tc.,  17  Cal.  172;  Baker  v.  Johnson  County,  33  Iowa,  151;  2  Dillon 
<m  Municipal  Corporations,  sec.  668.    The  status  of  school  districts 
as  state  or  municipal  organizations  was  discussed  in  Attorney  Gen- 
•eral  v.  Lowrey,  131  Mich.  639,  92  N.  W.  289,  in  both  the  majority 
and  dissenting  opinions. 

4.  Muilcipal  Corpo!rattoii8« — ^The  authorities  do  not  seem  to  be 
harmonious  on  the  question  whether  municipal  corporations  are  af- 
leeted  by  statutes  of  limitations  under  all  circumstances.  Of  course, 
the  matter  is  regulated  by  statute  to  a  large  extent.  The  courts 
often  say,  in  a  general  way,  that  statutes  of  limitations  run  against 
municipal  corporations  in  the  same  manner  as  against  individuals: 
City  of  Alton  v.  Illinois  etc.  Co.,  12  IlL  38,  52  Am.  Dec.  479;  City 
of  Pella  T.  Scholte,  24  Iowa,  283,  95  Am.  Dec.  729;  Clements  ▼. 
Anderson,  46  Miss.  581;  St.  Charles  Tp.  School  Directors  ▼.  Gk>erges, 
-SO  Mo.  196;  Knight  y.  Heaton,  22  Yt.  480.  Other  courts  draw  a 
distinction  and  state  that  statutes  of  limitations  run  against  muni- 
cipal corporations  except  as  to  property  devoted  to  a  public  use 
or  held  upon  a  public  trust,  and  except  as  to  contracts  of  a  public 
Jiature:  City  of  Ft.  Smith  Y.  McKibben,  41  Ark.'  49,  48  Am.  Bep. 
19;  Logan  County  v.  City  of  Lincoln,  81  HI.  158;  Bedford  v.  WU- 
lard,  133  Ind.  562,  36  Am.  St.  Bep.  563,  33  N.  E.  368;  Balston  v. 
Weston,  46  W.  Ya.  544,  76  Am.  St.  Bep.  834,  33  S.  E.  326.  But  this 
•distinction  has  also  been  repudiated  as  unsound:  See  City  of  Cin- 
cinnati Y.  First  Presbyterian  Church,  8  Ohio,  298,  32  Am.  Dec.  718. 
'The  rule  and  reasons  for  the  rule  as  to  a  distinction  where  the  liti- 
^tion  involves  rights  of  the  whole  public,  and  where  the  litigation 
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involves  merely  municipal  rights  will  be  eonsidered  more  fnlly  in  ■ 
subsequent  section. 

5.    Foreign  Ooyemments. — ^We  have   observed  only  one  case   i 
which  the  application  of  the  maxim  to  a  foreign  government  suin^ 
as  plaintiff  in  an  American  court  was  urged.    Although  the  cour^ 
refused  to  give  a  decision  as  to  whether  the  foreign  government 
could   avail   itself   of  the   maxim,   still   the   case   is   interesting  .as- 
showing,  at  least,  a  dictum  upon  the  subject.    In  French  Bepubli4» 
▼..Saratoga  Vichy  Spring  Co.,  191  U.  S.  427,  24  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  145^ 
the  French  republic  as  owner  and  a  private  corporation  of  France,., 
as  the  lessee  of  the  springs  of  Vichy,  France,  brought  suit  against 
the   Saratoga   company  for  an   alleged   unlawful   use   of  the   word 
''Vichy''  in  describing  defendant's  mineral  waters,   the  plaintiffs 
claiming  an  exclusive  right  to  the  use  of  the  word.    The  United 
States  supreme  court  in  discussing  the  case  said:  "It  is  said,  hoi^ever^ 
that  the  doctrine  of  laches  has  no  application  to  the  neglect  of  the 
government  to  pursue  trespassers  upon  its  rights,  and  that  the  Frenehi 
republic  is  entitled  to  the  benefit  of  that  rule.    It  is  at  least  open, 
to   doubt  whether  the   maxim  'nullum   tempus,'   applicable   to   out- 
own  government,  can  be  invoked  in  behalf  of  a  foreign  government 
suing  in  our  courts.    The  doctrine  is  one  of  public  policy,  and  iS" 
based  upon  the  assumption  that  the  officers  of  the  government  may 
be  so  busily  engaged  in  the  ordinary  affairs  of  state  as  to  neglect 
a  vindication  of  its  interests  in  the  courts.    Whether  this  exemptioa 
can  be  set  up  by  a  foreign  government  in  the  prosecution  of  suits 
against   our  own  citizens — ^in  other  words,  whether  the  latter   are 
not  entitled  to  the  benefit  of  the  ordinary  defenses  at  law,  is  a 
question  which  does  not  necessarily  arise  in  this  ease,  and  as  to- 
which  we  are  not  called  upon  to  express  an  opinion. 

"However,  this  may  be,  it  is  clear  that  the  mle  of  nullum  tempus 
cannot  be  invoked  in  this  case.  While  the  French  republio  hr 
nominally  the  plaintiff,  its  interest  in  the  litigation  is  little,  it 
anything,  more  than  nominal."  The  court  then  showed  that  the- 
French  republic  had  leased  the  springs  over  fifty  years  ago  and- 
that  the  lease  would  not  expire  for  thirty  years  to  come,  and  then 
continuing  the  court  said:  "In  such  cases,  either  where  the  gov- 
ernment is  suing  for  the  use  and  benefit  of  an  individual,  or  for 
the  prosecution  of  a  private  and  proprietary,  instead  of  a  publie- 
or  governmental  right,  it  is  clear  that  it  is  not  entitled  to  the  ex- 
emption of  nullum  tempus,  and  that  the  ordinary  rule  of  laches- 
applies  in  full  force";  citing  numerous  authorities. 

b.    What  Public  Bodies  Bepresent  tho  Sovereignty. 
1.    What  is  Meant  by  SOToreignty. — Sovereignty  has  been  defined 
as  that  public  authority  which  commands  in  civil  society,  and  or- 
ders and  directs  what  each  citizen  is  to  perform  to  obtain  the  end 
•f  its  institution:  Chancely  v.  Bailey^  37  Ga.  532^  95  Anu  Dec.  850|. 
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citiii^  Yattel  as  its  authority.  In  the  Georgia  case,  jnst  eited,  it 
was  said,  in  discussing  the  sovereign  powers  of  the  federal  and 
«tate  governments,  that:  "The  several  states  by  their  voluntary 
exeented  compact  expressly  stipulated  that  the  federal  government 
which  they  created,  its  officers  and  agents,  should  exercise  certain 
enumerated  attributes  of  sovereignty  in  their  joint  names,  and  sol- 
emnly stipulated  that  they  would  not,  either  expressly  or  by  nece»- 
■ary  implication.  The  powers  granted  to  the  federal  government 
by  the  states,  as  expressed  in  the  constitution  were  intended  to  be 
a  consolidation  of  power  in  that  government,  to  that  extent,  in- 
tended to  vest  in  that  government  the  supreme,  irresistible,  absolute, 
uncontrolled  authority  over  the  people  of  the  respective  statei^ 
ao  as  to  act  efficiently  and  directly  upon  them  as  individuals,  and 
as  a  unit  in  the  execution  of  those  granted  powers.  It  must  be 
eoneeded,  therefore,  that  the  federal  government,  to  the  extent  of 
the  powers  granted  to  it  by  the  states  in  the  constitution,  is,  in  the 
lan^roage  of  Washington,  a  consolidated  government,  and  that  the 
primary  object  was  a  consolidation  of  the  Union,  at  least  to  that 
extent:  See  Washington's  Letter  Transmitting  the  Federal  Con- 
stitution to  the  Continental  Congress.  The  powers  not  granted  to 
the  government  of  the  United  States  by  the  constitution,  nor  pro- 
hibited by  it  to  the  states,  are  expressly  reserved  to  the  states,  or 
to  the  people  thereof;  and  a  state,  in  the  language  of  the  supreme 
eoart  in  the  case  of  City  of  New  York  v.  Miln,  11  Pet.  139,  9 
L.  ed.  648,  has  the  same  undeniable  and  unlimited  jurisdiction  over 
all  persons  and  things  within  its  territorial  jurisdiction  as  any  for- 
eign nation,  where  that  jurisdiction  is  not  surrendered  or  restrained 
by  the  constitution  of  the  United  States.  Thus,  it  is  apparent  that 
whatever  powers  were  granted  by  the  voluntary  executed  compact 
of  the  sovereign  states  to  the  federal  government,  to  be  exercised 
in  their  joint  names  for  the  preservation  and  consolidation  of  the 
Union  as  therein  expressed,  binding  upon  them  to  that  extent  and 
no  more.  'In  England,  the  sovereign  power,  quoad  hoe,  is  vested 
in  the  person  of  the  hing.  Whatever  contracts,  therefore,  he  en- 
gages in,  no  other  person  in  the  kingdom  can  legally  resist  or  an- 
nul': Blackstone's  Commentaries,  257.  The  sovereign  power  of 
the  state  of  Georgia  at  the  time  of  the  adoption  and  ratification 
of  the  federal  constitution  was  vested  in  the  people  of  the  state 
ss  a  distinct  and  separate  political  organization.  Whatever,  there- 
fore, they  in  their  sovereign  capacity  voluntarily  bound  themselves 
to  do  or  not  to  do  by  the  terms  and  stipulations  contained  in  the 
constitution  of  the  United  States,  they  could  not  afterward  legally 
delay,  resist  or  annul  by  separate  state  secession  from  the  Union. 
They  were  inviolably  bound  in  law  by  their  solemn  executed  com- 
pact; for  we  have  already  shown  that  their  declared  object  was  to 
form  a  more  perfect  union  of  the  states,  which  union  was  then 
already  deelared  to  be  perpetual'' 
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In  an  early  case  in  Maryland  (Booth  etc.  v.  United  States,  11  GiU  * 
J.  377),  the  court  in  discussing  whether  the  statute  of  limitation* 
^f  the  state    applied  to  the  United  States,  said:   "All  bonds,   etc., 
taken  in  the  name  of  the  king,  etc.,  are  expressly  excepted;     and 
the   state   succeeding  to   the   rights   of   sovereignty,   stood,    at    the 
Declaration  of  Independence,  in  the  place  of  the  king,  and    bein^ 
thus  expressly  excepted,  when  she  surrendered  certain  powers  of  sov- 
ereignty to  the  United  States,  the  exception  must  be  considered   as 
applying  to  such  newly  created  government,  thus  clothed  witb   por- 
tions of  her  sovereign  power.    To  all  claims  springing  out  ot    the 
-exercise  of  every  sovereign  power  by  the  state,  and  which    were 
due   to  the   state,  by  express  legislation,   the   doctrine   of   nnllnm 
tempus,  etc.,  was  applied,  and  when  portions  of  this  sovereign  power 
have  been  conferred  upon  another  government,  and  claims  spring 
out  of  the  legitimate  exercise  of  such  powers,  such  newly  created 
government,  to  the  extent  of  the  granted  power,  must  and  ought  to 
be  considered,   as  standing  in  the  place  and  stead  of  the  state   so 
granting  them;   and  if  the  state  would  have  been   excepted   front 
the  operation  of  the  statute,  upon  all  claims  she  might  have,  from 
the  exercise  of  any  power  which  now  has  been  granted  away,  the 
United  States,  in  the  exercise  of  them,  is  but  the  substitute  of  the 
state,  and  is  entitled  to  the  benefit  of  the  exception  likewise.    This 
interpretation   of   the   act   does  not    enlarge   the   exception,   for    it 
is,  as  before,  confined  to  the  sovereign  power,  which  is  now  by  our 
^constitutions  parceled  out  to  two  governments." 

In  Balston  v.  Weston,  46  W.  Ya.  544,  76  Am.  St.  Bep.  834,  38 
S.  E.  326,  which  is  probably  one  of  the  latest  eases  dealing  ex- 
haustively with  this  particular  subject,  the  court  said:  ''The  word 
'state'  is  generally  used  to  denote  three  different  things,  and  often 
without  discrimination:  1.  The  territory  within  its  jurisdiction;  2. 
The  government  or  governmental  agencies  appointed  to  carry  out 
the  will  of  the  people;  and  3.  The  people  in  their  sovereign  capacity. 
The  state  is  not  the  sovereign  in  this  country.  The  people  who 
make  it  are  sovereign,  and  all  its  officers  are  but  their  servanta 
So  statutes  of  limitations,  which  are  made  to  apply  to  the  state, 
do  not  apply  to  the  people  or  their  public  rights.  But  they  only 
apply  to  the  state  in  the  same  cases  that  they  apply  to  individuals. 
The  entry  upon  or  recovery  of  lands  held  for  sale,  suits  on  bonds, 
•contracts,  evidences  of  debt,  or  for  torts — all  these,  though  the  state 
is  a  party,  are  subject  to  bar.  As  to  all  such  things  there  is  no 
reason  why  the  state  should  have  any  longer  time  than  an  in- 
dividuaL  Such  is  not  the  case  with  the  right  of  taxation,  the  right 
of  eminent  doipain,  the  right  to  use  the  public  highways,  and  other 
rights,  which  pertain  only  to  the  sovereignty  of  the  people.  None 
of  these  can  ever  be  lost  by  the  negligence  of  the  public  servants, 
who  have  no  power  of  disposal  over  them  in  any  way,  except  ac- 
cording to  the  express  will  of  the  people.    It  would  be  a  strange 
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tbin^  for  an   individual  to  plead  the  statute  in  bar  of  the  right 
of  eminent  domain,  whieh  is  said  to  be  the  right  of  the  people  to 
take   private    property  for  public   use.    The   right   to   keep  it   for 
public  nse  should  be  as  extensive  as  the  right  to  take  it;  for  one 
would  be  useless  without  the  other.    The  former  is  said  to  be  an 
attribute  of  sovereignty,  and  why  not  the  latter!"     And  then  con- 
tini^ng  the  court  further  said:  "In  all  cases  where  the  sovereign 
rights  of  the  state  are  referred  to,  the  state  is  spoken  of  as  repre- 
flentative   of  the  people,   and  not  of  the   territory   or  the   govern- 
ment,  or  its  agencies.    The  state,  in  its  government  capacity,  has 
&o  right  to  alien,  or  authorize  the  alienation  of,  the  public  high- 
ways, except  for  the  public  good;  but  it  may  provide  subagencies  to 
control,  make,  repair  and   otherwise   exercise  complete  supervision 
over  such   highways,  and  make  such  agencies  responsible   for  the 
good  condition  thereof,  through  their  servants."    And  later  in  the 
opinion   in  answering  the  arguments  of  the  trial  judge,  the  court 
said:    ''Judge   Johnson   invests   the   state   with   sovereignty   which 
belongs  alone  to  the  people,  and  of  which  the  state  is  the  mere 
trustee,  except  when  the  word  is  used  in  a  broad  sense,  to  designate 
the  people,  and  not  governmental  agencies.    The  people  have  the  power 
to  impose  the  duty  of  protecting  their  sovereign  rights  on  any  pub- 
he  agency  or  individual  officer  or  person  they  may  see  fit  and  proper, 
and  the  fact  that  they  do  impose  such  duty  on  trustees  or  agents 
cannot  possibly  destroy  such  rights  without  their  consent.    And  it 
is  the  duty  of  every  man,  woman  and  child  in  this  state  who  enjoys 
the  protection  of  the  laws  of  the  land,  including  the  use  of  its  high- 
-waySy  to  aid  in  preserving  sudh  public  sovereign  rights  intact,  in- 
stead of  seeking  to  overthrow  and  destroy  them.    The  king  of  Eng^ 
land    intrusted   his   highways   to   supervisors   and   local   authorities, 
yet  it  never  entered  even  the  imagination  of  his  subjects  that  by 
reason  thereof  they  could  acquire  rights  against  him  in  his  high- 
ways by  means  of  nuisances  maintained  therein  for  any  length  of 
time.    The  people  of  this  country  succeeded  to  all  his  rights,  and 
more  than  he  are  compelled  to  transact  their  business  through  local 
agencies,  and  there  is  no  more  reason  that  they,  by  so  doing,  should 
lose  their  rights  than  he.    Their  sovereignty  is  far  more  pervading 
than  his,  for  it  has  representation  of  pure  blood  in  every  house- 
hold throughout  the  length  and  breadth  of  their  domain.    The  over- 
sight in  the  learned  judge's  opinion,  and  the  numerous  decisions 
on  whieh  he  places  his  reliance,  is  his  failure  to   distinguish  the 
municipality  in  its  private,  ministerial  and  local  governmental  capa- 
cities from  the  municipality  in  its  higher  governmental  as  the  agent 
of  the  public,  charged  with  the  duty  of  preserving  the  sovereign 
Tights  of  the  people." 

2.    Status  of  Qoyeniinental  Bodies  as  Bepresenting    the    Sovez^ 
eignty. — ^Prom  the  preceding  section,  it  appears  to  us  that  the  United 
States  and  the  state  ordinarily  represent  the  sovereignty,  at  least, 
Am.   St.  Bep.  Vol.  101—11 
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when  exercising  the  attributes  of  Bovereignty,  but  it  does  no^  seem 
to  us  that  it  necessarily  follows  that  all  acts  by  the  United  States- 
or  the  state  are  sovereign  in  character. 

In  Carr  v.  State,  127  Ind.  204,  22  Am.  St.  Bep.  624,  26   I^.    K. 
778,  11  L.  B.  A.  370,  which  was  a  suit  over  a  certificate  of  in  deb t* 
edness  issued  by  the  state,  the  court  said:  "As  there  is  a  perfect 
contract,  the  state  is  bound  to  perform  it  according  to  its   legal 
tenor  and  effect,  and  to  redeem  the  pledge  it  has  declared  to    l>e 
irrevocable.    In  entering  into  the  contract  it  laid  aside  its   attri- 
butes as  a  sovereign,  and  bound  itself,  substantially,  as  one  of   its 
eitizeng  does  when  he  enters  into  a  contract.    Its  contracts  are   In- 
terpreted as  the  contracts  of  individuals  are,  and  the  law  whiclk 
measures  individual  rights   and   responsibilities  measures,  with    teyr 
exceptions,  those  of  a  state,  whenever  it  enters  into  an  ordinary  busi- 
ness contract:  Hartman  v.  Greenhow,  102  U.  S.  672,  26  L.  ed.  271^ 
Poindexter  v.  Greenhow,  114  IT.  S.  270,  6  Sup.  Ct.  Bep.  003,  962,  29 
L.  ed.  185;  Keith  v.  Clark,  97  U.  S.  454,  24  L.  ed.  1071;  Murray  ▼. 
Charleston,  96  TJ.  S.  432,  24  L.  ed.  760;  Gray  v.  State,  72  Ind.  567; 
State  V.  Cardoza,  8  S.  C.  71,  28  Am.  Bep.  275;  People  v.  Canal  Com- 
missioners,   6   Denio,   401;    Georgia   etc.  Co.  v.  Nelms,  71  Ga.  301; 
Ix)wry  T.  Francis,  2  Yerg.  534;  Grogan  v.  San  Francisco,  18   Cal. 
590.    The  principle  that  a  state,  in  entering  into  a  contract,  binds 
itself    substantially   as   an   individual   does   under   similar   circum- 
stances necessarily  earries  with  it  the  inseparable  and   subsidiary 
rule  that  it  abrogates  the  power  to  annul  or  impair  its  own  con- 
tract.'' 

The  status  of  counties  was  discussed  in  a  previous  section;  henee 
we  will  not  add  much  to  what  was  there  said  in  regard  to  them. 
The  exact  status  of  counties  does  not  appear  to  be  absolutely  ee- 
tablished.  In  Commonwealth  v.  Brice,  22  Pa.  St.  211,  60  Am.  Dee. 
79*,  it  was  said:  "The  fact  that  a  county  has  certain  rights  recog- 
nized in  law  as  its  own  does  not  sever  it  as  a  body  from  the  state; 
but  only  distinguishes  it  in  the  state,  and  as  a  part  of  it,  and 
allows  local  officers  to  enforce,  in  the  name  of  the  county,  certain 
rights  and  duties  which  otherwise  would  have  had  to  be  enforced 
in  the  name  of  the  state.  The  institution  of  local  divisions  is  merely 
a  means  of  government,  and  counties  and  their  officers  are  but  parts 
of  the  machinery  that  constitute  the  public  system.  This  form  of 
administration  is  no  more  a  division  of  the  government  than  is  the 
allotment  of  particular  localities,  or  particular  functions,  to  what 
are  usually  called  state  officers.''  In  Fry  v.  County  of  Albemarle, 
86  Ya.  195,  19  Am.  St.  Bep.  879,  9  S.  E.  1004,  the  court  in  dis- 
cussing the  difference  between  counties  and  municipal  corporations, 
said:  "As  was  said  by  a  learned  judge  in  a  case  not  now  modem: 
'Counties  are  at  most  but  local  organizations,  which  for  the  pur- 
poses of  civil  administration  are  invested  with  a  few  functions,  char- 
acteristie    of    a    corporate    existence.     They    are   local  subdivisions 
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€i  a  fltate,  created  by  the  sovereign  power  of  the  state,  of  its  own 
florereign  -will,  without  the  particular  solicitation,  consent,  or  eon* 
current  action  of  the  people  who  inhabit  them':  Hamilton  Count/ 
T.  ICighels,  7  Ohio  St.  109. 

"A  mnnicipal  corporation  proper  is  created  mainly  for  the  in« 
teres!,  advantage,  and  convenience  of  its  locality  and  its  people. 
A  county  organization  is  created  almost  exclusively  with  a  view 
to  the  policy  of  the  state  at  large^  for  purposes  of  j>olitical  or« 
ganization,  and  civil  administration  in  matters  of  finance,  of  edu- 
cation, of  provision  for  the  poor,  of  military  organization,  of  tha 
Bieanfl  of  travel,  and  of  transport,  and  especially  for  the  general 
adminiatration  of  justice.  With  scarcely  an  exception,  all  the  pow- 
ers and  functions  of  the  county  organization  have  a  direct  and  ex- 
cinmve  reference  to  the  general  policy  of  the  state,  and  are  ia 
fact  but  a  branch  of  the  general  administration  of  that  policy." 

Substantially  the  same  characterization  was  made  of  parishes, 
which  corresponds  to  counties,  in  West  Carroll  v.  Gaddis,  34  La. 
Ann.  928,  the  language  of  which  was  quoted  and  adopted  in  Jeffer- 
son County  V.  Grafton,  74  Miss.  435,  60  Am.  St.  Bep.  516,  21  South. 
247,  36  !#.  B.  A.  798.  In  Bell  v.  Commissioners,  127  N.  C.  91,  87 
6.  R  136,  it  was  held  that  counties  are  not,  in  a  strictly  legal 
sense,  municipal  corporations,  like  cities  and  towns,  but  that  they 
are  rather  instrumentalities  of  government,  and  are  given  corpo- 
rate powers  for  the  execution  of  their  purpose. 

As  bearing  upon  the  general  nature  of  counties,  see,  also.  People 
T.  McFadden,  81  CaL  489,  15  Am.  St.  Bep.  66,  22  Pac.  851;  Louis- 
ville etc.  B.  Co.  V.  County  Court,  1  Sneed,  637,  62  Am.  Bee.  424; 
Coles  ▼.  County  of  Madison,  Breese  (III*)^  154,  12  Am.  Dee.  161; 
County  of  Chester  v.  Brewer,  117  Pa.  St.  647,  2  Am.  St.  Bep.  713, 

12  AtL  577;  monographic  note  to  Leake  v.  Lacey,  51  Am.  St.  Bepw 
119. 

Jn  Adams  v.  Xllinoia  Central  B.  Co.,  71  Miss.  752,  15  South.  640, 
It  was  held  that  the  Yazoo-Mississippi  Delta  Levee  District,  created 
by  statute  and  recognized  by  the  constitution,  was  a  subdivision 
of  the  state  against  which  the  general  statutes  of  limitation  did 
not  run.    In  McClanahan  v.  Western  Lunatie  Asylum,  88  Ya.  466, 

13  S.  £.  977,  the  statute  of  limitations  was  set  up  against  a  claim 
by  a  publie  asylum  for  board  of  an  inmate  and  the  asylum  con- 
tended that  the  maxim  "Nullum  tempus  occurrit  regi''  applied  as 
to  its  transactions.    The  court,  in  holding  that  limitations  applied, 
said:  "We  are  of  opinion  that  this  contention  is  not  sound,  and 
that  the  error  assigned  is  well  taken.    The  Western  Lunatie  Asy- 
taun  is  a  corporation — an  organized  legal   entity — a  personalty  in 
law  with  power  to  sue  and  be  sued,  to  plead  and  to  be  impleaded; 
sad   being    endowed    with    this    capacity,    it    is    thereby    entitled 
te  and  amenable  to  all  legal  defenses  which  pertain  to  private 
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persozLB.  In  the  case  of  the  Bank  of  the  United  States  y.  Planter*' 
Bank  of  Georgia,  9  Wheat.  904,  6  L.  ed.  244,  Marshall,  C.  X, 
says:  'The  state  does  not,  hj  becoming  a  corporation,  identifj 
itself  with  the  corporation.  The  Planters'  Bank  of  Georgia  is  ii<4 
the  state  of  Georgia,  although  the  state  holds  an  interest  in  it. 
•  .  .  .  The  state  of  Georgia,  by  giving  to  the  bank  the  capacity  to 
sue  and  be  sued,  voluntarily  strips  itself  of  its  sovereign  character, 
80  far  as  respects  the  transactions  of  the  bank,  and  waives  all  the 
privileges  o&  that  character.  As  a  member  of  a  corporation,  a  goT« 
emment  never  exercises  its  sovereignty.  It  acts  merely  as  a  cor- 
porator and  exercises  no  other  power  in  the  management  of  the 
corporation  than  one  expressly  given  by  the  incorporating  act.' 
'So  with  respect  to  the  Bank  of  the  United  States.  Suits  brought 
by  or  against  it  are  not  understood  to  be  brought  by  or  against  the 
United  States'  ":  See,  also,  Osborn  y.  Bank  of  United  States,  9 
iWheat.  738,  6  L.  ed.  204,  and  Western  Lunatic  Asylum  v.  Miller, 
29  W.  Ya.  826,  6  Am.  St.  Bep.  644,  1  S.  E.  740. 

c.    Effect  of  Statutes  Expressly  Applying  Llmitatloiis. 

1.  Kecessity  for  Sovereign  to  be  Expressly  Named. — ^In  United 
States  V.  Nashville  etc.  By.,  118  U-  S.  120,  6  Sup.  Ct.  Bep.  106,  30 
L.  ed.  81,  it  was  held  "that  the  United  States  asserting  rights  vested 
in  them  as  a  sovereign  government  are  not  bound  by  any  statute 
of  limitations  unless  Congress  has  clearly  manifested  its  intention 
that  they  should  be  so  bound":  See,  also.  United  States  v.  Hoar, 
2  Mason,  311,  Fed.  Oas.  No.  15,373;  United  States  ▼.  Backus,  6 
McLean,  443,  Fed.  Gas.  No.  14,491;  San  Francisco  Savings  Union 
V.  Irwin,  28  Fed.  708;  Booth  etc.  ▼.  United  States,  11  Gill  &  J.  373, 
to  the  same  effect. 

And  in  United  States  v.  Thompson,  98  U.  S.  488,  25  L.  ed.  194, 
the  court,  in  holding  that  the  United  States  is  not  bound  by  a 
state  statute  of  limitation,  said:  "This  ease  turns. upon  a  statute 
of  the  state  of  Minnesota,  which  bars  actions  ex  contractu,  like 
this,  within  a  specified  time,  and  the  same  limitation  is  applied 
by  statute  to  the  state.  The  United  States  are  not  named  in  it. 
The  court  below  held  that  the  statute  applied  to  the  United  States^ 
and  rendered  judgment  against  them. 

"There  is  no  opinion  in  the  record,  and  we  are  at  a  loss  to 
imagine  the  reasoning  by  which  the  result  was  reached.  The  federal 
courts  have  been  in  existence  nearly  a  century.  The  reports  of 
their  decisions  are  numerous.  They  involve  a  great  variety  of  ques- 
tions and  the  fruit  of  much  learned  research.  We  have  been  able 
to  find  but  two  eases  in  the  lower  federal  courts  in  which  it  appears 
the  question  was  raised.  They  are  United  States  v.  Hoar,  2  Mason, 
811,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  15,373,  and  United  States  ▼.  Williams,  5  Me- 
liCan,   133,   Fed.   Cas.   No.   16,721.    In   both,   it  was   held,  without 
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^«  intimation  of  a  doubt,  that  a  state  statute  cannot  bar  the 
United  States.  The  same  doctrine  has  been  several  times  laid  down 
bj  this  eonrt;  but  it  seems  always  to  have  been  taken  for  granted, 
and  in  no  instance  to  have  been  discussed  either  by  counsel  or 
the  court:  United  States  v.  Buford,  3  Pet.  12,  7  L.  ed.  5S5;  Lindsey 
▼.  ICilleT's  Lessee,  6  Pet.  666,  8  L.  ed.  538;  Gibson  v.  Chouteau,  13 
Wall.  92,  20  li.  ed.  534. 

'^Thia  state  of  things  indicates  a  general  conviction  throughout 
tbe  country  that  there  is  no  foundation  for  a  different  proposition* 
There  are  also  adjudications  in  the  state  reports  upon  the  subject  but 
they  concur  with  those  to  which  we  have  referred.    Among  the  earli- 
€St  of  them  is  Stoughton  v.  Baker,  4  Mass.  522,  3  Am.  Dec.  236.    In 
tkat  ease  Chief  Justice  Parsons  said:  'No  laches  can  be  imputed  to 
the  government,  and  against  it  no  time  runs  so  as  to  bar  its  rights.' 
The  examination  of  the  subject  by  Judge  Story  in  United  States  t. 
Hoar,  2  Mason,  311,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  15,373,  is  a  fuller  one  than  we  have 
found  anywhere  else.    He  and  Parsons  are  in  accord.    So  far  as  we 
are  advised  the  case  before  ns  stands  alone  in  American  jurispru- 
dence.    It  certainly  has  no  precedent  in  the  reported  adjudications  of 
the  federal  courts."    And  continuing  the  court  said:  "The  only  ar- 
f;nnient  suggested  by  the  learned  counsel  for  the  defendants  in  er- 
TOfT  is  that  the  judiciary  act  of  1789,  re-enacted  in  the  late  revision 
of  the  statutes,  declares  'that  the  laws  of  the  several  states,  ex- 
cept where  the  constitution  and  treaties  of  the  United  States  shall 
otherwise  require  or  provide,  shall  be  regarded  as  rules  of  decision  in 
trials  at  common  law,  in  the  courts  of  the  United  States,  in  cases 
where  they  apply.'    It  is  insisted  that  the  ease  in  hand  is  within 
this  statute.    To  this  there  are  several  answers. 

"The  United  States  not  being  named  in  the  statute  of  Minne- 
sota, are  not  within  its  provisions.  It  does  not  and  cannot  'apply' 
to  them.  If  it  did,  it  would  be  beyond  the  power  of  the  state 
to  pass  it,  a  gross  usurpation,  and  void.  It  is  not  to  be  presumed 
that  such  was  the  intention  of  the  state  legislature  in  passing  the 
act,  as  it  certainly  was  not  of  Congress  in  enacting  the  law  of 
1789:  United  States  v.  Hoar,  2  Mason,  311,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  15,373; 
field  ▼.  United  States,  9  Pet.  182,  9  L.  ed.  94.  The  federal  courts 
are  instrnments  competently  created  by  the  nation  for  national  pur- 
poses. The  states  can  exercise  no  power  over  them  or  their  pro- 
ceedings except  so  far  as  Congress  shall  allow.  This  subject  was 
considered  in  Farmers'  etc.  Bank  v.  Bearing,  91  U.  S.  29,  23 
L.  ed.  196,  and  we  need  not  pursue  it  further  upon  this  occasion": 
Bee,  also.  United  States  v.  Spiel,  8  Fed.  143,  3  McCrary,  107;  United 
States  V.  Belknap,  73  Fed.  19,  to  tbe  same  effect.  But  also  see  Stan- 
ley T.  Schwalby,  147  U.  S.  508,  13  Sup.  Ct.  Bep.  418,  37  L.  ed. 
tS9,  to  the  effect  that  the  United  States  may  avail  itself  of  the 
heaefita  of  a  state  statute  of  limitation  as  a  defense. 
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It  seems  to  be  nniversally  held  that  statutes  of  limitation   do  not 
run  against  the  state  unless  the  state  is  expressly  named    in   ths 
statntoi   as  being  included   amongst   those   against  whom  it    isr    to 
operate:  Ware  v.  Greene,  37  Ala.  494;  Swann  v.  Lindsey,  70  JLla^  607; 
Madison    County  v.   Bartlett,    1    Scam.    (Dl.)    70;    State   ▼.     School 
District,  34  Kan.  237,  8  Pac.  208;  Hardin  v.  Taylor,  4  T.  B.   Mon. 
616;  Booth  etc.  v.  United  States,  11  Gill    &  J.  373;  Parks  r.   State, 
7  Mo.  194;  People  v.  Gilbert,  18  Johns.  227;  People  ▼.  Herkimer, 
4   Cow.  345,   15  Am.   Dec.   379;    Commonwealth   v.  Johnson,    6    Pa. 
136;  Harlock  v.  Jackson,  3  Brev.  (S.  C.)  254;  Governor  v.  Allbri^h^ 
21   Tex.  753;   Brown  v.   Sneed,  77  Tex.  471,  14  S.  W.  248;    State 
Treasurer  v.  Weeks,  4  Vt.  215.    In  Josselyn  v.  Stone,  28  Miss.  763, 
the   court  in  advancing  reasons  why  statutes  of  limitation    ^would 
not  operate  against  the  state  unless  the  state  was  expressly    in- 
cluded within  their  operation,  said:  ''It  is  a  universally  reco^^ized 
rule  that  no  laches  is  to  be  imputed  to  the  state  and  against   her; 
that  no  time  runs  so  as  to  bar  her  rights.    This  is  a  great   prin* 
ciple  of  public  policy,  intended  to  secure  the  rights  and  propertj* 
of  the  public  against  loss  or  injury  by  the  negligence  of  public 
officers  and  agents.    And  upon  the  same  reason,  it  is  the  settled 
doctrine  that  the  general  words   of  a  statute   do  not  include    the 
state  or  affect  her  rights,  unless  she  be  specially  named,  or  it  he 
clear  and  indisputable  from  the  act  that  it  was  intended  to  inelude 
the  state":  Citing  People  v.  Gilbert,  18  Johns.  228;  United  States  ▼• 
Hoar,  2  Mason,  314,  Fed.  Cas.  Ko.  15,373;  St  ought  on  v.  Baker,  4 
Mass.  528,  3  Am.  Dec.  236;  State  of  Maryland  v.  Bank  of  Mary- 
land, 6  GiU   &  J.  205,  26  Am.  Dec  661. 

2.    Oonstmction  of  Umitation  Statutes   Affecting   OovenuueDtal 
Bodies. — It  seems  to  be  a  general  rule  of  construction  of  statutes 
that  general  words  used  in  a  statute  will  not  apply  to  the  United 
States  or  a  state  to  the  detriment  of  their  sovereign  rights  or  in- 
terests  unless   such   an   intent   clearly   appears   from   the  language 
used.    Thus  it  was  said  in  Dollar  Savings  Bank  v.  United  States, 
19  Wall.  239,  22  L.  ed.  80,  that:   ''It  is  a  familiar  principle  that 
the  king  is  not  bound  by  any  act  of  parliament  unless  he  be  named 
therein  by  special  and  particular  words.    The  most  general  words 
that  can  be  devised   (for  example,  any  person  or  persons,  bodies 
politic  Or  corporate)   affect  not  him  in  the  least,  if  they  tend  to 
restrain  or  diminish  any  of  his  rights  or  interests:  Magdalen  Col- 
lege Case,  11  Coke,  74;  King  v.  Allen,  15  East,  333.    He  may  even 
take  the  benefit  of  any  particular  act  though  not  named:  7  Coke, 
32;  Potter's  Dwarris  on  Statutes,  151,  152.    The  rule  thus  settled 
respecting  the  British  crown  is  equally  applicable  to  this  govern- 
ment, and  it  has  been  applied  frequently  in  the  different   states 
and   practically   in   the   federal   courts.    It   may   be   considered   as 
settled  that  so  much  of  the  royal  prerogative  as  belonged  to  the 
king  in  his  capacity  of  parens  patriae,  or  universal  trustee,  enters 
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'tts  mneb  into  our  political  state  as  it  does  into  the  principles  of  the 
British  constitution:  Commonwealth  v.  Baldwin,  1  Watts,  54,  26  Am. 
Dee.  33;  People  v.  Bossiter,  4  Cow.  143;  United  States  v.  Davis,  3 
McLiean,  483,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  14,929;  United  States  ▼.  Williams,  5  Me- 
Xiean,  133,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  16,721;  Commonwealth  y.  Johnson,  6  Pa* 
Bt.  136;  United  States  ▼.  Greene,  4  Mason,  427,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  15,258; 
United  States  t.  Hoar,  2  Mason,  311,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  15,373;  United 
States  ▼.  Hewes,  Crabbe,  207,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  15,359.'' 

And  Justice  Story,  in  the  mneh  cited  ease  of  United  States  ▼. 
Hoar,  2  Mason,  314,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  15,373,  in  a  ease  involving  the 
api^ication  of  the  maxim  in  connection  with  a  statute  of  limitation, 
said:  *'But  independently  of  any  doctrine  founded  on  the  notion  of 
prerogative,  the  same  constmetion  of  statutes  of  this  sort  ought  to 
prevail,  founded  upon  the  legislative  intention.    Where  the  govern- 
ment is  not  expressly  or  by  necessary  implication  included,  it  ought 
to  be  elear  from  the  nature  of  the  mischiefs  to  be  redressed,  or  the 
language  used,  that  the  government  itself  was  in  contemplation  of 
the  legislature;,  before  a  court  of  law  would  be  authorized  to  put 
sneh.  an  interpretation  upon  any  statute.    In  general,  acts  of  the 
legislature  are  meant  to  regulate  and  direct  the  acts  and  rights  of 
citizens;  and  in  most  cases  the  reasoning  applicable  to  them  applies 
with,  very  different,  and  often  contrary,  force  to  the  government 
itself.    It  appears  to  me,  therefore,  to  be  a  safe  rule,  founded  in  the 
principles  of  the  common  law,  that  the  general  words  of  a  statute 
ought  not  to  include  the  government,  or  affect  its  rights,  unless  that 
eonstruetion  be  elear  and  indisputable  upon  the  text  of  the  act.'' 
This  language  was  approved  in  Stanley  v.  Schwalby,  147  U.  S.  515, 
13  Sup.  Ct.  Bep.  418,  87  L.  ed.  259.    And  in  State  v.  School  District, 
34  Kan.  242,  8  Pae.  208,  the  court,  in  discussing  the  rules  of  inter- 
preting  statutes  of  limitation  in  their  appUeation  to  the  state,  said: 
''Even  where  there  is  a  doubt  as  to  whether  the  state  was  intended 
to  be  included  within  the  provisions  of  the  statute,  the  doubt  must 
be  solved  in  favor  of  the  state  and  the  state  held  not  to  be  included: 
Des  Moines  County  v.  Barker,  34  Iowa,  84,  and  cases  there  cited." 
See,  also,  on  this  point,  Mintum  v.  Larue,  23  How.  (U.  S.)  435,  16  L. 
ed.  574;  State  v.  Garland,  7  Ired.  (29  N.  C.)  48;  City  of  Pella  v. 
Seholte,  24  Iowa,  283,  298,  95  Am.  Dec  729;  Hail  v.  Byrne,  1  Scam. 
140. 

In  County  of  Dee  Moines  v.  Barker,  34  lowa^  84,  the  court  held 
that  the  words  ''bodies  corporate  and  politic,"  used  in  a  statute  of 
limitation,  would  not  include  the  state  in  its  operation.  THie  court 
nid;  "There  are  subjects  to  which  this  statute  can  be  applied  in  all 
its  language  and  force  without  including  the  state.  The  legislature 
does  not,  when  prescribing  a  rule  for  the  state,  call  it  a  'body  poli- 
tic and  corporate.'  It  is  not  probable  such  a  designation  eaa  ba 
foond  in  *J»®  entire  history  of  our  legislation." 
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The  case  of  Ealston  v.  Weston,  46  W.  Va.  544,  76  Am.  St.  Bep.  834^ 
83  S.  E.  326,  discussed  the  application  of  the  statutes  of  limitation 
with    reference    to    the    adverse    possession    of  a  street.     The   ease 
went  into  the  policy  of  the  maxim  "Nullum  tempus  occurrit   regi" 
very  exhaustively,  and  is  perhaps  one  of  the  latest  cases  deaJing  as 
exhaustively  with  that  particular  branch  of  the  subject.    The   opin- 
ion does  not  show  the  wording  of  the  statute  of  limitation,   vrhich 
it  was  contended  barred  the  state,  but  the  court  held  that  it  did  not 
operate  against  the  state  because  the  suit  involved  the  rights  of  the 
public  in  a  highway.    The  court,  after  citing  several  provisions   of 
the  state  constitution  to  that  effect,  said  that:  ''The  people,  in  their 
collective  capacity,  are  sovereign.    To  them  all  so-called  'prerosa>' 
tive  rights'  belong,  and  from  them  they  cannot  be  taken,  or  in  any- 
wise diminished  except  in  accordance  with  their  own  appointment. ' ' 
Then    proceeding    from  this  premise,    the    court    said:  ''The    Tvord 
'state'  is  generally  used  to  denote  three  different  things  and  oftaKi 
without  discrimination:  1.  The  territory  within  its  jurisdiction;  2.  The 
government  or  governmental  agencies  appointed  to  carry  out  the  w^ill 
of  the  people;  and  3.  The  people  in  their  sovereign  capacity.     The 
state  is  not  the  sovereign  in  this  country.    The  people  who  make  it 
are  sovereign,  and  all  its  officers  are  but  their  servants.    So  statutes 
of  limitations,  which  are  made  to  apply  to  the  state,  do  not  apply  to 
the  people  or  their  public  rights.    But  they  only  apply  to  the  state 
in  the  same  cases  that  they  apply  to  individuals.    The  entry  upon, 
or  recovery  of,  lands  held  for  sale,  suits  or  bonds,  contracts,   evi- 
dences of  debt,  or  for  torts — all  these,  though  the  state  is  a  party, 
are  subject  to  bar.    As  to  all  such  things,  there  is  no  reason  why 
the  state  should  have  any  longer  time  than  an  individual.    Such  is 
not  the  case  with  the  right  of  taxation,  the  right  of  eminent   do- 
main, the  right  to  use  public  highways  and  other  rights,  which  per- 
tain only  to  the  sovereignty  of  the  people.     None  of  these  can  ever 
be  lost  by  the  negligence  of  the  public  servants,  who  have  no  power 
of  disposal  over  them  in  any  way  whatever,  except  according  to  the 
express  will  of  the  people.    It  would  be  a  strange  thing  for  an  indi- 
vidual to  plead    the    statute    in    bar    of    the    right    of    eminent 
domain,  which  is  said    to    be    the    right    of    the    people    to    take 
private  property  for  public  use.    The  right  to  keep  it  for  public  use 
should  be  as  extensive  as  the  right  to  take  it;  for  one  would  be  use- 
less without  the  other.    The  former  is  said  to  be  an  attribute  of  sov- 
ereignty, and  why  not  the  latter t" 

It  seems  to  us  that  it  might  logically  be  concluded  from  the  case 
just  cited  (if  it  enunciates  sound  law)  that  even  where  the  word 
"state"  is  expressly  used  in  a  statute  of  limitations,  that  the  stat* 
ute  of  limitation  is  not  operative  against  the  state  in  a  case  wherein 
the  subject  matter  of  the  litigation  involves  a  public  right  as  distin- 
guishable from  a  transaction  in  the  nature  of  an  ordinary  business 
transaction.    Hence,  the  question  for  determination  under  such  cir^ 
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cnmntaweea,  wonld  be  whether  the  eubjeet  matter  of  the  litigatioik 
involved  the  exercise  of  sovereign  functions  on  the  part  of  the  state 
or  govenunental  body  attempting  to  act  in  the  sovereign  capacity, 
iknd  it  would  also  seem  to  follow  that  it  would  be  necessary  in  order 
to  make  a  statute  of  limitation  applicable  to  the  state  in  a  matter 
involving  a  public  right,  that  the  passage  of  the  statute  be  authorized 
by  tlie  people  of  the  state  under  such  forms  as  the  state  constitution 
would  provide  for  the  relinquishment  of  a  right  of  that  character^ 
or  that  the  statute  be  clearly  authorized  by  the  state  constitution* 
Por  a  further  discussion  of  this  subject  see,  also,  the  next  section. 

Very  often  in  determining  Vhether  certain  statutes  of  limitations 
apply  to  an  action  to  enforce  official  bonds  or  collect  taxes,  the  ques- 
tion is  raised  whether  the  liability  of  the  defendant  is  one  created 
by  statate,  the  statute  sought  to  be  set  up  in  bar  having  application 
to  Bueb  liabilitiea  Questions  of  that  sort  arose  in  Placer  Co.  ▼• 
BiekensoUy  45  Cal.  12;  Graham  County  Commrs.  ▼.  Van  Slyck,  62 
Kan.  622,  35  Pac.  299;  Kenton  County  v.  Lowe,  91  Ky.  367,  16  S.  W. 
88;  Iiouisville  etc.  Co.  v.  Commonwealth,  108  Ky.  717,  57  S.  W.  624, 
626;  State  ▼.  Sage,  75  Minn.  448,  78  N.  W.  14;  State  v.  Baker  County, 
24  Or.  141,  33  Pac.  530;  State  v.  Davis,  42  Or.  34,  71  Pac.  68,  rehear- 
ing in  72  Pac.  317;  Bristol  v.  Washington  Co.,  177  U.  &  133,  20  Sup. 
Ct.  Bep.  585,  44  L.  ed.  701, 

d.    BAghts  of  OoTexnmental  Body  When  a  litigant. 

1.    In  OeneraL— In  Be  Ash's  Estate,  202  Pa.  St.  422,  90  Am.  St. 
Bep.  658,  51  AtL  1030,  it  was  said:  "When  the  commonwealth  comes 
into  its  courts,  it  is  subject  like  all  other  suitors  to  the  established 
rules  of  evidence.    It  must  meet  the  burden  of  proof,  its  evidence 
must  be  relevant,  material,  the  best  attainable,  and  must  be  pre- 
sented in  duo  order  under  the  regular  rules  of  procedure.    In  all  such 
respects  it  stands  upon  the  same  footii\g  as  ordinary  litigants.    Stat- 
utes of  limitation  do  not  apply  to  it,  because  the  maxim  'nullum 
tempus  occurrit  regi,'  though  probably  in  its  origin  a  part  of  royal 
prerogative,  has  been  adopted  in  our  jurisprudence  as  a  matter  of 
important  public  policy.    But  rules  of  evidence  and  legal  presump- 
tions are  not  changed  for  or  against  the  state  as  a  suitor.    A  statute 
of  limitation  is  a  legislative  bar  to  the  right  of  action,  but  the  pre- 
BDmption  of  payment  from  the  lapse  of  time  is  not  a  bar  at  all  but 
simply  a  rule  of  evidence,  affecting  the  burden  of  proof."    In  Lynch 
T.  United  States,  13  Okla.  142,  73  Pac.  1095,  which  was  a  suit  by  the 
United  States  to  cancel  a  land  patent,  the  court  said:  "The  United 
States  stands  in  no  different  relation  as  a  suitor  than  any  individual. 
When  the  government  comes  into  a  court  to  submit  a  question  to 
judicial  determination,  she  is  not  acting  in  her  capacity  as  a  sovereign 
but  as  a  Utigant  claiming  the  same  rights  and  bound  by  the  same 
rnleg  as  any  of  her  citizens  under  similir  circumstances.     This  wa» 
expressly  held  in  United  States  v.  Bank  of  Metropolis,  15  Pet.  377, 
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10  L.  ed.  774;  Brent  v.  Bank  of  Washington,  10  Pet.  596,  9  X^.  ed« 
547;  United  States  v.  Hughes,  11  How.  552,  13  L.  ed.  809;  United 
States  V.  Throckmorton,  98  U.  S.  61,  25  L.  ed.  93;  United  States  ▼. 
Minor,  114  U.  S.  233,  5  Sup.  Gt.  Bep.  836,  29  L.  ed.  110.''  See,  also. 
State  V.  Kennedy,  60  Neb.  300,  83  N.  W.  87,'  and  State  ▼.  Zaneo,  18 
Tex.  Civ.  App.  127,  44  S.  W.  527. 

It  would  seem  that  where  the  state  is  the  real  party  in  interest, 
.  it  is  bound  by  th«  result  of  the  litigation,  even  though  the  liti^^tion 
was  conducted  by  a  municipal  corporation.    Thus,  in  People  v.  Sella- 
day,  93  Cal.  241,  27  Am.  St.  Bep.  186,  29  Pac.  54,  Justice  De  Saven 
in  rendering  the  opinion,  said:  ''The  city  and  county  of  San  Fran- 
cisco is  a  municipal  corporation  created  by  the  legislature  of   the 
state,  and  has  conferred  upon  it  by  the  state  full  power  and  juris- 
diction over  the  public  squares  within  its  territorial  limits,  witb  the 
right  to  sue  and  be  sued,  and  this  necessarily  includes  the  authority 
to  maintain  and  defend  all  actions  relating  to  its  right  to  subject 
to  the  public  use  such  squares  or  land  claimed  by  it  to  have  been 
dedicated  for  such  purposes;  and  in  any  action  brought  by  it  for 
the  purpose  of  vindicating  and  protecting  the  public  rights  in  such 
squares,  or  land  claimed  as  such,  the  state  would  be  bound  by  the 
result  because  in  such  action  the  city  and  county  would  in   fact 
represent  the  people  of  the  state  by  virtue  of  Hhe  authority  given 
it  to  maintain  such  actions  for  the  purpose  of  preserving  the  public 
rights  of  which  it  is  the  trustee.    A  municipal  corporation  is  for 
many  purposes  but  a  department  of  the  state  organized  for  l^e  more 
convenient  administration  of  certain  powers  belonging  to  the  state: 
Sinton  v.  Ashbury,  41  Cal.  530;  Barnes  v.  District  of  Columbia,  91 
U.  S.  544,  23  L.  ed.  440;  Board  of  Education  v.  Martin,  92  Cal.  209, 
28  Pac.  799;  and  such  corporations,  in  their  management  and  control 
over  streets  and  squares  within  their  limits,  and  in  actions  for  the 
vindication  and  preservation  of  the  public  rights  therein  exercise 
a  part  of  the  sovereignty  of  the  state." 

The  position  of  county  or  municipal  corporations  toward  its  eiti- 
rens  and  taxpayers  as  trustees  in  actions  brought  by  them  relative 
to  matters  affecting  the  general  welfare  is  treated  in  Freeman  on 
Judgments,  section  178. 

In  Western  Lunatic  Asylum  v.  Miller,  29  W.  Va.  326,  6  Am.  St. 
Bep.  644,  1  S.  E.  740,  the  plaintiff  claiming  to  be  a  part  of  the 
commonwealth  of  Virginia,  commenced  suit  in  West  Virginia,  The 
court,  after  discussing  the  real  status  of  plaintiff,  said:  ''But  conced- 
ing, as  claimed  by  the  plaintiff,  that  this  corporation  and  the  com- 
monwealth of  Virginia  are  one  and  the  same,  and  that  it  must  be 
treated  here  as  possessing  all  the  attributes  and  immunities  which 
belong  to  the  sovereign  commonwealth  of  Virginia,  stiU,  when  Vir- 
ginia seeks  redress  and  becomes  a  suitor  in  the  courts  of  this  state 
and  beyond  her  territorial  limits,  she  must  lay  aside  her  attributes 
and  immunities  of  sovereignty,  and  assert  her  demands  as  private 
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IndiTridnalB  or  eoiporationB  assert  thein  in  those  courts,  subjeet  to 
tlie  same  laws  and  limitations.  Sovereignty,  though  supreme  within 
its  own  joiisdietion  and  territory,  does  not  extend  beyond  these; 
mnd  frben  a  sovereign  state  enters  the  courts  of  a  foreign  state,  she 
^joes  so  with  no  other  rights  and  immunities  than  those  which  per- 
tain to  private  corporations  or  individuals:  Esley  v.  People,  23  Kan. 
lilO.  The  lex  fori  governs  in  the  limitation  of  actions:  Johnson  v. 
Anderson,  76  Ya.  766/' 

2.    Where  Govemmoital  Body  is  Mierely  a  Komlnal  Plaintiff.— In 
United  Stotes  v.  Beebe,  127  IT.  S.  344,  8  Sup.  Ct.  Eep.  1083,  32  L.  ed. 
121,  the  court  remarked  that  "the  principle  that  the  United  States 
are  not  bound  by  any  statute  of  limitation,  nor  barred  by  any  laches 
of  their  officers,  however  gross,  in  a  suit  brought  by  them  as  a  sov- 
ereign government  to  enforce  a  public  right,  or  to  assert  a  public 
interest,  is  established  past  all  controversy  or  doubt:  United  States  v. 
Nashville  etc.  By.  Co.,  118  U.  S.  120,  125,  6  Sup.  Ct.  Bep.  1006,  30  L. 
ed.  81,  and  cases  there  cited.    But  this  case  stands  upon  a  different 
footing   and  presents   a   different    question.    The    question    is.    Are 
these  defenses  avsdlable  to  the  defendant  in  a  ease  where  the  govern- 
ment, although  a  nominal  complainant  party,  has  no  real  interest  in 
the  litigation  but  has  allowed  its  name  to  be  used  therein  for  the 
eole  benefit  of  a  private  person  f    It  has  not  been  unusual  for  this 
court,  for  the  purpose  of  justice,  to  determine  the  real  parties  to  a 
suit  by  reference,  not  merely  to  the  names  in  which  it  is  brought, 
but  to  the  facts  of  the  case  as  they  appear  in  the  record."    The 
court  then  cited  and  commented  on  In  re  Ayres,  123  U.  S.  443,  8  Sup. 
Ct.  Bep.  164,  31  L.  ed.  216,  New  HampAire  v.  Louisiana,  108  U.  8. 
76,  2  Sup.  Ct.  Bep.  176,  27  L.  ed.  656,  United  States  v.  Nashville  etc 
By.  Co.,  118  U.  a  120,  6  Sup.  Ct.  Bep.  1005,  30  L.  ed.  81,  Maryland 
V.  Baldwin,  112  U.  S.  490,  5  Sup.  Ct.  Bep.  278,  28  L.  ed.  822,  Miller 
V.  State,  38  Ala.  600,  McNutt  v.  Bland,  2  How.  9,  11  L.  ed.  159, 
Moody  V.  Fleming,  4  Ga.  115,  48  Am.  Dec.  10,  as  cases  sustaining  the 
proposition  that    the  court   could    properly    ascertain  whether  the 
sovereign  body  was  the  real  party  in  interest,  after  which  it  said: 
^'We  are  of  the  opinion  that  when  the  government  is  a  mere  formal 
complainant  in  a  suit,  not  for  the  purpose  of  asserting  any  publie 
right  or  protecting  any  public  interest,  title  or  property,  but  merely 
to  form  a  conduit  through  which  one  private  person  can  conduct  liti- 
gation against  another  private  person,  a  court  of  equity  will  not  be 
restrained  from  administering  the  equities  existing  between  the  real 
parties  by  any  exemption  of  the  government  designed  for  the  pro- 
tection of  the  United  States  alone.    The  mere  use  of  its  name  in  a 
eoit  for  the  benefit  of  a  private  suitor  cannot  extend  its  immunity 
as  a  sovereign  government  to  said  private  suitor,  whereby  he  can 
ayoid  and  escape  the  scrutiny  of  a  court  of  equity  into  matters 
pleaded  against  him  by  the  other  party,  nor  stop  the  court  from  ex- 
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an^ining  into  and  deciding  the  case  according  to  the  principles  goV'^ 
crning  courts  of  equity  in  like  cases  between  private  litigants." 

In  State  v.  Halter^  149  Ind.  297,  47  N.  E.  665,  which  was  an  actioxi^ 
to  recover  certain  penalties  fixed  by  statute  for  giving  false    lists- 
of  taxable  property,  the  court,  after  reviewing  some  of  the  cases- 
on  the  subject  as  to  whether  the  state  was  the  real  plaintiff,  s&idr 
^'Thie  distinction  that  runs  through  all  the  cases  is  the  differex&ce- 
between  an  action  in  the  name  of  the  state  to  protect  the  interest 
of  the  public,  and  an  action  to  enforce  a  private  right  for  the  sole- 
benefit  of  a  private  person.     Upon  reason  and  authority,  therefore^ 
the  rule  is  that,  when  the  statute  of  limitations  is  pleaded  in    an 
action  where  the  state  is  plaintiff,  the  court  must  determine,  from 
an  examination  of  the  entire  record,  whether  the  action  seeks  to  en- 
force a  public  right,  in  the  interest  of  the  public,  or  a  private  rig^bt^ 
for  the  benefit  of  a  private  person.    If  to  enforce  a  public  right,  ii^ 
the  public  interest,  the  statute  of  limitations  is  not  applicable;  bot 
if  to  enforce  a  private  right,  in  a  private  interest,  the  statute  is  ap* 
plicable,  although  the  state  is  named  as  plaintiff. 

''It  becomes  necessary,  therefore,  to  determine  whether  this  ae- 
tion  is  brought  in  the  interest  of  the  public,  to  enforce  a  penaltj* 
for  the  benefit  of  the  public,  or  whether  it  is  merely  a  private  action^ 
to  enforce  liability  in  a  private  interest."  The  court  then  discussed' 
the  nature  of  the  proceeding  and  held  it  to  be  of  a  public  nature. 

In  Moody  v.  Fleming,  4  Ga.  115,  48  Am.  I>ec.  210,  the  controversy- 
arose  over  the  refusal  of  a  trial  judge  to  issue  a  writ  of  mandate 
on  the  petition   of  a  private  individual.     The  court,  in  discussing 
th«  application  of  the  statutes  of  limitation  to  the  proceeding,  said: 
''The  state  of  Georgia  is    not    the    real   party    to   the    proceeding. 
She  is  not  asserting  any  right,  and  is  not  before  the  court.    The 
petition  for  a  mandamus  is  by  a  private  individual,  and  it  was  upon 
that  petition  alone  that  the  decision  complained  of   was  made.    But 
if  the  writ    had  issued,    and  the  writ  of    error  was  founded  upon 
alleged  errors  in  a  judgment  growing  out  of  the  writ  and  the  return^ 
then  the  state  would  be  no  party.     The  process,  it  is  true,  is  in  the 
name  of  the  state,  but  the  right  asserted  is  a  private  right;  the  issue 
is  between  two  of  the  state.    I  have  already  stated  that  this  court 
has  determined  that  a  proceeding  by  mandamus,  upon  the    relation 
of  a  private  person,  is  in  the  nature  of  a  suit.    It  is  in  England' 
called  a  prerogative  writ.    It  is  there  held  the  process  by  which  the 
crown  exerts  a  high  prerogative,  through  the  courts  of  justice.     The 
prerogative  of  asserting  for  a  subject    a  right  which  could  not  be 
otherwise   asserted   or  enforced.     This   prerogative   here   belongs  to* 
the  people.     They  exert  it  through  their  courts  of  justice  by  using* 
the  name  of  the  state,  and  although  the  writ  of  mandamus  is  gov- 
em«d  by  principles  peculiar  to  itself,  yet  to  all  practical  intents  and 
purposes   it  is  a  suit.    In  this  view  of  the  subject,  we  conclude  that 
the  maxim  'Nullum  tempus  occurrit  regi'  has  no  relevancy." 
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The  same  principles  were  announced  in  Miller  v.  State,  38  Ala. 
^00,  in  the  following  language:  " Though  the  state  is  a  party  to  this 
«ait,  it  has  no  real  interest  in  the  litigation.  If  there  be  a  right 
of  reeoverjy  the  property  sued  for  belongs,  not  to  the  state,  but  to 
'the  township;  so  that  in  point  of  fact  the  suit  is  substantially  be- 
tween the  township  and  the  defendant  [the  action  was  brought  by 
the  state  ''for  the  use  of"  the  township].  T^e  code  expressly  pro* 
Tides  that,  in  all  cases  where  suits  are  brought  in  the  name  of  the 
person  having  the  legal  right,  for  the  use  of  another,  the  beneficiary 
must  be  considered  as  the  sole  party  on  the  record:  Code,  sees.  2130, 
23S3.  In  our  opinion,  the  rule  that  the  statute  of  limitations  does 
not  run  against  the  state  has  no  application  to  a  case  like  the  present, 
where  the  state,  though  a  nominal  party  on  the  record,  has  no  real 
interest  in  the  litigation,  but  its  name  is  used  as  a  means  of  en- 
forcing the  rights  of  a  third  person." 

The  principle  that  the  statutes  of  limitation  will  run  against  th« 
-sovereignty  where  it  is  merely  a  nominal  and  not  the  real  plaintiff 
'waa  also  asserted  in  liolton  v.  Henderson,  62  Ala.  426;  United  States 
▼.  Southern  Pacific  B.  Co.,  39  Fed.  132;  United  States  ▼.  Pes  Moines 
«tc.  B.  Co.,  70  Fed.  435;  Parmilee  y.  McNutt,  1  Smedes  &  M.  179; 
State  T.  Pratte,  8  Mo.  286.  40  Am.  Dec.  140;  Commonwealth  ▼.  Bald- 
win, 1  Watts,  54,  26  Am.  Dec.  33;  Montgomery  v.  Hernandez,  12 
Wheat.  134,  6  L.  ed.  575. 

3.  Utigatiozi  Affecting  Publie  Bights. — ^In  the  well-considered 
•case  of  County  of  Piatt  v.  Goodell,  97  HI.  90,  the  court  discussed  not 
only  the  distinction  as  to  the  application  of  statutes  of  limitation 
where  the  rights  were  publie  in  character  and  where  they  were 
private,  both  as  to  states  and  the  minor  subdivisions  of  states,  but 
It  also  adverted  to  the  so-called  doctrine  of  equitable  estoppel.  The 
language  of  the  court  in  that  case  expresses  very  clearly  the  trend 
of  argument  used  by  other  courts  in  discussing  the  subject.  The 
controversy  in  that  case  arose  over  a  claim  of  adverse  possession  to 
a  tract  of  swamp  land  owned  by  the  county  under  a  color  of  title 
acquired  by  a  tax  title,  although  the  land  was  in  fact  not  liable  for 
taxes.  The  court  said:  "The  real  and  vital  question  in  this  case 
would  seem  to  be.  Can  the  title  of  lands  belonging  to  a  county,  which 
are  not  held  for  some  public  use  or  trust,  and  which  the  county  may 
at  pleasure  sell  and  convey  without  any  breach  of  duty,  be  de- 
feated by  possession  and  payment  of  taxes  under  color  of  title  made 
in  good  faith,  for  a  period  of  seven  years,  in  the  same  manner  as  if 
they  belonged  to  an  individual! 

"The  solution  of  this  question  necessarily  leads  to  a  consideration 
of  the  more  general  inquiry,  whether  municipal  corporations — ^using 
the  term  in  its  most  extended  sense — ^like  individuals,  are  subject 
to  general  statutes  of  limitation.  'Nullum  tempus  occurrit  regi' 
Is  one  of  the  ancient  maxims  of  the  common  law,  and  is  the  natural 
offshoot  of  the  maxim,  'Bex  non  potest  peccare.'  Inasmuch  as  by 
the  latter   maxim  the  king  was  regarded  as  incapable  of  doing  a 
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wrong,  it  necessarily  followed  that  negligence  or  laches  eonld  not  l>o 
attributed  to  him,  and  it  was  held,  therefore,  at  an  early  day,  thWL^ 
the  Idng  was  not  subject  to  statutes  of  limitations,  except  when  ex- 
pressly  named,  and  such  has  been  the  law  from  that  period  to  tli^ 
present. 

"The  same  doctrine  has  generally  been  recognized  by  the  court* 
of  tliis  country,  both  national  and  state,  as  applicable  to  the  federal* 
and  state  governments.  And  the  same  general  doctrine,  with  certaui 
limitations,  has  by  the  same  courts,  with  more  or  less  uniformitT', 
been  extended  to  other  municipal  and  quasi  municipal  corporatioiLB^ 
such  as  cities,  towns,  counties,  etc.  It  is  clear  from  the  authorities, 
that  these  latter  corporations  have  not  the  same  immunity  from  tbtf 
operation  of  limitation  laws,  and  the  effects  of  unreasonable  delays^ 
in  the  enforcement  of  their  rights,  or  the  performance  of  their^ 
duties,  as  the  federal  and  state  governments  have. 

•*In  City  of  Alton  v.  Illinois  Transportation  Co.,  12  HI.  38,  5^ 
Am.  Dec.  479,  which  was  an  action  of  ejectment,  brought  by  th^ 
city  to  recover  a  strip  of  land  constituting  a  part  of  the  public 
landing,  it  waa  objected,  among  other  things,  that  the  action  wa9 
barred  by  the  limitation  act  of  1835,  requiring  certain  real  actions 
to  be  brought  within  seven  years  after  possession  taken  of  the 
premises  sought  to  be  recovered.  But  the  objection  did  not  prevail^ 
the  court  holding  that  the  city  did  not  fall  within  the  provisions  of 
that  act,  and  in  disposing  of  the  question  it  was  there  said:  'With- 
out stopping  to  inquire  whether  the  rule  that  lachea  is  not  imputable 
to  the  public,  or  that  time  does  not  run  against  the  government, 
applies  to  inferior  municipal  incorporations,  such  as  towns,  cities 
and  counties,  as  well  as  to  the  state,  we  entertain  no  doubt  that  this 

• 

statute  has  no  application  to  the  case  before  us.  Whatever  title  to 
these  public  grounds  may  be  vested  in  the  city,  she  has  not  the 
unqualified  control  and  disposition  of  them.  They  were  dedicateif 
to  the  public  for  particular  purposes,  and  only  for  such  purposes  caa 
they  be  rightfully  used.  For  those  purposes  the  city  may  improve 
and  control  them,  and  adopt  all  needful  rules  and  regulations  for 
their  management  and  use;  but  riie  cannot  alien  or  otherwise  dispose 
of  them  for  her  own  exclusive  benefit;  nor  are  they  subject  to  the 
payment  of  her  debts.  At  most  she  but  holds  them  in  trust  for  the 
benefit  of  the  public.  The  right  to  the  use  of  the  property  is  not 
limited  exclusively  to  the  citizens  of  Alton,  but  the  citizens  of  the 
state  generally  have  an  equal  right  with  them  in  the  appropriate 
enjoyment  of  the  dedication.  This  is  not  like  the  case  of  property 
purchased  by  the  city  for  her  own  exclusive  use,  which  she  could 
dispose  of  at  her  pleasure.  Whether  an  adverse  possession  would 
run  against  property  thus  held  we  do  not  now  propose  to  inquire;  but 
we  entertain  no  doubt  that  this  statute  does  not  apply  to  this  case, 
and  that  the  rights  of  the  public  in  this  dedication  have  not  been 
forfeited  by  nonuser  or  barred  by  adverse  possession.' 
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''H  win  be  pereeiTed  tliat  the  eoQit,  in  the  case  jnst  cited,  ax- 
piufldj  refused  to  eonaider  the  general  question,  whether  inferior 
momcipal  eorporationB,  eneh  as  towns,  eities  and  coanties,  are  ex* 
empt  from  the  operation  of  general  statutes  of  limitations,  and  that 
the  deeiaion  is  placed  upon  the  express  ground  that  the  land  in  con- 
troversy was  held  bj  the  city  in  trust  for  the  use  of  the  people  of 
ike  state  generaUj,  and  not  for  the  exelusiye  use  of  the  people  of 
the  eitjy  and  that  by  reason  of  its  being  thus  held,  the  eity 
had  mo  authority  or  power  to  sell  the  same,  or  use  it  for  other 
purposes  than  those  for  which  it  had  been  dedicated.  Keyer- 
theless  the  ease,  in  view  of  the  grounds  upon  which  it  is  placed,  is 
an  anthority  in  favor  of  the  proposition  that  there  is  a  well-founded 
dUtmetion  between  cases  where  the  municipality  is  seeking  to  en* 
fovee  a  right  in  which  the  public  in  general  have  an  interest  in 
eommoii  with  the  people  of  such  municipality,  and  eases  where  the 
pablie  liave  no  such  interest.  Otherwise  that  decision  could  not  be 
SDStained  upon  the  grounds  stated.  But  the  distinction  in  question 
does  not  rest  alone  upon  that  case.  It  is  recognized  in  numerous 
weU-eonaidered  eases,  and  by  the  ablest  elementary  writers. 

"Even  in  cases  where  it  is  conceded  that  the  rights  involved  are- 
soeh  as  the  public  in  general  have  an  interest  in  common  with  the 
pec»ple  constituting  t3ie  municipality,  the  authorities  do  not  uni- 
versally hold  that  such  rights  cannot  be  lost  under  peculiar  circum* 
stances  by  nonuser  or  adverse  possession.  But  cases  of  this  char- 
aeter  rest  rather  upon  the  doctrine  of  estoppels  in  pais  than  upon 
limitation  laws  strictly  so  called.  The  mere  nonuser  or  adverse 
possession  alone  would  not  have  this  effect.  In  all  such  cases  some 
other  element  must  enter  into  them,  which  would  render  it  inequi- 
table to  enforce  the  rights. 

"Dillon,  in  his  work  on  Municipal  Ck)rporations,  after  discussing- 
the  subject  under  consideration  in  the  light  of  the  numerous  decisions 
bearing  upon  it,  sums  up  his  own  conclusions  in  the  following  lan- 
guage: 'Municipal  corporations,  as  we  have  seen,  have,  in  some 
respects,  a  double  character — one  public,  the  other  (by  way  of  dis- 
tinction) private.  As  respects  property  not  held  for  public  use,  as 
streets,  commons,  etc.,  and  as  respects  contracts  and  rights  of  a. 
private  nature,  there  is  no  reason  why  such  corporations  should  not 
fan  within  limitation  statutes  and  be  affected  by  them.  For  ex- 
ample, in  an  action  on  contract  or  for  tort,  a  municipal  corporation 
nay  plead  or  have  pleaded  against  it  the  statute  of  limitations.  But 
such  a  corporation  does  not  own  and  cannot  alien  public  streets  or 
places,  and  no  laches  on  its  part  or  that  of  its  officers  can  defeat  the 
light  of  the  public  thereto;  yet  there  may  grow  up  in  consequence 
private  rights  of  more  persuasive  force  in  the  particular  case  than 
those  of  the  public.  It  will  perhaps  be  found  that  cases  will  arise 
of  such  a  character  that  justice  requires  that  an  equitable  estoppel 
ihall  be  asserted  even  against  the  public;  but  if  so,  such  cases  will 
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fonn  a  law  unto  themselves,  and  do  not  fall  within  the  legal  opera- 
tion of  limitation  enactments.  The  author  cannot  assent  to  tlM 
-doctrine  that^  as  respects  public  rights^  municipal  corporations  &r* 
within  ordinary  limitation  statutes.  But  there  is  no  danger  of  recog- 
nizing' the  principle  of  an  estoppel  in  pais  as  applicable  to  such 
•cases,  as  this  leaves  the  court  to  decide  the  question,  not  bj  mere 
lapse  of  time,  but  bj  all  the  circumstances  of  the  case,  to  hold  the 
public  estopped  or  not,  as  right  and  justice  may  require.' 

"The  general  conclusions  reached  by  this  distinguished  author  and 
jurist,  as  here  laid  down,  have  been  substantially  recognized  in  a 
number  of  adjudicated  cases  by  this  court:  See  Logan  County  v.  City 
of  Lincoln,  81  IlL  156;  Chicago  etc.  B.  Co.  v.  City  of  Joliet,  79  HI. 
25.'* 

And  in  concluding  the  opinion,  the  court  said:  "Upon  a  earefnl 
-eonsideration  of  the  authorities,  the  better  opinion  would  seem  to 
be  that  municipal  corporations  in  all  matters  involving  mere  private 
Tights,  as  contradistinguished  from  public  rights,  strictly  so  called, 
are  subject  to  limitation  laws  to  the  same  extent  as  private  indi* 
viduals.  On  the  other  hand,  in  all  matters  involving  strictly  publie 
rights,  they  are  not  subject  to  the  limitation  laws  as  such.  But, 
in  the  latter  class  of  cases,  courts,  occasionally,  under  special  cir- 
cumstances, which  would  make  it  highly  inequitable  or  oppressive  to 
•enforce  such  public  rights,  interpose  by  holding  the  municipality 
estopped  doing  so. 

"Testing  the  case  before  us  by  the  principles  here  announced,  the 
plaintiff  had  no  right  to  recover.  The  right  of  the  county  to  the 
tract  of  land  in  controversy  was  not  of  that  public  character  aa 
exempted  it  from  the  operation  of  the  limitation  act  of  1839.  The 
county  had  a  perfect  right  to  sell  or  otherwise  dispose  of  the  same 
at  pleasure  at  any  time  before  the  statute  run.  The  public  generally 
had  no  interest  in  it  in  common  with  the  citizens  and  taxpayers  of 
that  county." 

And  in  the  very  recent  case  of  McCartney  v.  People,  202  HI.  51, 
^6  N.  E.  873,  the  supreme  court  again  announced  that  the  statute 
^f  limitations  does  not  run  against  a  municipal  corporation  acting 
in  the  discharge  of  a  public  duty.     So,  also,  in  Village  of  Augusta  v. 
Tyner,  197  HI.  242,  64  N.  E.  378,  it  was  held  that  limitation  statutes 
do  not  run  against  a  village  in  respect  to  adverse  occupation  of  a 
street.     In   Schneider   v.   Hutchinson,   35   Or.   253,   76   Am.   St.  Bep. 
474,  57  Pac.  824,  to  which  is  attached  a  monographic  note  on  the 
adverse  possession  of  public  property  wh«re  the  subject  is  exhaus- 
tively treated,  the  court  in  laying  down  the  principles  in  connection 
with  this  subject,  said:  ''A  distinction  is  sometimes  made  or  sought 
to  be  made  in  this  regard  between  actions  brought  by  the  state  in 
its  sovereign  and  in  its  proprietary  capacity,  and  the  authorities  show 
-much  diversity    in  the    decisions  and    reasoning  upon    this  subject. 
But  this  distinction  is  generally  suggested  in  the  discussion  of  the 
•question  as  to  when  and  in  what  cases,  if  any,  the  statute  of  limi- 
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tations  will  apply  to  aetions  brought  by  tbe  stato,  wban  H  ifl  not 
'expressly  made  applicable  to  such  aetiona  by  its  terma;  and  as  said 
by  Mr.  Chief  Justice  Gilfillan  in  St.  Paul  ▼.  Chicago  etc.  By.  Co., 
45  Minn.  396,  48  N.  W.  17:  'The  usefulness  of  the  eases  and  tezt- 
l>ooka  eited  as  guides  has  been    mainly  done    away    with  by    the 
atatntea.    The    general    statute  of    limitations    seems,  and  was  un- 
doubtedly intended  to  include  every  case  of  an  action  brought  by  a 
private  person.    Section  13  provides:   ''The  limitations  prescribed 
SB  this  chapter  for  the  commencement  of  actions  shall  apply  to  the 
aamse  actions  when  brought  in  the  name  of  the  state,  or  in  the  name 
of  any  officer,  or  otherwise,  for  the  benefit  of  the  state,  in  the  same 
manner  as  to  actions  brought  by  citizens."  »  •  •  •  There  is  no  dis* 
tinetion  suggested  in  either  of  these  statutes  between  actions  brought 
as  "sovereign,''  or  in  a  governmental  capacity,  and  those  brought 
as  "proprietary,"  or  such  as  a  private  person  might  bring  for  the 
same  or  similar  purpose.    To  hold  that  it  was  the  intention  to  make 
or  preserve  such  a  distinction,  so  as  to  exclude  from  the  operation 
of  the  statutes  any  actions,  in  whatever  capacity  the  right  involved 
may  be  claimed,  would  be  applying  a  strict  rule  of  construction,  con- 
trary to  the  rule  that  statutes  of  limitation,  being  statutes  of  repose, 
are  to  be  liberally  construed,  so  as  to  effectuate  the  intention  of  the 
legislature.'    The  decision  from  which  this  quotation  is  taken  was 
made  under  a  statute  on  all-fours  with  ours,  and  is,  therefore,  very 
much  in  point  in  the  present  discussion.    It  was  an  action  brought 
to  recover  possession  of  certain  land  in  the  city  of  St.  Paul,  which  it 
was  alleged  was  a  public  levee,  and  a  defense  of  the  statute  of  limita- 
tions prevailed.    See,  also,  the  following  decisions  made  under  a  sim- 
ilar statute:  Abemathy  v.  Dennis,  49  Mo.  469;   St.   Charles'  Tp» 
School  Directors  v.  Goerges,  50  Mo.  194;  Burch  v.  Winston,  57  Mo.  62. 
No  distinction  is  to  be  found  in  the  decisions,  under  statutes  provid- 
ing that  actions  by  the  state  shall  be  barred  within  a  specified  period, 
between  actions  brought  in  its  sovereign  and  those  brought  in  its 
proprietary  capacity,  but  all  alike  are  held  to  be  within  the  terms 
of  the  statute.    There  is  a  line  of  authorities,  however,  which  hold 
that  such  statutes  have  no  application  to  actions  concerning  prop- 
erty held  by  the  state  for  public  purposes  without  power  of  aliena- 
tion: Hoadley  v.  San  Prancisco,  50  Cal.  265;  People  v.  Pope,  53  Cal. 
437;  Board  of  Education  v.  Martin,  92  CaL  209,  28  Pac  799.    But 
these  authorities,  if  sound,  can  have  no  application  to  the  question 
in  hand,  because  the  board  of  commissioners  for  the  sale  of  school 
and  university  lands  not  only  has  the  power  and  authority  to  alien- 
ate and  dispose  of  school  lands,  but  it  is  expressly  made  its  duty 
to  do  so:  Hill's  Annotated  Laws,  sees.  3598,  8602."    As  bearing  on 
this  discussion,  see,  also,  the  ease  of  Balston  v.  Weston,  46  W.  Ya. 
M4,  76  Am.  St.  Bep.  834,  33  a  E.  326,  commented  on  in  the  preced- 
ing subdivision  relating  to  the  construction  of  limitation  statutes 
afieeting  governmental  bodies,  and  also  see  the  monographic  note  to 
Mm.  8t.  Bep.  ToL  101—12 
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Schneider  ▼.  Hutchinson,  78  Am.  St.  Eep.  479,    on    the    "Aave 
Possession  of  Public  Property." 

The  distinction  sought  to  be  drawn  as  to  the  application  of  stat- 
ntes  of  limitation  to  municipal  corporations  where  the  matt^    in- 
volved is  public  in  character  and  where  it  is  merely  local,  was  alBO 
adverted  to  in  City  of  Ft.  Smith  v.  McKibben,  41  Ark.  49,  48  Amu 
Bep.  19.    In  that  case,  which  was  a  suit  for  an  injunction  to  restrain 
the  city  from  opening  a  certain  alley,  the  court,  in  discussing  tlie 
nature  of  municipalities  and  of  the  acts  involved  in  the  case  at  b 
said:  "She   [the  plaintiff]    claims  that  the  action  of  the  city  w 
oppressive,  as  well  as  unauthorized.    That  the  alley  was  never  dedi- 
cated to  the  public,  and  that  if  it  were,  the  right  of  the  municipality 
to  control  it  had  been  lost  by  limitation.    It  is  convenient  to  con* 
sider  the  last  question  first.    It  is  one  of  great  importance,  whieK 
has  been  frequently  considered  in  other  states,  and  with  regard  to 
which  there  is  much  conflict  of  authority.    It  may  be  presented  thus: 
Is  a  city  or  town  corporation,  with  respect  to  property  or  powers 
which  it  holds  in  trust  for  the  public,  bound  by  the  statute  of  lim- 
itations,  so  as  to  be  precluded,  by  lapse  of  time  and  adverse  holding", 
from  claiming  to  control  the  property  or  exercise  the  power  f    With 
regard  to  property   or  contract  rights  which  the  municipality  elainoiS 
for  its  own  convenience  as  a  corporation,  there  is  little  dif&culty. 
Almost,  if  not  quite,  all  the  authorities  concur  in  holding  in  snch 
cases  that  it  is  amenable  to  the  statute;  and  we  think  it  obvious  that 
it  should  be,  on  principle.    Quoad  hoe,  it  does  not  represent  th» 
sovereignty  of  the  people,  but  only  itself  and  the  local  interests  of 
eitizens. 

"The  trouble  arises  where  the  powers  are  held  in  trust,  not  for 
the  members  of  the  body  corporate  alone,  but  for  the  whole  people 
who  may  come  to  the  city.  The  most  common  cases  are  those  arising 
with  regard  to  the  use  of  streets,  squares,  parks  and  commons,  which 
have  been  dedicated  to  the  public  Appellees  contend  that  in  this 
respect  alleys  do  not  stand  upon  the  same  ground  with  streets  and 
squares;  but,  waiving  that  for  the  present,  we  will  consider  the  ques- 
tion with  regard  to  all.  If  municipalities  are  not  bound  by  statutes 
of  limitations  with  regard  to  these  public  trusts — ^that  is,  with  regard 
to  their  power  to  keep  open  streets,  etc. — it  must  be  upon  the  -mnxim, 
'Nullum  tempus  occurrit  regi,'  and  that  municipalities  are  the  adju- 
tants of  government,  and  have  the  franchise  of  sleeping  upon  their 
rights;  or,  rather,  that  the  public  must  not  suffer  from  their  neglecti 
But  municipal  corporations  are  not  really  the  state,  nor  are  their 
functions  and  powers  conferred  for  the  benefit  of  the  whole  people 
of  the  state,  although  incidentally  they  hold  some  trusts  in  the  ex- 
ercise of  which  any  citizen  of  the  state  may  come  to  be  interested* 
It  may  well  be  doubted  whether  the  reason  of  the  maxim  may  not 
be  strained  too  far  in  applying  it  to  these  bodies.  That  'the  time 
and  attention  of  the  sover^gn  must  be  supposed  to  be  ooenpied  by 
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Ike  eares  of  goTonunexit'  might  well  IiaTe  exensed  a  king  from  as* 
aerting  his  rights,  but  affords  no  reason  whj  the  officers  of  a  cor« 
poration  ahonld  not  be  reasonably  diligent  in  the  discharge  of  the 
wery  duties  they  were  selected  to  execute.  Nor  does  it  afford  a  rea- 
son  why  citizens,  daily  sensible  of  an  encroachment  on  their  common 
rights,  should  be  allowed  to  lie  dormant  for  many  years,  and  theii 
iisert  them  to  the  detriment  of  others.  The  maxim  should  not  be* 
eome  the  instrument  of  wrong.  The  more  wholesome  rule  for  the 
eitizen,  individually,  and  coUeetiyely  as  well,  is  that  the  laws  favor 
the  vigilant  only,  and  not  the  careless  and  slothfuL'' 

In  Be  Counties  etc.  v.  Alturas  County,  4  Idaho,  145,  95  Am.  St. 
Bep.  53,  37  Pae.  349,  it  was  held  that  municipal  corporations  (includ- 
ing counties  in  the  term),  in  all  matters  involving  mere  private  rights 
as  contradistinguished  from  public  rights,  strictly  so  called,  are  sub- 
ject  to  limitation  laws  to  the  same  extent  as  private  individuals, 
but,  on  the  other  hand,  in  all  matters  involving  strictly  public  right^ 
they  are  not  subject  to  the  limitation  laws  as  such.  The  decision  in 
the  principal  case  (Bannock  County  v.  Bell,  ante,  p.  140),  though 
overruling  the  case  of  Fremont  v.  Brandon,  6  Idaho,  482,  56  Pac.  26^ 
which  held  that  certain  limitations  Tan  against  the  county,  in  re- 
ferring to  the  case  cited  above,  merely  said  it  was  not  in  point. 

It  has  also  been  held  in  general  terms  that  statutes  of  limitation 
do  not  run  against  municipal  corporations  as  to  property  held  or 
need  for  public  or  governmental  purposes:  Mobile  Transportation  Co. 
▼.  Mobile,  128  Ala.  335,  86  Am.  St.  Bep.  143,  30  South.  645;  Bedford 
T.  Willard,  133  Ind.  562,  36  Am.  St.  Bep.  563,  33  N.  £.  368;  Bay  St. 
Ijoois  V.  Hancock  Co.,  80  Miss.  364,  32  South.  54.  But  that  such  stat- 
utes operate  where  it  is  not  held  for  public  use:  Hammond  v.  Shep- 
ard,  186  HL  235,  78  Am.  St.  Bep.  274,  57  N.  £.  867. 

It  was  substantially  held,  in  Presidio  Co.  ▼.  Jeff  Davis  Co.  (Tex. 
(^.),  77  8.  W.  278,  that  neither  the  doctrine  of  stale  demand  nor 
limitation  statutes  would  apply  to  proceedings  to  determine  the 
bonnda^  line  between  two  counties.  And  in  United  States  v.  Nash- 
ville etc.  Co.,  118  U.  a  120,  6  Sup.  Ct.  Bep.  1006,  30  L.  ed.  81,  the 
United  States  had  purchased,  as  trustee  for  the  Chickasaw  Indians, 
vnder  certain  treaties  with  them,  certain  bonds  of  Tennessee.  The 
court  held  that  the  right  of  action  of  the  United  States  on  the  cou- 
pons of  such  bonds  could  not  be  barred  by  a  statute  of  limitations  of 
Tennessee,  either  while  it  held  the  bonds  in  trust,  or  after  becoming 
the  owner  of  the  coupons. 

4.  Utigation  Aff ectliig  Fziyate  Bl^^ts  or  Ordinary  Business  Trans- 
aettans^ — ^Many  of  the  cases  bearing  on  the  phase  of  the  subject  to 
be  treated  in  this  section  have  been  adverted  to  in  the  preceding 
•action.  The  courts,  in  treating  of  the  application  of  limitation  stat- 
aies  to  cases  involving  public  rights  have  often,  in  the  same  conneo- 
tioBy  stated  the  rule  where  such  statutes  were  set  up  in  cases  in- 
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Tolving  private  or  ordinary  basinoM  rights;  hence,  to  again  eomr 
ment  on  or  quote  from  the  eases  there  referred  to  would  be  but  sli& 
unnecessary  repetition.  From  the  cases  already  referred  to  and  tbose 
which  will  be  referred  to  in  the  further  discussion  of  the  subject, 
it  seems  that  the  courts  are  not  entirely  harmonious  in  their  vie^vrs. 
In  Burlington  ▼.  Burlington  etc.  B.  B.  Co.,  41  Iowa,  140,  which 
a  suit  by  the  city  to  recover  certain  municipal  taxes,  the  court, 
discussing  the  application  of  the  statute  of  limitations,  said:  "Xt 
is  argued  that  as  the  city  is  an  instrument  of  the  state  in  exercising 
the  functions  pertaining  to  government,  it  is  to  be  regarded  as  the 
state,  and  the  maxim,  'Nullum  tempus  occurrit  regi,'  preserves  to  it 
all  rights  of  action  given  to  enforce  its  '  governmental  authorit j-. 
The  learned  counsel  for  plaintiff  admit  that  they  are  able  to  cite 
no  authorities  in  support  of  their  position  that  the  maxim  is  appli- 
cable to  the  city.  They  concede  that  where  actions  are  brought  bx 
municipal  corporations  to  recover  property,  or  to  enforce  contracts 
made  with  them  in  their  corporate  and  governmental  capacity,  the 
statute  may  be  pleaded,  tm  where  like  actions  are  brought  by  nat- 
ural persons.  They  observe,  and  we  think  accurately,  that:  'The  caaes 
which  hold  municipal  corporations  are  not  exempt  from  the  statute, 

refer  to  rights  of  property  and  not  to  public  duties When  the 

city,  laying  aside  its  sovereignty,  places  itself  in  the  position  of  a 
mere  contracting  party  and  deals  with  the  individual,  not  as  a  sub- 
ject, but  as  a  natural  person,  it,  as  we  have  before  said,  subjects 
itself  to  the  laws  controlling  natural  persons.'  We  think  the  doe- 
trine  of  the  quotation  is  not  only  well  expressed  but  entirely  eor- 
rect."  The  court  then  held  that  the  city  taxes,  which  were  the  sub- 
ject of  the  litigation,  were  debts,  and  that  it  constituted  property 
held  by  the  city  in  its  proprietary  character. 

In  Simplot  v.  Chicago  etc.  By.  Co.,  16  Fed.  361,  5  McCrary,  158, 
the  rule  was  expressed  in  the  following  language:  "The  true  rule 
is  that  when  a  municipal  corporation  seeks  to  enforce  a  contract 
right,  or  some  right  belonging  to  it  in  a  proprietary  sense,  or,  in 
other  words,  when  the  corporation  is  seeking  to  enforce  the  private 
rights  belonging  to  it,  as  distinguished  from  rights  belonging  to  the 
public,  then  it  may  be  defeated  by  force  of  the  statute  of  limita- 
tions; but  in  all  cases  wherein  the  corporation  represents  the  pub- 
lic at  large,  or  the  state,  or  is  seeking  to  enforce  a  right  pertaining 
to  sovereignty,  then  the  statute  of  limitations,  as  such,  cannot  be 
made  applicable.  In  the  latter  cases  the  courts  may  apply  the 
doctrine  or  principle  of  an  estoppel,  and  by  means  thereof,  where 
justice  and  right  demand  it,  prevent  wrong  and  injury  from  being 
done  to  private  rights." 

As  an  illustration  of  the  varied  views  of  the  courts  as  to  these 
questions  and  the  reasons  which  they  urge  in  support  of  their  views, 
we  will  quote  from  United  States  v.  McElroy,  25  Fed.  804,  and  then 
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from  TTxiited  States  ▼.  Insley,  wMeh  was  the  same  case  in  the  United 
States  supreme  eonrt,  where  the  decision  of  the  circuit  court  was 
TeTereed.  Both  of  these  cases  appear  to  have  been  very  well  con- 
sidered. It  seems  to  ns,  however^  that  the  reasons  given  by  the 
United  States  supreme  court  for  its  holding  would  not  apply  to  sim* 
liar  suits  by  municipal  corporations,  although  the  reasoning  might 
apply  to  a  state  under  similar  circumstances. 

In  United  States  t.  McElroy,  25  Fed.  804,  which  was  a  suit  in 
equity  by  the  United  States  to  redeem  from  a  mortgage  foreclosure. 
Justice  Brewer,  then  on  the  circuit  bench,  in  delivering  the  opinion 
of  the  court,  said:  ''Unquestionably,  if  the  plaintiff  was  a  private 
IndiTidual,  the  statute  of  limitations  would  cut  off  all  right  to  re- 
deem; but  it  is  said  that  the  statute  of  limitations  runs  not  against 
the  gOTsmment.  This  is  unquestionably  true,  and  it  may  also,  for 
the  purposes  of  this  ease,  be  conceded  that  neither  the  statute  of 
limitations  nor  laches  bar  the  govemment  as  to  any  claim  for  relief 
in  a  pmrely  governmental  matter;  but  when  the  govemment  comes 
aa  a  complainant  into  a  court  of  equity,  asserting  the  same  rights 
as  a  private  individual — a  mere  matter  of  dollars  and  cents,  involving 
no  questions  of  governmental  right  or  duty — it  seems  that,  although 
technically  the  statute  of  limitations  may  not  bar,  the  ordinary  rules 
controlling  courts  of  equity  as  to  the  effect  of  laches  should  be  en- 
forced. In  the  case  of  United  States  v.  Beebee,  17  Fed.  37,  4 
MeCrary,  12,  this  rule  was  laid  down  by  the  circuit  court  of  this 
circuit:  'Lapse  of  time  may  be  a  sufficient  defense  to  a  suit  insti- 
tuted in  the  name  of  the  United  States.  When  the  govemment  be- 
comes a  party  to  a  suit  in  its  courts  it  is  bound  by  the  same  prin- 
ciples that  govern  individuals.  When  the  United  States  voluntarily 
appears  in  a  court  of  justice,  it  at  the  same  time  voluntarily  submits 
to  the  law,  and  places  itself  upon  an  equality  with  other  litigants. ' 

*'I  think  that  doctrine  eminently  just  and  correct.  It  is  especially 
trae  in  a  case  like  this.  The  govemment  could  not,  except  at  its 
own  will,  be  made  a  party  to  any  foreclosure  suit.  When  a  complain- 
ant is,  therefore,  in  a  foreclosure  suit,  unable  to  compel  the  appearance 
of  the  govemment,  or  to  have  its  rights  adjusted  and  foreclosed,  it 
would  be  cruel  to  hold  that  a  party  standing  by  its  own  will  aloof 
from  the  power  of  the  courts  could  bide  its  time,  and  after  the  lapse 
of  many  years,  when  property  values  have  changed,  when  parties 
have  acted  in  the  faith  of  perfect  title,  come  into  a  court  of  equity 
and  say  that  all  these  proceedings  go  for  naught  so  far  as  title  is 
concerned,  and  now  claim  a  property  which  by  the  combined  efforts 
and  action  of  many  individuals,  among  whom  is  such  complainant, 
has  been  largely  increased  in  value.  I  hold,  therefore,  that  the  claim 
of  the  govemment  is  barred  by  its  own  laches,  and  that  the  demurrer 
must  be  sustained  and  the' bill  dismissed.'' 

But  Justice  Blatchford,  in  delivering  the  opinion  of  the  United 
States  supreme  court,  in  United  States  v.  Insley,  130  U.  6.  263,  9 
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Sup.  Ct.  Bep.  485,  32  L.  ed.  968,  which  was  an  appeal  of  the 
just  quoted  from,  after  referring  to  the  decision  of  the  circuit  couj 
said:  ''This  decision  of  the  circuit  court  was  made  in  Decembov, 
1885,  prior  to 'the  decisions  of  this  court  in  the  cases  of  Van  BrocJc* 
lin  ▼.  State  of  Tennessee,  H7  U.  a  151,  6  Sup.  Ct.  Bep.  670,  29  L. 
845,  United  States  v.  Nashville  By.  Co.,  118  U.  &.  120,  6  Sup. 
Bep.  1006,  30  L.  ed.  81,  and  United  States  y.  Beebe,  127  U.  &  33S, 
8  Sup.  Ct.  Bep.  1083,  32  L.  ed.  121.    These  cases  determine  that  tl&o 
decree  in  the  present  case  must  be  reversed. 

"In  Van  Brocklin  v.  State  of  Tennessee,  117  U.  &.  158,  6  8ai». 
Ct.  Bep.  670,  29  L.  ed.  845,  this  court  said:  'The  United  States  d^ 
not  and  cannot  hold  property,  as  a  monarch  may,  for  private  or  pep- 
sonal  purposes.  All  the  property  and  revenues  of  the  United  State* 
must  be  held  and  applied,  as  all  taxes,  duties,  imposts  and  excises 
must  be  laid  and  collected,'  'to  pay  the  debts  and  provide  for  th^ 
common  defense  and  general  welfare  of  the  United  States.' 

"In  the  present  case,  the  United  States  holds  the  title  to  the  prop-* 
erty  in  question,  as  it  holds  all  other  property,  for  public  purposes, 
and  not  for  private  purposes.  So  holding  the  title  and  the  right  of 
possession  under  their  deed,  it  holds  in  the  same  manner,  and  for 
public  purposes,  the  incidental  right  of  redemption*  In  this  view  the 
doctrine  often  laid  down,  and  again  enforced  in  United  States  ▼• 
Kashville  By.  Co.,  118  U.  8.  120,  6  Sup.  Ct.  Bep.  1006,  30  L.  ed.  81, 
applies  to  this  case.  It  was  there  said  (page  125):  'It  is  settled  be- 
yond doubt  or  controversy — upon  the  foundation  of  the  great  prin- 
ciple of  public  policy,  applicable  to  all  governments  alike,  which 
forbids  that  the  public  interests  should  be  prejudiced  by  the  negli- 
gence of  the  officers  or  agents  to  whose  care  they  are  confided — ^that 
the  United  States,  asserting  rights  vested  in  them  as  a  sovereign  gov- 
ernment, are  not  bound  by  any  statute  of  limitations,  unless  Congress 
has  clearly  manifested  its  intention  that  they  should  be  so  bound: 
Lindsey  v.  Miller,  6  Pet.  666,  8  L.  ed.  538;  United  States  v.  Knight, 
14  Pet.  301,  315,  10  L.  ed.  465;  Gibson  v.  Chouteau,  13  Wall.  92,  20 
L.  ed.  534;  United  States  v.  Thompson,  98  U.  S.  486,  25  L.  ed.  194; 
Fink  V.  O'Neil,  106  U.  S.  272,  281,  1  Sup.  Ct.  Bep.  325,  27  L.  ed.  196.' 
This  doctrine  is  applicable  with  equal  force,  not  only  to  the  question 
of  a  statute  of  limitations  in  a  suit  at  law,  but  also  to  the  question 
of  laches  in  a  suit  in  equity.  In  United  States  v.  Beebe,  127  U.  S. 
844,  8  Sup.  Ct.  Bep.  1083,  32  L.  ed.  121,  it  was  said:  'The  principle 
that  the  United  States  are  not  bound  by  any  statute  of  limitations, 
nor  barred  by  any  laches  of  their  officers,  however  gross,  in  a  suit 
brought  by  them  as  a  sovereign  government  to  enforce  a  public  right 
or  to  assert  a  public  interest  is  established  past  all  controversy  or 
doubt.'    These  views  entirely  cover  the  present  case. 

"It  was  suggested  in  the  decision  of  the  court  below,  as  a  ground 
for  applying  to  the  United  States  the  doctrine  of  laches^  that  the 
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^TemmeBt  was  not  made  a  party  to  the  foreeloaure  suit,  beeauae  it 
-eoold  not  have  been  made  snch  party  except  at  its  own  will,  and  that 
It  would  be  a  hardship  to  the  other  parties  to  this  suit  to  allow  the 
^gorenment  to  lie  by  for  so  many  years,  and  then  come  into  a  court 
of  equity  to  assert  the  rights  sought  to  be  maintained  in  this  suit. 
It  is  a  sufficient  answer  to  this  view  to  say  that  the  principle  we  hav^ 
annomiced  has  long  been  understood  to  be  the  rule  applicable  to  the 
government,  and  that  it  rests  with  Congress,  and  not  with  the  courts, 
to  modify  or  change  the  rule." 

It  was,  howerer,  held  in  Bank  of  the  United  States  y.  McKenziei 
2  Broek,  393,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  927,  that  where  a  sovereign  becomes  a 
member  of  a  trading  company,  it  devests  itself,  with  reference  to  the 
transactions  of  the  company,  of  the  prerogatives  of  sovereignty,  and 
assumes  the  character  of  a  private  citizen.    So,  also,  in  Calloway  v. 
Oossart,  45  Ark.  81,  the  transactions  of  a  bank  which  had  been  aided 
by  the  state,  were  a  matter  of  controversy,  and  the  questions  whether 
limitations  would  apply  arose.    The  court  said:  ''It  is  obvious  that 
all  these  were  plain  business  transactions  after  the  grant  of  the 
original  franchises.    The  attitude  of  the  state  with  regard  to  this 
property,  or  her  rights -of  indemnity  in  it,  was  just  such  as  might 
have  been  assumed  by  any  individual  or  private  corporation,  which 
might  have  chosen  to  lend  its  credit  to  the  bank.    When  a  state 
steps  down  into  the  arena  of  common  business  in  concert,  or  in  com- 
^tition  with  her  citizens,  she  goes  devested  of  her  sovereignty.    The 
reason  of  the  maxim  'Nullum  tempus  occurrit  regi'  no  longer  ap- 
plies";  citing  United  States  Bank  v.  McKenzie,  2  Brock    (Chief 
Justice  Marshall's  decisions),  393,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  927;  United  States 
V.  White,  2  Hill,  59,  37  Am.  Dec.  374;  Fields  v.  Wheatly,  1  Sneed, 
351;  Bank  of  Tennessee  v.  Dibrell,  3  Sneed,  379;  Bank  of  United 
States  V.  Planters'  Bank  of  Georgia,  9  Wheat.  904,  6  L.  ed.  244; 
jLngell  on  Limitations,  6th  ed.,  sec.  41. 

In  the  United  States  v.  Buf ord,  3  Pet.  12,  7  L.  ed.  585,  it  was  held 
that  the  assignment  to  the  United  States  of  a  debt  barred  by  the 
statute  of  limitations  gives  it  no  more  validity  than  when  in  the 
assignor 's  hands.  And  in  United  States  v.  White,  2  Hill,  59,  37  Am. 
Dec.  374,  it  was  held  that  the  statute  of  limitations  do  not  run 
against  the  United  States,  although  they  sue  upon  a  note  or  cause  of 
'action  acquired  by  transfer  from  a  private  person,  unless  the  statute 
had  begun  to  run  before  the  transfer  was  made. 

In  Shelby  County  v.  Bickford,  102  Tenn.  395,  52  S.  W.  772,  it  was 
held  that  where  a  county  sues  its  grantors  on  a  covenant  against  en- 
cumbrances, there  having  been  county  taxes  due  at  the  time  of  the 
conveyance,  the  suit  is  not  brought  in  a  sovereign  capacity,  and 
hence  it  is  subject  to  the  ordinary  limitation  statutes.  So,  also,  in 
Johnson  v.  Llano  County,  16  Tex.  Civ.  421,  39  S.  W.  995,  it  was  held 
that  a  county  suing  to  recover  land  not  devoted  to  public  use  is  not 
exempt  from  the  operation  of  the  statutes  of  limitation. 
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Theoreticallj,  the  rale  that  statutes  of  limitation  do  not  nin  ag&inBt^ 
goyernmental  bodies  when  asserting   a  public  right  or  protectlnfl^ 
property  held  for  public  use,  and  that  such  statutes  do  run  against 
such  bodies  when  asserting  private  rights  or  enforcing  rights  arifliii^ 
from  out  of  ordinary  business  transactions,  is  sound.    The  rule    ia^ 
supported  by  the  weight  of  authority,  although  there  are  some  cases 
which  seem  to  hold  that  the  pecuniary  interests  of  the  United  State* 
are  matters  of  sovereignty.    The  difficulty  of  any  rule  in  regard   to- 
the  subject  lies  in  its  application  to  the  varied  circumstances  of  eacl^ 
particular    case.    There  are,  of    course,  many  circumstances    under 
which  it  would  be  readily  conceded  that  the  governmental  body   ia- 
aeting  strictly  in  a  sovereign  capacity,  but,  on  the  other  hand,  there 
are  many  other  circumstances  when  it  seems  to  us  that  it  is  ex- 
tremely doubtful  whether  the  governmental  body  is  acting   in    si. 
strictly  sovereign  capacity  in  attempting  to  enforce  alleged  propertjr 
rights.    It  would  seem  that  when  all  the  people  of  the  United  States 
or  of  the  state  (both  of  which  seem  to  be  recognized  as  representiii^ 
the  sovereignty)    are  interested  in  the  subject  matter  of  the  litiga- 
tion, that  there  is  no  question  about  the  maxim  applying,  but  that 
when  only  a  portion  of  the  people  of  the  -state — ^f  or  instance,  that 
part  of  the  people  residing  in  some  minor  subdivision  of  the  state^ 
such  as  a  county  or  municipal  corporation — are  the  sole  parties  in- 
terested in  the  subject  matter  of  the  litigation  that  then  the  maxim 
does  not  apply.    It  seems  to  be  held  by  some  of  the  courts  that  in  sa 
far  as  a  municipal  corporation  acts  merely  for  the  benefit  of  the 
people  within  the  limits  of  the  municipality,  its  actions  are  similar 
to  those  of  a  private  corporation  acting  in  the  interest  of  its  stock- 
holders, and  that  as  to  such  actions,  the  municipality  is  bound  to  uae^ 
the  same  degree  of  vigilance  aa  a  private  corporation,  but  that  when 
the  municipality  acts  in  regard  to  some  matter  or  thing  in  which 
all  the  people  of  the  state  are  interested,  though,  perhaps,  in  a  lesser 
degree  than  the  people  within  the  limits  of  the  municipality,  it  thea 
acts  as  the  representative  of  the  sovereignty  and  the  maxim  applies. 
The  courts,  however,  apparently  do  not  apply  these  principles  uni- 
foimly.    It  is  very  often  quite  difficult  to  determine  when  the  sub- 
ject matter  affects  the  general  public,  and  when  it  affects  only  the 
locality,  and  besides  the  application   of  the  maxim  strictly  oftei^ 
operates  very  harshly  on  individual    interests.    But    many  of    the 
courts,  as  we  have  seen,  apply  the  doctrine  of  equitable  estoppel 
where  the  strict  application  of  the  maxim  would  work  a  hardship 
upon  innocent  individuals.    The  application   of  the  maxim  is  also 
limited  to  a  large  extent  by  statutory  provisions,  and  many  of  the 
apparently  inconsistent  decisions  may  be  reconciled  with  the  prin- 
eiples  Bet  forth  by  the  weight  of  authority  by  considering  them  in 
the  light  of  the  statutory  provisions  in  regard  to  the  application  of 
limitations  in  the  jurisdiction  where  the  decision  was  rendered. 


June,  1901.]      Baknook  County  v.  Bell.  185 

•u    Aetlons  or  Frooeedings  In  Wtaidi  Applicatloii  of  Maxim  Was- 

Sought. 

1.  Zn  QoDAraL — Inasmuch  as  the  main  purpose  of  this  note  has 
been  merely  to  discuss  the  general  principles  regarding  the  maxim 
and  its  application^  we  shall  not  comment  on  or  discuss  the  cases 
which  we  shall  cite,  wherein  it  was  sought,  successfully  or  unsuccess- 
fuUj,  to  apply  the  maxim.  In  many  instances,  the  question  has  been 
one  of  eonstruction  as  to  whether  a  particular  statute  of  limitation, 
was  sufficiently  expressive  to  overcome  the  exemption  afforded  by 
the  maTim.  Hence,  we  shall  merely  call  attention  to  the  cases,  and 
indicate  in  a  general  way  the  subject  matter  toward  which  it  waa- 
sought  to  apply  the  maxim. 

&  Baoorecy  of  Property  or  Fmnda  of  the  Geyanimeiit. — ^The  ques- 
tioa  waa  raised  in  a  suit  for  the  recovery  of  funds  belonging  to  the 
United  States  and  wrongfully  obtained  by  the  defendant  in  United 
SUtes  ▼.  Mitchell,  26  Fed.  607;  Pooler  v.  United  States,  127  Fed.  519. 
The  reeovery  of  funds  or  fees  alleged  to  have  been  illegally  retained 
by  aa  official  was  the  subject  matter  in  People  t.  Van  Ness,  76- 
Gai  121,  18  Pae.  139;  People  v.  Melone,  73  Cal  574,  15  Pac.  294; 

Pike  County  v.  Cadwell,  78  BL  App.  201;  Kemp  v.  Commonwealth, 
1  Hen.  ft  M.  85.  And  in  Terre  Haute  etc.  B.  B.  Co.  v.  State,  159 
Ind.  438,  65  N.  E.  401,  the  subject  of  litigation  was  the  recovery  of 
certain  surplus  profits  due  the  state  from  a  railway  company  created 
by  a  speeial  statute.  The  cases  in  which  the  adverse  possession  of 
publie  property  was  involved  will  be  found  in  the  monographic  note 
to  Schneider  v.  Hutchinson,  76  Am.  St.  Bep.  479,  while  the  cases  in 
wbieh  the  right  to  acquire  title  by  adverse  possession  to  lands  par- 
ticularly devoted  to  a  public  use  will  be  found  in  the  monographic  note 
to  Northern  Pac.  By.  Co.  v.  Ely,  87  Am.  St.  Bep.  775.  The  recovery 
of  the  proceeds  from  the  sale  of  lands  held  for  the  benefit  of  the- 
school  fund  or  of  moneys  belonging  to  the  school  fund  were  the  ques- 
tions in  State  v.  Burk,  63  Ark.  56,  87  S.  W.  406;  Trustees  v.  Arnold, 
58  BL  App.  103;  Board  ▼.  State,  106  Ind.  270,  6  N.  E.  623;  De^ 
Moines  County  v.  Barker,  34  Iowa,  84;  Kellogg  v.  Decatur  County,  38 
Iowa,  524;  State  v.  Farrell,  83  Iowa,  661,  49  N.  W.  1038;  Parish 
Board  ▼.  Shreveport,  47  La.  Ann.  1310,  17  South.  823;  Trustees  etc. 
V.  CampbeU,  16  Ohio  St.  11;  State  v.  Finn,  102  Mo.  222,  14  S.  W. 
984;  State  y.  Crumb,  157  Mo.  545,  57  S.  W.  1030. 

8.  Becovery  of  Taxes,  ABsessments,  Forfeitures  and  Penalties. — 
In  State  ▼.  City  of  Columbia  (Tenn.  Ch.),  52  S.  W.  511,  it  was 
sought  to  recover  certain  state  taxes  collected  by  the  municipality, 
and  in  Stewart's  Estate,  147  Pa.  St.  383,  23  Atl.  599,  the  subject 
of  the  litigation  was  the  recovery  of  a  collateral  inheritance  tax; 
while  in  Commissioners  v.  Buckner,  48  Fed.  533,  a  city  sought  to- 
recover  taxes  illegally  collected  by  the  United  States.  Suits  for  the- 
recovery  of  general  taxes  generally  involve  the  construction  of  stat- 
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utes  of  limitatioii.  The  application  of  the  maxim  is,  howe'V'er,  some- 
times raised:  See,  generally,  on  the  question,  San  Francisco  v.  Litiii- 
ing,  73  Cal.  610,  15  Pac  311j  BeU  ▼.  Stevens,  116  Iowa,  4:51,  90  N. 

W.  87;  Thombnrg  v.  Cardell,  123  Iowa,  313,  95  N.  W.  239;    Beed  ▼- 
Creditors,  39  La.  Ann.  115,  1  South.  784;  Hood  ▼.  New  Orleans^  49 
La.  Ann.  1461,  22  South.  401;  Brown  County  v.  Winona  etc.   Co.,  SB 
Minn.   397,  37  N.  W.  949;  State  ▼.  PUand,  81  Mo.  519;  Boskrd    of 
Commissioners  t.  Story,  26  Mont.  517,  69  Pac.  56;  Hoover  v.  Angles, 
63  Neb.  688,  88  N.  W.  869;  Hagerman  v.  Territory  (N.  Mex.),  66  Pac. 
526;  State  v.  Yellow  Jacket  etc.  Co.,  14  Nev.  220;  City  of  Wilmington 
▼.  Cronly,  122  N.  C.  383,  388,  30  S.  £.  9;  Greenlaw  v.  Dallas    (Tex. 
Civ.),  75  S.  W.  812;  City  etc.  of  San  Francisco  v.  Jones,  20  Fed.  188- 
See,  also,  the  monographic  note  to  Bichards  v.   Commissioners    of 
Clay  Co.,  42  Am.  St.  Bep.  655,  on  the  recovery  of  personal  judgments 
for  taxes.    As  bearing  on   the  distinction  between   special   assess- 
ments and  ordinary  taxation,  see  Town  of  Macon  v.  Patty,  57  Miss. 
878,  34  Am.  Bep.  451.    As  bearing  on  the  recovery  of  city  taxes  and 
assessments  in  connection  with  this  general  subject,  see  Williamson  ▼• ' 
Joyce,  140  Cal.  669,  74  Pac.  290;  Burlington  v.  Burlington  etc.  Co., 
41   Iowa,    134;    Lexington   v.    Crosthwaite    (Ky.),   78    &.   W.    1130; 
Miramon  v.  New  Orleans,  52  La.  Ann.  1623,  28  South.  107;  Memphis 
V.  Looney,  68  Tenn.  (9  Baxt.)   130;  Mellinger  v.  Houston,  68   Tex. 
36,  3  S.  W.  249;  Hogan  v.  Ingle,  2  Cranch    C.  C.  352,  Fed.  Gas.  No. 
€583.    As  bearing  on  the  recovery  of  assessments  for  the  construc- 
tion of  a  township  ditch,  see  Hartman  v.  Hunter,  56  Ohio  St.  175,  46 
N.  E.  577.   As  to  actions  for  the  recovery  of  penalties  and  forfeitures^ 
see  People  v.  Strauss,  97  111.  App.  47;  Pennsylvania  Co.  v.  State, 
142  Ind.  428,  41  N.  E.  937;  State  v.  Halter,  149  Ind.  292,  47  N.  £. 
665;  United  States  v.  One  Dark  Bay  Horse,  130  Fed.  240. 

4.  Collection  of  Debts  in  QeneraL — ^In  regard  to  the  collection  of 
ordinary  debts  due  a  governmental  body,  see  Board  v.  Lods,  9  Ind. 
App.  369,  36  N.  E.  772;  United  States  ▼.  White,  2  Hill,  59,  37  Am. 
Dec.  374;  Commonwealth  v.  Hutchinson,  10  Pa.  St.  466.  The  subject 
matter  in  San  Luis  Obispo  Co.  v.  Gage,  139  Cal.  398,  73  Pac.  174, 
was  a  claim  of  a  county  against  the  state  for  the  support  of  certain  • 
orphans;  and  in  State  v.  Dunbar's  Estate,  99  Mich.  99,  57  N.  W. 
1103,  the  suit  was  for  the  recovery  of  money  expended  for  the  main- 
tenance of  an  insane  person  at  an  insane  asylum. 

5.  Suits  an  Ofllcial  or  Other  Bonds. — ^The  recovery  on  oficial  bonds 
is  generally  regulated  by  statute.  The  applicability  of  statutes  of 
limitations  to  bonds  of  that  character  was  discussed  in  Wore  v. 
Greene,  37  Ala.  494;  San  Luis  Obispo  Co.  v.  Farnum,  108  CaL  567,  41 
Pac.  447;  Mason  v.  Luce,  116  Cal.  232,  48  Pac.  72;  San  Diego  County 
V.  Dauer,  131  Cal.  199,  63  Pac.  338;  Eamsey's  Estate  v.  People,  197  HL 
572,  90  Am.  St.  Bep.  177,  64  N.  E.  549;  Ware  v.  State,  74  Ind.  181; 
State  V.  Dyer,  17  Iowa,  223;  State  v.  Henderson,  40  Iowa,  242;  Board 
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r.  Van  Slyek,  52  Kan.  622,  35  Pae.  299;  Clements  v.  Biotsat,  26  liai 
Ann.  243;  Furlong  ▼.  State,  58  Miss.  717;  State  v.  Pratte,  8  Mo.  286, 
40  Am.  Dee.  140;  United  States  v.  Band,  4  Saw.  272,  Fed.  Cas.  No. 
16,116.  In  Btrans  ▼.  Commonwealth,  62  Ky.  149,  a  bail  bond  was  the 
sabjeet  of  the  litigation,  while  in  lank  y.  Murphy,  2  Wils.  Civ.  Cas. 
(Tex.),  see.  13,  the  soit  was  based  on  a  bond  relative  to  the  hire  of 
a  eoonty  eonviet. 

6.  Besetefon  of  Ftandnlent  Lftod  Patents— In  State  ▼.  Burnett 
<Tex.  Civ.),  59  a  W.  599,  it  was  held  that  limitation  statutes 
do  not  nm  against  the  right  of  the  state  to  set  aside  a  land  patent 
obtained  bj  fraud.  See,  also,  monographic  note  to  Schneider  ▼• 
Hntebinson,  76  Am.  St.  Bep.  479. 

7.  Bestraint  of  PabUe  Nnlsaoce. — The  authorities  relative  to  the 
vight  to  eontinue  a  publie  nuisance  by  reason  of  prescription  were  dis- 
cussed in  the  monographic  note  to  Mississippi  Mills  Co.  v.  Smith,  30 
Am.  8t.  Bep.  557.  The  subject  was  alao  adverted  to  in  Beed  v.  Bir- 
mingham, 92  Ala.  839,  9  South.  161;  BusseQ  ▼.  Lincoln,  200  HI.  511, 
65  N.  £.  1088. 

^  •RwclUMit  ProeeedJliig& — ^The  general  subject  of  limitations  as 
applied  to  the  proceeding  in  escheat  was  discussed  in  the  following 
eases:  Male  High  School  v.  Auditor,  80  Ky.  336;  Hepburn's  Case,  3 
Bland,  115;  Crane  v.  Boeder,  21  Mich.  24,  4  Am.  Bep.  430;  In  re 
Bousquet's  Estate,  206  Pa.  St.  634,  56  Atl  60;  Harlock  v.  Jackson,  8 
Brev.  (S.  C.)  254;  French  ▼•  Commonwealth,  5  Leigh,  512,  27  Anu 
Bee.  613. 

9.  <)iio  Wazraato  Proceedings. — ^The  general  effect  of  the  statute 
of  limitations  and  of  the  maxim,  "Nullum  tempus  occurrit  regi,'' 
is  treated  in  the  monographic  note  to  McPhail  v.  People,  52  Am. 
St.  Bep.  312.  We  will,  however,  refer  to  some  of  the  cases  decided 
einee  that  time.  The  distinction  in  applying  statutes  of  limitation  to 
4|uo  warranto  proceedings  as  dependent  upon  the  public  or  private 
purposes  to  be  attained  by  the  proceeding  was  diacussed  in  Catlett 
▼.  People,  151  HI.  24,  37  N.  E.  855.  The  general  subject  was  also 
treated  in  State  ▼•  Woflord,  90  Tex.  514,  39  S.  W.  921.  The  subject 
ef  laches  in  connection  with  quo  warranto  proceedings  to  test  the 
legality  of  the  organization  of  a  drainage  district  was  treated  in 
People  V.  Schnepp,  179  lU.  305,  53  N.  E.  632;  People  v.  Gary,  196  111. 
310,  63  N.  E.  749.  The  statute  of  limitations  as  applied  to  an 
information  in  the  nature  of  quo  warranto  to  try  title  to  an  office, 
was  an  issue  in  Place  v.  People,  87  HI.  App.  527,  192  HI.  160,  61 
K.  £.  354,  while  the  subject  as  applied  to  boards  was  treated  in 
State  V.  Buckley,  60  Ohio  St.  273,  54  N.  E.  272.  The  subject  of 
laches  as  applied  to  quo  warranto  proceedings  to  oust  a  city  from 
its  franchise  was  discussed  in  Soule  v.  People,  205  111.  618,  69  N. 
E.  22;  State  ▼.  Town  of  Mansfield,  99  Mo.  App.  146,  72  S.  W.  471. 
Quo  warranto  proceedings  on  the  relation  of     the  inhabitants  of  a 
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Tillage  to  oust  its  trustees,  was  the  subject  of  People  ▼.  Hanker, 
197  ni.  409,  64  N.  E.  253.     Quo  warranto  to  inquire  into  an  aJle^edl 
usurpation  bj  others  of  powers  granted  to  an  incorporated  town    'vmM 
the  issue  in  State  v.  Wofford,  90  Tex.  514,  39  S.  W.  921.    The  offee^ 
of  laches  on  quo  warranto  proceedings  to  forfeit  the  franchiaro    od^ 
a  corporation,  was  discussed  in  Kellogg  ▼.  Union  Co.,   12  Oonja.    7; 
People  ▼.  Pullman  Palace  Car  Co.,  175  111.  125,  51  N.  E.  664;     Sel 
Biyer  B.  Co.  y.  State,  155  Ind.  433,  57  N.  E.  388;  People  v.   Oalc- 
land  County  Bank,  1  Doug.  (Mich.)  282;  State  y.  Pawtuzet  Turn- 
pike Co.,  8  B.  L  521,  94  Am.  Dec.  123.    Por  a  general  discusdion   o^ 
the  subject,  see  the  monographic  note  to  State  y.  Atchison  ete. 
Oo^  8  Am.  St.  Bepw  179. 


ANDEESON  ▼.  CEEAMEEY  PACKAGE  MANTJPACTUB^ 

ING  COMPANY. 

[8  Idaho,  200,  67  Pae.  493.] 

XTSUBY — Oormpt  Intent. — ^A  contract  for  interest  at  higher 
than  the  legal  rate  both  before  and  after  judgment,  without  a  ear- 
rupt  intent  on  the  part  of  the  lender  to  exact  an  unlawful  rate  o£ 
interest,  is  not  usurious,     (p.  193.) 

USUBY  is  Matter  of  Intention,  and  to  aYoid  a  contract  it 
must  appear  that  the  lender  knew  the  facts,  and  acted  with  a  Yieir 
of  OYading  the  law.     (p.  193.) 

FIXTUBES — ^Mortgage  Uen. — ^If  machinery  is  purchased  and 
placed  for  use  in  a  permanent  building  under  a  contract  that  it  shall 
remain  the  property  of  the  seller,  or,  after  such  machinery  is  placed 
in  the  building,  a  chattel  mortgage  is  given  by  the  purchaser  to 
the  seller  on  such  machinery,  a  prior  real  estate  mortgage  on  the 
building  given  by  such  purchaser  is  not  a  prior  lien  on  such  ma- 
chinery So  as  to  estop  the  chattel  mortgagee  from  foreclosing  his 
mortgage,     (p.  194.) 

J.  A.  Bagley,  for  fhe  appellant. 

A.  Budge,  for  fhe  respondent 

«<»  STOCKSLAGEE,  J.  This  case  comes  here  for  review 
from  three  judgments  rendered  by  the  district  court  of  Bear 
Lake  county.  On  the  twenty-first  day  of  June,  1899,  C.  J.  An- 
derson and  Margaret  Anderson,  defendants,  executed  to  plain- 
tiff, John  A.  Anderson,  a  promissory  note,  to  wit :  "Four  years 
after  date,  for  value  received,  we,  or  either  of  us,  promise  to 
pay  to  John  A.  Anderson  $3,100,  negotiable  and  payable  at  the 
Manufacturers'  National  Bank  of  Eacine,  Wisconsin,  in  United 
States  gold  coin,  with  interest  at  the  rate  of  ten  per  cent  per 
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^"^-"Tn  from  date  until  paid^  both  before  and  after  judgment; 
and,  if  anit  be  institated  for  the  collection  of  this  note,  we  agree 
to  pay  a  reasonable  attorney's  fee.    Interest  payable  yearly/' 

On  the  eleventh  day  of  October,  1898,  the  same  parties  ex- 
ecuted and  deliyered  their  promissory  note  payable  to  Mattie 
Tass,  to  wit:  "Two  years  after  date,  for  value  received,  we, 
or  either  of  ns,  promise  to  pay  to  Mattie  Yass,  or  order,  $400, 
negotiable  and  payable  at  the  Manufacturers'  Bank  of  Bacine, 
Wisconsin,  in  United  States  gold  coin  with  interest  at  the 
^'^  rate  of  ten  per  cent  per  annum  from  date  until  paid,  both 
before  and  after  judgment,  and,  if  suit  be  instituted  for  the 
collection  of  this  note,  agree  to  pay  a  reasonable  attorney's  fee. 
Interest  payable  yearly."  Mortgages  were  executed  by  C.  J. 
Anderson  and  his  wife,  Margaret  Anderson,  to  secure  the  pay- 
ment of  these  notes  upon  the  Anderson  Creamery  property  in 
Sear  Lake  county,  recorded,  and  delivered  to  John  A.  Ander- 
son and  Mattie  Yass.  The  mortgages  covered  the  creamery 
machinery  fixtures  and  land.  Mattie  Yass  assigned  her  note 
and  mortgage  to  John  A.  Anderson  before  maturity,  and  on 
the  twenty-eighth  day  of  January,  1901,  be  brings  suit  to  fore- 
close both  mortgages. 

On  April  14,  1900,  C.  J.  Anderson  and  Margaret  Anderson 
executed  and  delivered  their  promissory  note  to  the  Creamery 
Package  Manufacturing  Company,  a  corporation,  to  wit:  'Tor 
value  nsceived,  we  jointly  and  severally  promise  to  pay  to  the 
order  of  Creamery  Paibkage  Manufacturing  Company,  a  cor- 
poration, the  sum  of  $969,  together  with  interest  thereon  at 
the  rate  of  eight  per  cent  per  annum  from  date  until  paid, 
payable  in  installments  as  follows,  to  wit:  Twenty-five  dollars 
one  month  from  date,  twenty-five  dollars  two  months  from 
^te,  fifty  dollars  tiiree  months  from  date,  and  the  sum  of  one 
hundred  dollars  on  the  fourteenth  day  of  each  and  every  month 
thereafter  until  the  full  amount  of  this  note,  together  with  the 
interest  thereon,  has  been  fully  paid;  and,  if  suit  be  instituted 
for  the  collection  of  this  note,  we,  or  either  of  us,  promise  to 
pay  a  reasonable  attorney's  fee." 

On  the  same  date  a  mortgage  was  executied  and  delivered  by 
the  Andersons  to  the  Creamery  Package  Manufacturing  Com- 
pany to  secure  the  payment  of  tins  note  on  the  Anderson  Cream- 
ery property  in  Bear  Lake  cotmty,  and  at  the  same  time  a  chattel 
mortgage  was  executed  and  delivered  by  the  Andersons  to  the 
Creamery  Package  Manufacturing  Company  with  property 
described,  to  wit:  "One  36x8  15  H.  P.  boiler,  complete,  with 
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all  fittings,  including  38,  16  stack  and  guy  wire;  one  four  Imn- 
dred-gallon  cheeee  vat;  one  four  hundred-gallon  milk  rec.  vat 
(gal.) ;  one  400-gallon  cream  vat;  one  60-gallon  weigh.  caiK 
with  three  P.;  one  two-pound  butter  print,  with  12  €xtra 
^^^  trays;  one  14J  Helmer  improved  cheese  press;  twenty  i4x, 
2x6  gang  press  hoops  and  followers;  two  No.  1  Ideal  rotary 
pumps;  two  No.  15  Gosher  tanks;  seven  doz.  i  pint  sample 
jars;  one  Canby  sulph.  acid;  one  Ideal  test  measure;  one  doz. 
15  day  milk  sheets;  two  doz.  jars;  five  gal.  Housen's  ch.  color > 
ten  gal.  Eenets;  one  large  packet  ferment;  one  De  Haven  C. 

B.  bax  hacks;  one  set  3x4  figures  and  letters;  one  revolving 
stencil;  one  Sturvil  brush;  one  curd  rake;  one  curd  scrape;  one 
10x20  hard  curd  knife;  one  10x20  peop  curd  knife;  one  2s  curd 
pail;  one  belt  14x^  bandaged;  ten  yards  heavy  press  cloth;  one 
bolt  4  oz.  cheese  cloth;  ten  yards  heavy  press  clotii;  25  feet  4-ply 
rubber  belt;  64  feet  2^  2-ply  rubber  belt;  100  feet  f  cut  lace;. 
10  feet  3x4  4-ply  hd.  rubber  suction  hose;  150  feet  J  gaL  pipe;. 
6  feet  f  gal.  els;  6}  gal.  tees;  6}  globe  valves;  6}  to  ^  gaL  re- 
ducers.*' 

On  Ihie  fifth  day  of  February,  1901,  an  action  was  commenced 
in  the  district  court  of  Bear  Lake  county  to  foreclose  these  two- 
mortgages.  On  the  twenty-fifth  day  of  February,  1901,  Hon- 
orable J.  C.  Rich,  the  district  judge,  caused  to  be  made  and 
entered  of  record  the  following  order:  *lt  is  agreed  by  and 
between  counsel  for  all  parties  wherein  John  Minnig  is  pljdntifC 
and  G.  J.  Anderson,  defendant,  and  John  A.  Anderson  is  plain* 
tiS  and  C.  J.  Anderson  et  al.  are  defendants,  and  also  where 
Creamery  Package  Manufacturing  Company  is  plaintifiE  and 

C.  J.  Anderson  and  Margaret  Anderson  are  defendants,  that 
the  same  may  be  consolidated  and  tried  together,  each  of  the 
parties  answering  the  complaint  of  the  others;  and  the  same 
is  hereby  ordered  by  the  courf  On  the  tweniy-eighth  day  ot 
February,  1901,  the  Creamery  Package  Manufacturing  Com* 
pany  answered  the  complaint  of  John  A.  Anderson,  and,  after 
alleging  its  corporate  existence  under  and  by  virtue  of  the  law» 
of  the  state  of  Missouri,  and  alleging  its  right  of  recovery  by 
virtue  of  its  mortgages,  pleads  that  tiie  note  set  out  in  plain- 
tiff's first  cause  of  action  ^'is  usurious  and  void  as  to  the  said 
corporation,  and  provides  for  an  illegal  rate  of  interest^';  that 
said  note,  by  its  terms,  is  not  due,  and  will  not  be  due  before 
the  twenty-first  day  of  June,  1903 ;  hence  prematurely  brought, 
■^*  and  cannot  be  maintained.  Answering  the  second  cause  of 
action,  usury  is  alleged.    Then  follows  an  allegation  that  the 
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lien  of  plaintiff^  if  he  haye  any,  is  ^'subordinate  to  and  subject 
to  the  Uen  of  tiie  said  corporation.''  J.  A.  Anderson  answers 
flie  complaint  of  the  Creamery  Package  Mannfactnring  Com- 
pany, ayerring  that  the  articles  described  in  the  chattel  mort- 
gage are  afBxed  and  appurtenant  to  the  building  and  machinery 
known  as  the  Anderson  Creamery,  and  that  all  of  said  articles 
are  coyered  by  each  of  the  mortgages  described  in  his  complaint, 
and  that  said  mortgages  are  a  lien  and  encumbrance  on  said 
fixtures  and  appurtenances,  and  that  plaintiff's  two  mortgages 
are  a  prior  lien  and  encumbrance  upon  said  goods  and  chattels. 
In  the  decree  it  is  shown  that  '^findings  of  fact  and  conclusions 
of  law  were  expressly  waiyed  by  the  respectiye  parties  in 
writLng." 

Folios  71-74  of  the  transcript  disclose  the  court's  decision 
ae  follows :  ^1.  That  Anderson  note  for  $3,100  is  not  due,  and 
action  dismissed  as  to  said  cause  of  action.    2.  That  Anderson 
note  for  $400  and  mortgage  is  prior  to  and  has  preference  oyer 
Package  Manufacturing  Company  note  and  mortgage,  and  that 
judgment  be  entered  of  foreclosure  in  accordance  with  terms 
of  contract  for  amount  found  due,  principal,  with  no  interest 
or  attomey^s  fees,  by  reason  of  usurious  contract  in  note,  and 
that  usual  judgment  in  fayor  of  school  fund  be  entered  against 
defendant.    The  court  finds  there  was  no  fraud  or  want  of  con- 
sideration.    3.  That   Package  Manufacturing  Company  haye 
judgment  for  foreclosure  of  real  and  personal  mortgage  for 
amount  found  due  on  contract,  both  principal  and  interest,  with 
$100  attorney's  fees  and  costs.    The  court  also  finds  the  mort- 
gaged articles  mentioned  in  chattel  mortgage  are  not  fixtures, 
and  can  be  remoyed  without  injury  to  the  building.    4.  The 
judgment  is  that  said  mortgaged  premises  be  sold  according  to 
law,  and  after  payment  of  costs  of  sale,  the  foregoing  judgments 
be  paid  in  the  order  named."    Then  follow  decrees  conforming 
to  the  findings  or  order  of  the  court  as  above  set  out.    Appellant, 
in  his  brief,  relies  upon  these  alleged  errors :  1.  That  the  notes 
are  yalid,  and  the  '^before  and  after  judgment"  ^^  clauses  in 
the  notes  do  not  make  them  usurious.    2.  If  this  is  a  usurious 
clause,  it  found  its  way  into  these  two  notes  by  mistake.    There 
was  no  corrupt  agreement  between  the  parties,  and  no  intention 
on  lie  part  of  either  party  to  pay  or  receiye  usury,  and  there- 
fore the  penalty  of  the  statute  should  not  be  enforced  in  this 
case  against  the  plaintiff.    3.  The  machinery  purchased  and 
placed  in  the  creamery  for  permanent  use  therein  became  a 
fixture^  and  wes  coyered  by  the  $400  and  $3,100  mortgages. 
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In  support  of  his  contention  that  these  notes  were  not  nsurionsy 
•counsel  for  appellant  calls  our  attention  to  section  1264  of  the 
Bevised  Statutes  of  Idaho^  to  wit :  'Tarties  may  agree  in  writiiig 
for  the  payment  of  any  rate  of  interest  on  money  due  or  to  be- 
come due,  on  any  contract  not  to  exceed  the  sum  of  one  and  one- 
half  per  cent  per  month;  any  judgment  rendered  on  such  con- 
tract hears  interest  at  the  rate  of  ten  per  cent  per  annum  until 
satisfied." 

By  the  Session  Laws  of  Idaho  of  1899,  at  page  316,  we  find 
the  following  amendment:  "Parties  may  agree  in  writing  for 
the  payment  of  any  rate  of  interest  on  money  due,  or  to  become 
•due,  on  any  contract  not  to  exceed  the  sum  of  twelve  per  cent 
per  annum ;  any  judgment  rendered  on  said  contract  shall  bear 
interest  at  the  rate  of  seven  per  cent  per  annum  until  satisfied.^ 
Section  1263  of  the  Bevised  Statutes  provides  that  "when  there 
is  no  express  contract  in  writing  fixing  a  different  rate  of  in- 
terest, interest  is  allowed  at  the  rate  of  ten  cents  on  the  hun- 
dred hy  the  year,  on  money  due  on  the  judgment  of  any  com- 
petent court  or  tribunal.'*    By  the  Session  Laws  of  1899  (page 
^16)  we  find  this  section  amended  so  as  to  read:  ''When  tiiere 
is  no  express  contract  in  writing  fixing  a  different  rate  of  inter* 
«st,  interest  is  allowed  at  the  rate  of  seven  cents  on  the  hundred 
by  the  year  on  money  due  on  the  judgment  of  any  competent 
<;ourt  or  tribunal.*' 

The  first  question  presented  for  our  consideration  is  whether 
the  two  notes  sued  on  were  usurious.  By  the  record  it  is  shown 
that  C.  J.  Anderson  contracted  to  borrow  money  of  John  A. 
Anderson  and  Mattie  Vass,  both  residents  of  Wisconsin;  that 
he  was  to  secure  them  with  mortgages  on  his  creamery  prop- 
erty *®®  in  Bear  Lake  county.  He  was  also  authorized  by. 
both  parties  to  have  the  notes  and  mortgages  prepared,  signed^ 
recorded,  and  forwarded  to  them  in  Wisconsin.  The  rate  of 
interest  agreed  upon  was  ten  per  cent  per  annum.  In  pursuance 
of  such  agreement,  C.  J.  Anderson  went  to  the  law  office  of  Al- 
fred Budge,  had  the  notes  and  mortgages  prepared  by  Mr.  Budge. 
They  were  recorded,  and  forwarded  as  directed.  The  money 
was  furnished  by  John  A.  Anderson  and  Mattie  Vass  for  C.  J. 
Anderson,  and  they  had  nothing  whatever  to  do  with  the  exe- 
cution of  the  notes  and  mortgages,  and,  so  far  as  the  record 
shows,  never  knew  that  the  question  of  usury  would  or  could 
arise.  Neither  does  the  record  disclose  that  C.  J.  Anderson, 
either  for  himself  or  for  John  A.  Anderson  and  Mattie  Vass  (if 
he  was  acting  for  them)^  intended  to  enter  into  a  usurious  con- 
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tract  in  the  execution  and  delivery  of  the  notes  and  mortgages 
seed  on ;  hence^  if  the  notes  appear  to  be  usurious,  it  is  not  shown 
that  there  was  any  corrupt  agreement  between  the  parties  to  pay 
or  receive  a  rate  of  interest  not  allowed  by  our  statutes.     In 
Washing^ton  etc.  Investment  Assn.  v.  Stanley,  38  Or.  319,  63 
Pac  495,  58  L.  B.  A.  816,  it  is  said :  *T5ut  notwithstanding  the 
contract  appears  to  be  nsurious  on  its  face,  and  the  natural 
inference  to  be  drawn  therefrom  is  that  the  parties  intended 
the  result  of  their  own  acts,  yet  there  is  another  element  which 
must  attend  the  practice  of  usury.    It  must  be  with  a  corrupt 
intent,   which  means  that  the  parties  must  have  knowingly 
agreed  npon  a  rate  of  interest  greater  than  that  allowed  by  law. 
Bnt  where  they  have  acted  under  an  honest  belief  that  the  stipu- 
lated rate  was  recoverable  under  the  law,  in  which  they  were 
mistaken,  it  has  been  held  that  the  penalties  of  usury  would 
not  be  enforced*':  Thompson  v.  Jones,  1  Stew.  556;  27  Anu 
&  Eng.  Ency.  of  Law,  925;  Balfour  v.  Davis,  14  Or.  47,  12 
Pac.  89;  Burwell  v.  Burgwyn,  100  K  C.  389,  6  S.  E.  409; 
Tyler  on  Usury,  110.    In  Fay  v.  Lovejoy,  20  Wis.  407,  it  is  said : 
^TTsury  is  a  matter  of  intention,  and  to  avoid  a  contract  on 
that  ground  it  must  appear  that  the  lender  knew  the  facts,  and 
acted  with  a  view  of  evading  the  law'*:  See  Otto  v.  Durege, 
14  Wis.  574,  and  cases  cited;  Bank  v.  Waggoner,  9  Pet.  378, 
9  L.  ed.  163.    Under  *^^  the  authorities  above  cited,  can  it 
be  said  that  John  A.  Anderson  and  Mattie  Vass  knowingly 
and  corruptly  entered  into  contracts — ^the  notes  and  mortgages— 
with  the  intent  to  collect  a  rate  of  interest  that  would  be  usury 
under  our  statute?    We  think  not. 

The  next  question  presented  by  the  record  is  the  cause  of  ac- 
tion arising  on  the  chattel  mortgage  given  by  C.  J.  Anderson 
and  wife  to  the  Creamery  Package  Manufacturing  Company. 
It  is  shown  that  after  the  execution  and  delivery  of  the  notes 
and  mortgages  on  the  creamery  property  of  C.  J.  Anderson 
by  said  Anderson  and  wife  to  John  A.  Anderson  and  Mattie 
Vass,  C.  J.  Anderson  bought  certain  machinery  of  the  Cream- 
ery Package  Manufacturing  Company,  to  be  placed  in  said 
creamery  building;  that  such  machinery  was  placed  in  said 
building,  and  nsed  by  C.  J.  Anderson.  C.  J.  Anderson  and 
wife  executed  and  delivered  their  note  to  the  Creamery  Pack- 
age Manufacturing  Company,  and  at  the  same  time  executed 
and  delivered  their  chattel  mortgage  to  said  company  covering 
said  property.    It  is  also  shown  tiiat  at  the  same  time  C.  J. 

Am.  St.  Bep.  ^ol.   101—13 
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Anderson  and  wife  executed  and  delivered   to   said   company 
their  real  estate  mortgage  as  additional  security  for  the  pay* 
ment  of  the  obligation  sued  on^  said  mortgage   covering   the 
creamery  property  of  said  C.  J.  Anderson.    At  the  trial,  evi- 
dence was  offered  on  behalf  of  the  Creamery  Package  Manufac- 
turing Company  for  the  purpose  of  showing  that  the  sale  of  the 
property  covered  by  the  chattel  mortgage   was   a   conditional 
one — ^that  the  property  was  to  remain  the   property   of    the 
Creamery  Package  Manufacturing  Company  until  paid  for — 
and  this  condition  existed  up  to  the  time  of  the  execution  and 
delivery  of  the  chattel  mortgage.    An  objection  was  interposed 
to  the  admission  of  this  evidence  on  the  ground  that  it  was  im- 
materialj  which  was  sustained  by  the  court    It  would  seem 
from  the  offer  and  the  objection  that  the  property  had  been 
treated  as  personal  in  its  character  by  the  Creamery  Package 
Manufacturing  Company^  as  well  as  Mr.  C.  J.  Anderson,  who 
was  the  witness  by  whom  it  was  sought  to  prove  sudi  contract 
of  sale,  and,  we  think,  was  a  material  issue  in  the  case  in  deter- 
mining the  character  of  the  properly^  whether  personal  or  a 
part  of  the  realty,  and  hence,  whether  ^^  it   had   become   a 
fixture.    From  these  facts  we  conclude  that  the  John  A.  An- 
derson mortgage  end  the  Mattie   Vass  mortgage  were  prior 
liens  upon  the  real  estate  of  C.  J.  Anderson,  and  that  the  said 
mortgages  did  not  cover  the  machinery  placed  in  said  building 
bought  from  the  Creamery  Package  Manufacturing  Company; 
that  said  Creamery  Package  Manufacturing   Company   is  en- 
titied  to  have  its  chattel  mortgage  foreclosed^  as  found  by  the 
trial  court 

The  only  error  we  find  in  the  record  is  the  judgment  of  the 
trial  court  finding  that  the  John  A.  Anderson  note  and  the 
Mattie  Vass  note  were  usurious.  The  judgment  of  the  trial 
court  is  reversed  in  this  particular,  and  remanded  for  further 
proceedings  in  harmony  with  the  views  herein  expressed. 

Quarles,  C.  J.,  and  Sullivan,  J.,  concur. 


The  Necessary  Blemente  of  a  Usurious  Oontraoi  are  diseuBsed  in  the 
monographic  note  to  Bank  of  Newport  v.  Cook,  46  Am.  St.  Bep. 
178-202.  The  intent  of  the  parties,  as  an  essential  element,  is  con- 
sidered at  pages  179-182  of  this  note. 

When  and  Against  Whom  Fixtures  may,  by  agreement,  retain  the 
character  of  personal  property  is  discussed  in  the  monographic  note 
to  Fuller-Warren  Go.  y.  Harter,  84  Am.  St.  Bep.  877-901.  At  pages 
888-892  of  this  note,  the  subject  is  considered  in  relation  to  prior 
mortgagees  of  the  realty.  See,  also,  Jennings  y.  Yahey,  183  Mass. 
47,  97  Am.  St.  Bep.  409,  66  N.  E.  598. 
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HAVENS  y.  STILES. 

[8  Idaho,  250,  67  Pa«.  919.] 

I^BOAlt  HOUDAT&— Ministerial  Acts  by  pnblie  oAeen  may 
^operljr  be  perfomied  on  legal  holidaTS,  in  the  absence  of  expreev 
■tatutory  prohibition,  and  statntes  prohibiting  judicial  acts  on  sneh 
days  do  not  apply  to  aach  a>  are  merely  ministeriaL     (p.  196.) 

XEGAIi  HOIJBAT&— lamaaee  of  sommona  by  a  elerk  of 
court  on  Sunday  on  a  eomplaint  filed  on  that  day  ia  merdy  a  minis* 
terial  aet,  and  not  within  the  inhibition  of  a  statute  prohibiting  the 
tranaaetion  of  judicial  a4sts  on  legal  holidays;  summons  so  issued  ia 
— "*'       (p.  200.) 


I4.  L.  Fdiham^  for  the  appellant 
J.  C.  Bice,  for  the  respondeat. 

***  STOCKSLAGEE,  J.  There  are  two  questions  involved 
in  this  appeal:  1.  If  the  clerk  of  the  district  court  voluntarily 
xeceiTes  and  files  a  complaint  in  a  civil  action  on  Sunday,  and 
said  action  was  not  commenced  or  instituted  for  the  purpose 
of  obtaining  an  order  of  arrest,  writ  of  attachment,  execution,, 
injunction,  or  writ  of  prohibition,  and  not  being  a  proceed- 
ing to  recover  possession  of  personal  property,  is  it  prohibitedl 
by  section  3866  of  the  Revised  Statutes  ?  2.  Is  the  filing  of 
such  complaint  and  the  issue  of  summons  thereon  a  ministerial 
or  judicial  act? 

It  is  provided  by  said  section  3866  that:  '^o  court  can  be 
opened,  nor  can  any  judicial  business  be  transacted  on  Sunday 
....  except  for  the  following  purposes :  1.  To  give,  upon  their 
request^  instructions  to  a  jury  when  deliberating  on  their  ver- 
dict; 2.  To  receive  a  verdict  or  discharge  a  jury;  3.  For  the 
exercise  of  the  powers  of  a  magistrate  in  a  criminal  action  or 
in  a  proceeding  of  a  criminal  nature;  provided,  that  in  civil 
causes  orders  of  arrest  may  be  made  and  executed,  writs  of 
attachments,  executions,  injunctions,  and  writs  of  prohibition 
may  be  issued  and  served.  Proceedings  to  recover  possession 
of  personal  property  may  be  had,  and  suits  for  the  purpose  of 
***  obtaining  any  such  writs  and  proceedings  may  be  insti- 
tuted on  any  day.'*  It  is  obvious  from  the  foregoing  statutory 
provision  that  the  clerk  of  the  court  could  not  be  required  to 
perform  any  service  on  Sunday,  except  wherein  it  is  provided 
that  certain  writs  shall  issue  on  that  day,  or  any  legal  holiday. 
But  if  he  does  voluntai^ily  receive  and  file  the  complaint,  and 
issue  the  sxmimons,  are  they  necessarily  void?    We  will  con- 
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Bider  this  question  first     In  Ee  Worthington,  7  Biss.  455, 
Cas.  Xo.  18,051,  the  official  syllabus  says:  ''The  act  of  the  cir- 
cuit clerk  in  filing  the  docket  transcript  of  a  judgment  is   «- 
ministerial  act,  and  not  void,  though   done  on   a  nonjudicial 
day;  and  the  judgment  creditors  thereby  acquired  a  lien  upon. 
the  real  estate  of  the  judgment  debtor,  the  same  as  if  done  on 
any  other  day/*    The  opinion  of  the  court  is  in  harmony  witli 
the  syllabus.    Ministerial  acts  may  property  be  performed  on 
legal  holidays,  in  the  absence  of  express  statutory  provisioiis, 
and  statutes  prohibiting  judicial  acts  do  not  apply  to  such  as 
ere  merely  ministerial:  20  Ency.  of  PL  &  Pr.  1205.    In  the 
same  volume,  at  page  1197,  it  is  said:  "While  at  common  law, 
as  has  been  seen,  no  judicial  act  could  be  done  on  Sunday,  the 
authorities  are  practically  unanimous  that  mere  ministerial  acts 
could  be  performed  on  that  day,  and  this  would  seem  to  be 
the  rule  at  the  present  time  in  the  absence  of  any  prohibitory 
statute.'*    In  Hadley  v.  Musselman,  104  Ind.  459,  3  N.  E.  122, 
it  is  said :  "As  there  is  neither  a  statute  nor  a  rule  of  the  com- 
mon law  prohibiting  the  sale  of  property  for  taxes  on  Christ- 
mas Day,  we  cannot  hold  that  a  sale  made  on  that  day  is  void, 
however  much  we  may  doubt  the  wisdom  and  propriety  of  mak- 
ing sales  on  that  day.'*    Kiger  v.  Coats,  18  Ind.   153,  81   Am. 
Dec.  351,  holds  that  the  giving  of  notice  of  an  award  on  Sun- 
day is  valid,  it  not  being  an  act  of  common  labor,  not  a  judicial 
act,  nor  one  specially  prohibited  by  any  statute,  and  being  a 
mere  ministerial  act  connected  with  a  judicial  proceeding.    In 
Hanover  Fire  Ins.  Co.  v.  Shrader,  89  Tex.  35,  59  Am.  St.  Eep. 
25,  32  S.  W.  872,  33  S.  W.  112,  30  L.  R.  A.  498,  an  appUcation 
for  a  writ  of  error  was  received  by  the  clerk  on  Sunday.     He^ 
being  doubtful  as  to  his  power  to  file  it,  merely  noted  the  fact 
and  date  of  its  receipt,  and  upon  the  next   day   marked    it 
'Tiled/*    The  *^  court,  in  passing  upon  the  question,  says: 
''We  conclude  that  the  application  was  lawfully  filed  on  Sun- 
day, and  that  the  clerk^s  indorsement  is  evidence  of  the  fact 
of  its  filing,  and  therefore  that  we  have  jurisdiction  of  the  ap- 
plication."   Again,  in  Clough  v.  Shepherd,  31  N".  H.  490 :  "It 
is  contended  that  it  is  illegal   at  common   law   to   make   any 
writ,  or  to  deliver  it  to  an  officer  for  service  on  Sunday.     In 
fltfackalle/s  Case,  9  Coke,  66,  it  was  decided  that  no  judicial 
act  ought  to  be  done  on  Sunday;  but  ministerial  acts  may  be 
lawfully  executed  on  that  day;  and  this  decision  is  recognized 
as  the  law  in  Waite  v.  Hundred  of  Stoke,  Cro.  Jac.  496  (Com. 
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Dig-  Temps/  B,  3),  and  in  Swann  v.  Broome,  3  Burr.  1595, 
Johnson  v.  Day,  17  Pick.  106,  and  Frost  v.  Hull,  4  N.  H.  153. 
The  award  of  Judicial  writ  is  a  judicial  act,  and  void  if  done 
(m  Sunday :  Com.  Dig.  'Temps,'  B,  3.    But  the  issuing  of  orig- 
inal process  (which  is  the  present  case)  is  merely  ministerial: 
Com.  Dig.  'Temps,*  B,  3.    Thus,  in  Waite  ▼.  Hundred  of  Stoke, 
Cro.  Jac.  496,  it  is  said  by  Croke  J. :  'An  original  writ  or  pat- 
ent bearing  teste  upon   the  Sunday   is   good   enough,  for  the 
diancellor  may  seal  writs  or  patents  upon  any  day.'    And   see 
Johnson  v.  Day,  17  Pick.  109,  and  Bedoe  v.  Alpe,  W.   Jones, 
156,  there  cited.''    In  People  v.  Bush,  40  Cal.  344,  the  sylla- 
boB  says:  'The  performance  of  a  ministerial  act  by  a  judicial 
officer  does  not  constitute  the  act  itself  ^  judicial  proceeding." 
In  Ei^ns  V.  Etheridge,  96  N.  C.  42,   1   S.  E.  633,  it  is  said 
the  derk  only  acts  ministerially  in  issuing  the  process  for  at- 
tachment.    This  court,  in  Glendenning  y.  McNutt,  1  Idaho, 
692,  said:  "The  only  remaining  question  is.  Was  the  appoint- 
jaaA  of  Glendenning  made  on  a  nonjudicial  day?    If  such  was 
file  case,  there  would  be  no  question  but  that  it  would  be  valid. 
The  letters  appear  to  have  been  issued  December  25,  1871,  and 
the  court  refused  the  introduction  of  any  further  evidence  upon 
the  subject  of  the  appointment.    Had  the  court  allowed  the 
introduction  of  the  probate  court  record,  it  would  have  shown 
that  the  administrator  was  not  appointed  on  Christmas,  but  on 
the  day  following.     The  act  of  appointing  was  a  judicial  act; 
the  act  of  issuing  letters  merely  ministerial.    The  state  does 
not  prohibit  a  ministerial  act  on  a  nonjudicial  day,  but  only 
judicial  acts."    In  *»*  Weil  v.  Geier,  61  Wis.  414,  21  N.  W. 
246,  it  is  held  that  "the  statute  providing  that  no  court  shall 
be  opened  or  transact  any  business  on  any  legal  holiday  does 
not  prohibit  a  justice  of  the  peace  from  issuing  a  summons  on 
•och  a  holiday,  that  being  a  purely  ministerial  act."     In  Glenn 
▼.  Eddy,  51  N.  J.  L.  256,  257,  14  Am.  St.   Eep.  684,   17   Atl. 
145,  we  find  the  following  language  used  by  th^ court:  "The 
history  of  the  common  law  and  of  legislation  with  respect  to 
Sunday  clearly  indicates  that  it  owes  its  exceptional  position 
to  a  general  sense  of  its  sacred  character  as  a  holy  day.    To  no 
other  day — although  many  account  other  days  holy — ^has  a  like 
distinction  been  accorded.     When  we  compare  the  course  of 
the  common  law  and  legislation  respecting  Sunday  with  the 
statute  now  before  us,  a  different  treatment  is  observable.     Al- 
ihon^  some  of  the  days  named  are  accounted  holy  by  many. 
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while  others  are  national  anniversaries^  or  days  whea  public 
duties  are  enjoined  on  citizens^  yet  there  has  heen  eioacted  no 
prohibition  against  the  pursuit  of  any  business   or  pleasure. 
There  is  no  express  prohibition  against  the  service  of  the 
cess  of  the  courts.    The  direct  prohibitions  of  the  statute 
aimed  at  only  two  things,  viz.:  (1)  Compulsion  to  labor,  and 
"(2)  the  holding  of  courts  on  the  days  specified.*'    In  Whipple 
V.  Hill,  36  Neb.  724,  38  Am.  St.  Eep.  742,  65  N.  W.  227,  20 
L.  R.  A.  313 — a  very  instructive  decision — a  statute  very  simi- 
lar to  ours  is  construed.    The  opinion  says:  *TBy  section    9, 
chapter  41  of  the  Compiled  Statutes,  it  is  provided  that  the 
first  Monday  in  the  month  of  September  in  each  year  shall  here- 
after be  known  as  Tjabor  Day,*  and  shall  be  deemed  a  public 
holiday,  in  like  manner  and   to  the  same  extent  as  holidays 
provided  for  in  section  eight  (8)  of  chapter  forty-one  (41)   of 
the  Compiled  Statutes  of  1887.    A  reference  to  the  calendar 
will  disclose  that  the  first  day  of  September,  1890,  on  which 
date  the  attachment  in  question  was  issued,  was  Monday;  there- 
fore, under  the  foregoing  provision,  was  a  public  or  legal  holi- 
day.   The  objection  to  the  issuance  of  the  writ  of  attachment 
in  this  case  on  Labor  Day  is  based  upon  section  38,  chapter  19 
of  the  Compiled  Statutes,  which  declares  that:  ^o  court  can 
be  opened,  nor  can  any  judicial  business  be  transacted  on  Sun- 
day or  any  legal  holiday  except:  ^^^  1.  To  give  instructions 
to  a  jury  then  deliberating  on  their  verdict;  2.  To  receive  a 
a  verdict  or  discharge  a  jury;  3.  To  exercise  the  powers  of  a 
single  magistrate  in  a  criminal  proceeding;  4.  To  grant  or 
refuse  temporary  injunction  or  restraining  order.'    The  legis- 
lature, by  the  section  quoted,  has  prohibited  the  courts  of  the 
state  from  being  opened,  and  from  the  transaction  of  any  ju- 
dicial business,  with  certain  well-defined  exceptions,  on  any 
day  declared  by  statute  to  be  a  public  or  legal  holiday.    It  will 
be  observed  that  the  prohibition  of  the  statute,  so  far  as  the 
transaction  of  business  on  holidays  is  concerned,  rdates  to  acts 
which,  in  their  nature,  are  purely  judicial,  and  does  not  apply 
to  such  as  are  merely  ministerial.    The  language  of  the  secition 
is  plain  and  unambiguous,  and  should  not  be  extended  by  ju- 
dicial interpretation  beyond  the  plain  import  of  the  words  used. 
Had  the  legislature  intended  to  debar  the  courts  or  court  offi- 
cers from  performing  ministerial  acts  upon  holidays,  words 
suitable  to  express  such  an  intention  would  have  been  employed. 
If  the  transaction  of  all  legal  business  was  forbidden  on  such 
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dajB^  as  is  the  case  in  some  of  the  stateB^  we  would  grant  that 
fhe  order  in  question  would  be  void;  but  the  statute  fails  to  so 
proyida     It  is  ibe  opening  of  coiurts  and  the  transaction  of 
judicial  business  on  legal  holidays  which  the  law  forbids/    This 
intent  is  clearly  manifest.    We  search  in  vain  for  any  words 
whidi  indicate  a  different  purpose.    The  issuance  or  service 
of  l^al  process  sudi  as  a  summons^  execution^  or  writ  of  at- 
tachment is  merely  a  ministerial  act,  and  therefore  is  not  within 
file  inhibition  of  the  above  section  of  the  statute;^  and  is  valid 
although  done  on  a  legal   holiday.'^    The  opinion  cites  with 
approval  Glenn  v.  Eddy,  51  N.  J.  L.  265,  14  Am.  St.  Bep.  684, 
17  AtL  145 ;  Kinney  v.  Emery,  37  N.  J.  Eq.  339 ;  In  re  Worth- 
ington,  7  Biss.  455,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  18,051;  Weil  v.  Geier,  61 
Wis.  414,  21  N.  W.  246;  Smith  v.  Ihling,  47  Mich.  614,  11 
N.  W.  408;  Hadley  v.  Mussehnan,  104  Ind.  459,  3  N.  E.  122  j 
Whitney  v.  Blackburn,  17  Or.  564,  11  Am.  St  Bep.  857,  21 
Pac  874.    Our  attention  has  been  called  to  5  American  and 
English  Encyclopedia  of  Law,  first  edition,  page  85,  which  says: 
*T)ies  Non.    This  is  an  abbreviation  of  tiie  phrase  'dies  **• 
non  juridicus,'  universally  used  to  denote  nonjudicial  days- 
days  during  which  the  courts  do  not  transact  any  business;  as 
Sunday,  or  the  legal  holidays.''    In  Hauswirth  v.  Sullivan,  6 
Mont  203,  9  Pac.  798 — a  Montana  case,  under,  we  apprehend, 
a  statute  similar  to  our  own — ^it  is  held  that  a  summons  cannot 
be  l^ally  served  on  Sunday;  that  the  service  of  a  summcns 
is  not  a  judicial  set,  but  that  under  the  statute  such  service 
eamiot  be  made  on  Sunday.     Schwed  v.  Hartwitz,  23  Colo.  187^ 
58  Am.  St  Bep.  221,  47  Pac.  295,  holds  that  ''a  notice  of  a 
tax  sale  is  in  the  nature  of  a  service  of  a  process,  and  is  void 
when  published  only  in  a  Sunday  newspaper,  where  the  stat- 
ute does  not  authorize  service  on  Sunday.^'    The  opinion  says: 
'TlaintiS,  to  support  her  title,  relied  upon  a  certain  tax  sale. 
The  notice  of  this  sale  was  published  only  in  a  Sunday  edition 
of  the  'HeraJd-Democrat,'  a  daily  newspaper  published  in  the 
cit7  of  Leadville.    The  statute  provides  that  ^the  treasurer  shall 
give  notice  of  the  sale  of  real  property  by  the  publication  thereof 
once  a  week  in  a  newspaper  published  in  this  county,'  etc. 
•  •  •  •  The  district  court  decided  that  the  publication  in  a  Sun- 
day edition  only  was  not  legal  notice,  and  that  all  proceedings 
thereunder  were  without  force  or  effect    The  publication  of 
the  notice  of  a  tax  sale  is  in  the  nature  of  the  service  of  pro- 
cess.   It  will  not  be  contended  that,  outside  of  a  few  cases 
specifically  provided  for  by  statute,  service  of  process  on  Sun- 
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day  in  a  civil  action  would  be  valid  in  this  state,  and  the  rule 
that  tax  sales  are  invalid  if  made  upon  a  notice  published  only 
in  a  Sunday  paper  is  too  well  settled  to  be  now  open  to  con-^ 
troveray/' 

We  were  not  favored  with  a  brief  of  respondent  in  this  case, 
but  have  carefully  examined  the  authorities  to  which  our  at- 
tention has  been  called,  and  have  quoted  liberally  from  all  thoee 
bearing  directly  on  the  issues  involved  in  the  cfwe.    It  seema 
to  be  almost  universally  held  by  the  courts,  with  statutes  simi- 
lar  to  our  own,  that  filing  a  complaint  and  issuing  a  summons  . 
fhereon  is  a  ministerial,  and  not  a  judicial,  act;  hence  not  pro* 
hibited  by  statute.     The  Montana  case  is  in  harmony  with  this 
conclusion,  and  holds  directly  that  such  acts  of  the  court  offi- 
cers are  ministerial,  but  that  they  are  prohibited  by  the  statute 
**^  of  that  state.    If  their  statute  is  similar  to  ours,  we  cannot 
follow  that  decision.    We  are  clearly  of  the  opinion  that  under 
the  provisions  of  our  statute  court  ofl&cers  are  not  prohibited 
from  performing  such  acts  as  are  merely  ministerial  on  a  legal 
holiday.    We  think  the  lower  court  was  in  error  in  sustaining 
respondent's  motion  to  strike  appellaat's  complaint  from  the 
files,  and  in  quashing  the  summons  issued  thereon. 

Case  reversed,  and  cause  remanded  for  further  proceedings 
in  harmony  with  this  opinion,  with  costs  to  appellant. 

Quarles,  C.  J.,  and  Sullivan,  J.,  concur. 


Serviee  of  Summons  on  Sunday  is  not  a  nullity,  though  it  is  regarded 
as  voidable  in  Burke  y.  Interstate  Sav.  etc.  Assn.,  25  Mont.  315, 
87  Am.  St.  Bep.  416,  64  Pac.  879.  The  fact  that  a  search-warrant 
is  issued  on  Sunday  is  held  not  to  invalidate  it  in  State  v. 
Conwell,  96  Me.  172,  90  Am.  St.  Bep.  333,  51  Atl.  873.  And  a  writ 
of  attachment  issued  on  Sunday  is  not  void:  Whipple  y.  Hill,  39 
Neb.  720,  38  Am.  St.  Bep.  742,  55  N.  W.  227,  20  L.  B.  A.  313.  But 
see  the  note  to  Coleman  v.  Henderson,  12  Am.  Dec.  290.  An  appli- 
eation  for  a  writ  of  error  may  be  received  and  filed  on  Sunday:  Han- 
over Fire  Ins.  Co.  v.  Shrader,  89  Tex.  35,  59  Am.  St.  Bep.  25,  38 
B.  W.  872,  33  S.  VV.  112,  30  L.  B.  A.  498.  But  the  publication  of 
a  notice  of  a  tax  sale  in  a  Sunday  paper  has  been  held  void:  Schwed 
▼.  HartwitE^  23  Colo.  187,  68  Am.  St.  Bop.  221,  47  Pac.  295. 
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COKSXirnnONAIi  IJ^W^Tltle  of  Act.— If  the  Utle  to  an 
act  indicates,  and  the  act  itself  actually  embraces,  two  different  ob- 
jects, diverse  in  their  nature  and  having  no  necessary  connect  ion, 
when  the  eonstitntion  says  each  statute  shall  embrace  but  one  object, 
the  whole  act  must  be  treated  as  void  from  the  manifest  inability 
of  the  court  to  chose  between  the  two,  and  hold  the  act  valid  &• 
to  one  and  void  as  to  tlie  other,     (p.  204.) 

COKSTITUTIONAIi  IiAW  —Title  to  Act.— The  generality  of 
the  title  to  an  act  is  no  objection  to  it,  so  long  as  it  is  not  made 
a  cover  to  legislation  incongruous  in  itself,  and  which  by  no  fair 
intendment  can  be  considered  as  having  a  necessary  or  proper  con- 
nection with  it.     (p.  204.)  . 

OONSTITUnONAIi  IiAW— Title  of  Act.— If  the  legislature  i» 
turlj  apprised  of  the  general  character  of  an  enactment  by  the 
■abject  expressed  in  the  title,  and  all  its  provisions  have  a  just 
and  proper  reference  thereto,  and  are  such  as  by  the  nature  of  the 
■abject  so  indicated  are  manifestly  appropriate  in  that  connection, 
and  as  might  reasonably  be  looked  for  in  a  measure  of  such  char- 
acter, the  requirement  of  the  constitution  that  the  title  of  an  act 
■hall  embrace  but  one  subject  is  complied  with.     (p.  204.) 

COKSTXTUnONAIi  LAW— Title  of  Act ^It  matters  not  that 

an  act  embraces  technically  more  than  one  subject,  one  of  which 
only  ia  expressed  in  its  title,  so  long  as  the  subjects  are  not  foreign 
and  extraneous  to  each  other,  but  blend  together  in  the  common 
purpose  evidently  sought  to  be  accomplished  by  the  act.     (p.  204.) 

OONSTITUTIOKAIi  LAW— Title  to  Act.— If  the  provisions  of 
a  statute  all  relate,  directly  or  indirectly,  to  the  same  subject,  have 
a  natural  connection,  and  are  not  foreign  to  the  subject  expressed 
in  its  title,  they  may  be  united  in  one  act.     (p.  205.) 

CONSTITXTTIOKAL  LAW— Title  to  Act.— Objections  should 
be  grave,  and  the  conflict  between  the  constitution  and  the  statute 
palpable,  before  the  judiciary  should  disregard  a  legislative  enact- 
ment upon  the  sole  ground  that  it  embraces  more  than  one  subject 
in  its  title,     (p.  205.) 

CONSTITUTIONAL  LAW — ^Title  of  Act. — ^However  numerous 
the  provisions  of  an  act  may  be,  if  the^  can  be,  by  fair  intend- 
ment, considered  as  falling  within  the  subject  matter  legislated  upon 
in  the  act,  or  necessary  as  ends  and  means  to  the  attainment  of  such 
subject,  the  act  is  not  in  conflict  with  a  constitutional  provision  that 
no  act  shall  embrace  more  than  one  subject  which  must  be  em- 
braced in  its  title,     (p.  206.) 

CONSTITUTIONAL  LAW— Title  of  Act— A  constitutional 
provision  that  no  act  shall  embrace  more  than  one  subject  which 
shall  be  expressed  in  its  title  is  not  intended  to  obstruct  honest 
legislation,  or  to  prevent  the  incorporation  into  a  single  act  of  the 
entire  statutory  law  upon  one  general  subject,     (p.  206.) 

CONSTITUTIONAL  LAW— Title  to  Act^Subject  of  Act.— 
The  entire  statutory  law  of  the  state  upon  the  subject  of  irrigation 
and  the  reclamation  of  arid  lands  may  be  incorporated  in  a  single 
original  or  amendatory  act  under  a  proper  title,     (pp.  210,  211.) 
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day  IB  a  civil  action  would  be  valid  in  this  state,  and  the  rule 
that  tax  sales  are  invalid  if  made  upon  a  notice  published  only 
in  a  Sunday  paper  is  too  well  settled  to  be  now  open  to  (Hm-^ 
troversy/' 

We  were  not  favored  with  a  brief  of  respondent  in  this  case, 
but  have  carefully  examined  the  authorities  to  which  our  at- 
tention has  been  called,  and  have  quoted  liberally  from  all  those 
bearing  directly  on  the  issues  involved  in  the  cajse.     It  seems 
to  be  almost  universally  held  by  the  courts,  with  statutes  simi- 
lar to  our  own^  that  filing  a  complaint  and  issuing  a  sumznozxs  . 
thereon  is  a  ministerial,  and  not  a  judicial,  act;  hence  not  pro- 
hibited by  statute.     The  Montana  case  is  in  harmony  with  this 
conclusion,  and  holds  directly  that  such  acts  of  the  court  offi- 
cers are  ministerial,  but  that  they  are  prohibited  by  the  statute 
•*''  of  that  state.    If  their  statute  is  similar  to  ours,  we  cannot 
follow  that  decision.    We  are  clearly  of  the  opinion  that  under 
the  provisions  of  our  statute  court  ofl&cers  are  not  prohibited 
from  performing  such  acts  as  are  merely  ministerial  on  a  legal 
holiday.    We  think  the  lower  court  was  in  error  in  sustaining 
respondent's  motion  to  strike  appellant's  complaint  from  the 
files,  and  in  quashing  the  summons  issued  thereon. 

Case  reversed,  and  cause  remanded  for  further  proceedings 
in  harmony  with  this  opinion,  with  costs  to  appellant. 

Quarles,  C.  J.,  and  Sullivan,  J.,  concur. 


Serviee  of  SufMuons  on  Sunday  is  not  a  nullity,  though  it  is  regarded 
as  voidable  in  Burke  y.  Interstate  8a v.  etc.  Assn.,  25  Mont.  315, 
87  Am.  St.  Bep.  416,  64  Pac.  879.  The  fact  that  a  search-warrant 
is  issued  on  Sunday  is  held  not  to  invalidate  it  in  State  v. 
Conwell,  96  Me.  172,  90  Am.  St.  Bep.  333,  51  Atl.  873.  And  a  writ 
of  attachment  issued  on  Sunday  is  not  void:  Whipple  y.  Hill,  3tf 
Neb.  720,  38  Am.  St.  Bep.  742,  65  N.  W.  227,  20  L.  B.  A.  313.  But 
tee  the  note  to  Coleman  v.  Henderson,  12  Am.  Dee.  290.  An  appli- 
cation  for  a  writ  of  error  may  be  received  and  filed  on  Sunday:  Han- 
over Fire  Ins.  Co.  v.  Shrader,  89  Tex.  35,  59  Am.  St.  Bep.  25,  38 
B.  W.  872,  33  S.  VV.  112,  30  L.  B.  A.  498.  But  the  publication  of 
a  notice  of  a  tax  sale  in  a  Sunday  paper  has  been  held  void:  Sehwed 
▼.  HartwitE^  23  Colo.  187,  68  Am.  St.  Bop.  221,  47  Pae.  295. 
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OON8TETUTIONAI.  IJ^W— TlUo  oX  Act.^If  the  title  to  an 
met  xndieatea,  and  the  act  itself  actually  embraces,  two  different  ob- 
jects, diTerse  in  their  natnre  and  having  no  necessarj  eonneetion, 
▼hen  the  constitntion  says  each  statute  shall  embrace  but  one  object, 
the  whole  act  must  be  treated  as  void  from  the  manifest  inability 
of  the  conrt  to  chose  between  the  two,  and  hold  the  act  valid  &• 
to  one  and  void  as  to  the  other,     (p.  204.) 

COKSTITUnONAIa  IiAW  —Title  to  Act.— The  generality  of 
the  title  to  an  act  is  no  objection  to  it,  so  long  as  it  is  not  made 
a  cover  to  legislation  incongruous  in  itself,  and  which  by  no  fair 
intendment  can  be  considered  as  having  a  necessary  or  proper  con- 
nection with  it.     (p.  204.)  , 

OOlVBTITUnONAIa  IiAW— Title  of  Act.— If  the  legislature  i» 
&ir]y  apprised  of  the  general  character  of  an  enactment  by  the 
iDbject  expressed  in  the  title,  and  ail  its  provisions  have  a  just 
and  proper  reference  thereto,  and  are  such  as  by  the  nature  of  the 
tnbject  so  indicated  are  manifestly  appropriate  in  that  connection, 
and  as  might  reasonably  be  looked  for  in  a  measure  of  such  char- 
acter, the  requirement  of  the  constitution  that  the  title  of  an  act 
than  embrace  but  one  subject  is  complied  with.     (p.  204.) 

COKSTITUTIONAIi  LAW— Title  of  Act.— It  matters  not  that 
an  act  embraces  technically  more  than  one  subject,  one  of  which 
only  is  expressed  in  its  title,  so  long  as  the  subjects  are  not  foreign 
and  extraneous  to  each  other,  but  blend  together  in  the  common 
purpose  evidently  sought  to  be  accomplished  by  the  act.     (p.  204.) 

OOKSTITUTIOKAL  LAW— Title  to  Act.— If  the  provisions  of 
a  statute  all  relate,  directly  or  indirectly,  to  the  same  subject,  have 
a  natural  connection,  and  are  not  foreign  to  the  subject  expressed 
in  its  title,  they  may  be  united  in  one  act.     (p.  205.) 

CONSTITXTTIONAL  LAW— Title  to  Act.— Objections  should 
be  grave,  and  the  conflict  between  the  constitution  and  the  statute 
palpable,  before  the  judiciary  should  disregard  a  legislative  enact- 
ment upon  the  sole  ground  that  it  embraces  more  than  one  subject 
in  its  title,     (p.  205.) 

CONSTITUTIONAL  LAW— Title  of  Act.— However  numerous 
the  provisions  of  an  act  may  be,  if  the^  can  be,  by  fair  intend- 
ment, considered  as  falling  within  the  subject  matter  legislated  upon 
in  the  act,  or  necessary  as  ends  and  means  to  the  attainment  of  such 
subject,  the  act  is  not  in  conflict  with  a  constitutional  provision  that 
no  act  shall  embrace  more  than  one  subject  which  must  be  em- 
braced in  its  title,     (p.  206.) 

CONSTITUTIONAL  LAW— Title  of  Act— A  constitutional 
provision  that  no  act  shall  embrace  more  than  one  subject  which 
shall  be  expressed  in  its  title  is  not  intended  to  obstruct  honest 
legislation,  or  to  prevent  the  incorporation  into  a  single  act  of  the 
entire  statutory  law  upon  one  general  subject,     (p.  206.) 

CONSTITUTIONAL  LAW— Title  to  Act^Snbject  of  Act.— 
The  entire  statutory  law  of  the  state  upon  the  subject  of  irrigation 
sad  the  reclamation  of  arid  lands  may  be  incorporated  in  a  single 
original  or  amendatory  act  under  a  proper  title,     (pp.  210,  211.) 
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OONSTITUnONAIi     LAW— €k)ii8ollda11on    of    Statntes     I^F 

Amendment. — ^If  two  acts  have  been  passed  by  the  legislature  on 
the  same  general  subject,  but  with  differently  worded  titles,  sraeh 
acts  may  be  amended  and  combined  by  one  act^  with  a  proper  title. 

(p.  211) 

CONOTITU  TiONAIi  LAW— AssessmAnts  According  to  Bene- 
fits— ^Dne  PTOoesB  of  Law. — ^If  an  irrigation  law  provides  for^  as- 
sessments and  also  the  method  and  means  by  which  benefits  received 
may  be  adjudicated,  it  is  not  unconstitutional  as  taking  private  prop- 
erty without  due  process  of  law  under  the  guise  of  taxation  or  other- 
wise.     (p.  212.) 

W.  E.  Borah  aad  J.  J.  Blake^  for  the  appellaiit 

J.  C.  Eice  and  J.  M.  ThompBon,  for  the  respondeat 

»^*  SULLIVAN,  J.    This  action  was  commenced  to  obtain 
the  confirmation  of  the  district  court  of  the  third  judicial  dis- 
trict, in  and  for  Canyon  county,  of  the  proceedings  under  and 
by  which  the  respondent,  the  Pioneer  Irrigation  District,  was 
organized,  and  the  proceedings  had  and  done  by  it  relative  to 
the  assessmeut  of  the  real  estate  within  said  irrigation  district^ 
and  the  issuance  and  sale  of  ceri:ain  bonds  of  said  district.     The 
respondent  district  having  filed  its  petition  for  said  purpose 
in  said  court,  the  appellant,  being  a  party  in  interest,  appeared 
and  demurred  to  said  petition.     Said  demurrer  put  in  issue  the 
constitutionality  of  the  statutes  authorizing  the  organization  of 
irrigation  districts.    It  was  OTerruled,  and  thereupon  the  ap- 
pellant filed  his  answer  putting  in  issue  the  material  allega- 
tions of  the  petition.    A  trial  was  had  upon  the  issues  thus 
made,  and  the  court  entered  an  order  and  judgment  confirm- 
ing the  incorporation  of  the  respondent,  thereby  adjudging  the 
same  to  be  regxQar  and  yalid,  and  all  proceedings  thereunder 
valid.    During  the  progress  of  the  trial,  the  appellant,  by  nu- 
merous objections,  raised  the  question  of  the  constitutionality 
of  the  original  act  and  the  act  amendatory  thereof,  imder  which 
these  proceedings  were  had.    After    judgment,  the  appellant 
made  his  motion  for  a  new  trial,  which  motion  was  overruled 
by  the  court,  and  this  appeal  is  from  said  judgment  and  order. 
The  questions  presented  for  decision  on  this  appeal  involve  the 
constitutionali^  of  an  act  entitled:  "An  act  to  provide  for  a 
state  engineer,  defining  his  duties  and  regulating  his  compen- 
sation, and  to  provide  for  the  acceptance  by  the  state  of  Idaho 
from  the  United  States  of  certain  lands,  and  to  provide  for  the 
reclamation,  occupation  and  disposal  of  the  same*'  ®^® — ap- 
proved March  2,  1899  (5th  Sess.  Laws,  Pinney's  ed.,  444)— 
and  an  act  amendatory  thereof  entitled:  "An  act  to  amend 
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Mctians  2,  11^  22  and  26  of  an  act  entitled  'An  act  to  provide 
for  the  orgamzation  and  goyemment  of  irrigation  districts^  and 
to  proYide  for  the  acquisition  of  water  and  other  property,  and 
for  the  distribution  of  water  thereby  for  irrigation  purposea, 
and  for  other  aimilar  purposes,'  approved  March  Q,  1899;  and 
to  amend  section  9  of  chapter  1,  and  section  16  of  chapter  2 
ot  an  act  entitled  'An  act  to  provide  for  a  state  engineer  defin- 
ing his  duties,  and  r^ulating  his  compensation,  and  to  provide 
for  the  aoeeptanoe  by  the  state  of  Idaho  from  the  United  States 
of  certain  lands;  and  to  provide  for  the  reclamation,  occupation 
and  disposal  of  the  same,'  approved  March  2,  1899,  and  to 
provide  for  the  acquisition  of  right  of  way  for  the  construction 
of  canals  or  reservoirs  or  other  irrigation  works  over  or  upon 
the  lands  of  the  state  of  Idaho'' :  Sess.  Laws  1901,  p.  191. 

The  first  contention  is  that  said  amendatory  act  clearly  vio- 
lates the  provisions  of  section  16,  article  3,  of  the  constitution 
of  this  states  which  section  is  as  follows:  ''Every  act  shall  em- 
brace but  one  subject  and  matters  properly  connected  there- 
with,  which  subject  shall  be  expressed  in  the  title;  but  if  any 
subject  shall  be  embraced  in  an  act  which  shall  not  be  expressed 
in  the.  title,  sudi  act  shall  be  void  only  as  to  so  much  thereof 
as  shall  not  be  embraced  in  the  title."    It  is  contended  that 
said  amendatory  act  embraces,  at  least,  two  separate  and  dis- 
tinct subjects,  and  that  said  subjects  have  been  individualized 
by  former  acts  of    the  l^slatiue  to  wit  the  subject  of  the 
formation  of  irrigation  districts,  and  the  subject  of  providing 
for  the  acceptance,  by  the  state,  from  the  United  States,  of 
certain  public  land,  under  what  is  popularly  known  as  the 
^'Carey  act>"  and  the  compensation  and  duties  of  the  state  en- 
gineer; and  also  the  subject  of  providing  for  the  right  of  way 
for  canals  upon  said  and  other  lands;  that  said  subjects  are  all 
set  forth  in  the  title,  and  are  all  covered  by  the  act,  and  that, 
therefore,  said  entire  act  must  fall,  as  it  is  not  in  the  power  of 
the  court  to  say  which  one  of  the  subjects  thus  legislated  on  in 
^^'^  said  act  shall  stand,  or  which  shall  fall.    In  support  of  the 
latter  proposition  counsel  cites,  among  other  authorities,  Gooley's 
Constitutional  Limitations,  page  178,  section  148,  where  tiie 
author  says :  '^f  the  title  to  the  act  actually  indicates,  and  the 
act  itself  actually  embraces,  two  different  objects,  when  the 
constitution  says  it  shall  embrace  but  one,  the  whole  act  must 
be  treated  as  void,  from  the  manifest  impossibility  in  the  court 
choosing  between  the  two,  holding  the  act  valid  as  to  one,  and 
void  as  to  the  other.''    And  clearly,  under  the  decided  weight 
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of  authority^  if  said  title  contains  two  distinct  subjects^  and 
both  of  said  subjects  legislated  upom  in  the  body  of  said  act^ 
the  act  is  absolutely  void,  as  it  is  in  contravention  of  said  sec- 
tion of  the  constitution.     The  object  and  purpose  of  said  con- 
stitutional provision  is  well  understood.     It  was  to  prohibit  the 
practice  of  bringing  together  into  one  bill  subjects  diverse  in 
their  nature,  and  having  no  necessary  connection;  to  prohibit 
"hodgepodge/^  or  "logrolling**  legislation:   Cooley's   Constitu- 
tional Limitations,  172.     It  was  to  avoid  improper  influences' 
which  may  result  from  an  intermingling  in  one  and  the  same 
bill  such  things  as  have  no  proper  relation  to  each  other :  Walter 
▼.  Town  of  Union,  33  N.  J.  L.  362.     In  State  v.  Ransom,  73^ 
Mo.  78,  it  is  stated  that  said  provision  is  to  prevent  conjoining,, 
in  the  same  bill,  incongruous  matter,  and  subjects  having  no 
legitimate  connection,  or  relation  to  each  other,  and  in  no  way 
germane  to  the  subject  expressed  in  the  title.    In  commenting' 
on  the  generality  of  the  title  to  biUs  (Cooley's  Constitutional 
Limitations,  6th  ed.,  172),  the  author  says:  "The  generality 
of  a  title  is  therefore  no  objection  to  it,  so  long  as  it  is  not 
made  a  cover  to  legislation  incongruous  in  itself,  and  which 
by  no  fair  intendment  can  be  considered  as  having  a  necessary 
or  proper  connection."    In  Winters  v.  City  of  Duluth,  82  Minn. 
127,  84  N".  W.  788,  the  supreme  court  of  Minnesota  in  comment- 
ing on  a  section  of  the  constitution  of  that  state  which  provides^ 
that  "no  law  shall  embrace  more  than  one  subject,  which  shall 
be  expressed  in  the  title,"  said :  "It  [said  provision]  was  not  in- 
tended to  embarrass  legislation  by  making  laws  more  restrictive 
in  their  scope  and  operation  than  **®  is  reasonably  necessary 
in  order  to  conserve  the  purpose  for  which  the  constitutional 
limitation  was  adopted;  hence  it  must  be  liberally  construed^ 
and  in  a  common-sense  way,"  and  quotes  as  follows  from  State 
▼.  Cassidy,  22  Minn.  324,  21  Am.  Rep.  766 :  "If  the  legislature 
is  fairly  apprised  of  the  general  character  of  an  enactment,  by 
the  subject  expressed  in  the  title,  and  all  its  provisions  have  a 
just  and  proper  reference  thereto,  and  are  such  as,  by  the  nature 
of  the  subject  so  indicated,  are  manifestly  appropriate  in  that 
connection,  and  as  might  reasonably  be  looked  for  in  a  measure 
of  such  a  character,  the  requirement  of  the  constitution  is  com- 
plied with.     It  matters  not  that  the  act  embraces  technically 
more  than  one  subject,  one  of  which  only  is  expressed  in  the 
title,  so  that  they  are  not  foreign  and  extraneous  to  each  other, 
but  blend  together  in  the  common  purpose  evidently  sought  to- 
be  accomplished  by  the  law."    In  commenting  upon  a  constitu* 
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tional  provision  like  the  one  here  under  consideration  in  State 
V.  Board  of  Commrs.  of  Humboldt  County,  21  Nev.  235,  29 
Pac.  974,  after  reciting  the  purpose  of  said  provision  substan- 
tially as  stated  in  Cooley^s  Constitutional  Limitations,  172,^ 
the  supreme  court  of  Nevada  said :  "This,  then,  being  the  mis- 
chief against  which  this  clause  of  the  constitution  is  directed, 
it  should  be  so  construed  as  to  correct  the  evil,  but  at  the  same 
time  not  to  needlessly  thwart  honest  efforts  at  legislation.    There 
is  scarcely  any  subject  of  legislation  that  cannot  be  divided  and 
aubdivided  into  various  heads,  each  of  which  might  be  made  the 
basis  of  a  separate  act^  and  in  which  the  connection  between 
tfaem  may  be  made  a  matter  of  controversy If  the  pro- 
visions of  a  statute  all  relate,  directly  or  indirectly,  to  the  same 
flubject,  have  a  natural  connection,  and  are  not  foreign  to  the 
eubject  expressed  in  the  title,  it  is  permissible  to  unite  them  in 
the  same  act  •  .  •  .  The  objections  should  be  grave,  and  the 
conflict  between  the  constitution  and  statute  palpable,  before 
the  judiciary  should  disregard  a  legislative  enactment  upon  the 
sole  ground  that  it  embraces  more  than  one  subject.^'    And  to 
the  same  effect  is  the  decision  in  the  case  of  Montclair  Tp.  v. 
BamsdeU,  107  U.  S.  147,  2  Sup.  Ct  Sep.  391,  27  L.  ed.  431. 
In  »^»  People  v.  Parks,  68  Cal.  624,  it  is  said :  'Trovisions  of 
an  act  may  be  numerous;  but  however  numerous,  if  they  can 
be,  by  fair  intendment,  considered  as  falling  within  the  subject 
matter  of  legislation,  or  necessary  as  ends  and  means  to  the 
attainment  of  the  subject,  the  act  will  not  conflict  with  the  con- 
stitution.*'   This  case  is  cited  with  approval  and  quoted  from 
in  People  v.  MuUender,  132  Oal.  217,  64  Pac.  299.    The  su- 
preme court  of  Oregon  in  Investment  Trust  v.  Sears,  30  Or. 
388,  41  Pac.  931,  35  L.  R.  A.  188,  said :  "We  are  required  to 
look  to  the  body  of  the  act,  and  the  provisions  therein  contained 
for  the  ascertainment  of  the  subject  matter.    The  title  is  of 
but  little  importancei,  except  to  index  and  fairly  indicate  the 
subject  of  l^slation.    Matters  germane  to  or  properly  con- 
nected with  the  subject,  or  matters  of  detail,  have  no  place  in 
the  title,  although  the  circumstance  of  their  being  found  there 
affords  no  constitutional  reason  for  rendering  the  act  void  or 

inoperative The  object  of  this  clause  of  the  constitution, 

so  far  as  the  objection  here  made  to  the  act  is  concerned,  is  to 
prevent  the  combining  of  incongruous  matters,  and  objects  to- 
tally distinct,  and  having  no  connection  nor  relation  with  each 
other.''  In  State  v.  Doherty,  3  Idaho,  384,  29  Pac.  855,  this 
court  said :  "Section  16,  article  3,  of  the  constitution,  must  be 
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given  a  reasonable  construction.    It  is  sufficient  if  the  act  tieatB 
of  but  one  general  subject^  and  that  subject  expressed  in  the 
title.**    In  Commonwealth  v.  Brown,  91  Va.  762,  21  S.  E.  357, 
28  L.  B.  A.  110,  the  court  of  appeals,  in  commenting  on  a  pro- 
vision  of  the  constitution  of  that  state,  like  the  one  under  con- 
sideration, said:  "And,  on  the  other  hand,  it  was  not  intended 
to  obstruct  honest  legislation,  or  to  prevent  the  incorporation 
into  a  single  act  of  the  entire  statutory  law  upon  one  general 
subject."    If  the  entire  statutory  law  of  this  state  ujwn  the 
subject  of  irrigation  and  the  reclamation  of  arid  land  should 
be  incorporated  into  a  single  act,  it  would  contain,  among  other 
provisions,  every  provision  of  the  two  acts,  the  constitutionality 
of  which  is  called  in  question  on  this  appeal.    As  bearing  ui>on 
the  point  under  consideration,  see  State  v.  County  Jadge^  3 
Iowa,  281.    Further  citations  might  be  made  bearing  upon  this 
*^  point,  as  they  are  numerous,  but  we  deem  it  unnecessary 
to  make  further  citations. 

We  shall  now  proceed  to  apply  the  well-recognized  rule,  laid 
down  by  the  above^nted  authorities,  applicable  to  said  am^ida* 
tory  act,  and  ascertain  whether  it  is  dear  and  beyond  a  doubt 
that  said  act  is  obnoxious  to  said  provision  of  our  constitution, 
for,  if  theie  be  a  doubt  as  to  the  constitutionality  of  said  act, 
it  must  be  held  valid.    First,  as  to  the  title  of  said  amendatory 
act:  The  first  paragraph  thereof  is  as  follows:  "An  act  to 
amend  sections  2,  11,  22  and  26  of  an  act  entitled,  'An  act  to 
provide  for  the  organization  and  government  of  irrigation  di&- 
tricts^  and  to  provide  for  the  acquisition  of  water  and  other 
property,  and  for  the  distribution  of  water  thereby  for  irriga- 
tion purposes,  and  for  other  and  similar  purposes,'  approved 
March  6,  1899.''    This  title  is  sufficiently  comprehensive  to  au- 
thorize the  amendment  of  said  sections  2,  11,  22  and  26  of  said 
original  act,  and  comes  clearly  within  the  purview  of  the  pro- 
vision of  said  section  of  the  constitution,  so  far,  at  least,  as  the 
amendment  of  said  four  sections  is  concerned.     Section  2,  as 
amended,  prescribes  the  steps  that  must  be  taken  in  the  organ- 
ization of  an  irrigation  district,  and  every  provision  of  said 
section  is  germane  to  that  subject.    It  prescribes  the  duties  of 
the  state  engineer  in  the  organization  of  an  irrigation  district 
as  follows:  *'A  copy  of  such  map,  estimate,  and  description  of 
such  boundaries  shall  be  filed  in  the  office  of  the  state  engineer 
at  least  sixty  days  before  the  date  set  for  such  hearing  by  the 
board  of  county  commissioners.     It  shall  be  the  duty  of  said 
state  engineer  to  critically  examine  such  map,  estimate  and 
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descriptioii  of  said  bonndariee^  and^  if  he  shall  deem  necessary^ 
to  verify  the  same  by  a  careful  examination  of  the  proposed 
district^  and  tiie  site  of  the  proposed  works;  and  he  shall  pre- 
pare a  report  which  shall  discuss  the  water  sapply  of  the  pro- 
posed district  and  the  feasibility  of  the  plans  submitted  for 
the  reclamation  of  the  lands  thereof^  and  all  other  features  per- 
taining to  the  irrigation  of  the  proposed  district    The  state 
Gigineer  shall  submit  said  report  to  the  board  of  county  com- 
miasionerB  at  the  meeting  set  for  the  hearing  of  ••*  said  peti- 
tion for  organization.    Whoieyer  the  state  engineer  shall^  after 
having  critically  examined  the  plans  of  said  petitioners  and 
looked  into  all  that  pertains  to  the  reclamation  of  the  lands  of 
file  proposed  district,  report  to  the  board  of  county  commis- 
aonerB  against  the  organization  of  such  district,  said  board  of 
oonnty  onnmiaBioners  shall  refuse  to  further  consider  such  peti- 
tion; but  when  said  engineer  shall  approve  of  such  organization, 
said  board  of  county  commissioners  may  adjourn  such  hearings 
from  time  to  time,  not  exceeding  four  weeks  in  all^  and  on  the 
final  hearing  make  such  changes  in  the  proposed  boundaries  aa 
Ihey  may  find  proper  and  as  are  approved  by  the  state  engineer, 
and  shall  establish  and  define  such  boundaries/'    Sections  2,  3- 
and  4  of  said  act  amend  sections  11,  22  and  26  of  the  original 
act.    It  is  not  questioned  but  that  each  and  every  provision  of 
sections  11,  22  and  26,  as  amended,  are  germane  to  the  subject 
matter  treated  of,  and  are  necessary  ends  and  means  to  the  at^ 
tainment  of  the  purpose  of  said  act.    The  second  clause  of  said 
title  is  as  follows :  '^And  to  amend  section  9  of  chapter  1,  and 
section  2  of  an  act  entitled  'An  act  to  provide  for  a  state  en- 
gpmeer,  defining  his  duties  and  rogalating  his  compensation,  and 
to  provide  for  the  acceptance  by  the  state  of  Idaho  from  the- 
United  States  of  certain  lands ;  and  to  provide  for  the  reclama- 
timi,  occupation  and  disposal  of  the  same/  approved  March  2, 
1899.''     Section  5  of  said  amendatory  act  amends  section  9^ 
of  the  original  act,  and  is  as  follows :  ''The  state  engineer  shall 
inspect,  or  cause  to  be  inspected,  as  often  as  he  thinks  advisable, 
every  f><>^m  or  embankment  used  for  holding  water  in  this  state, 
where  the  same  is  more  than  twenty  feet  iji  height;  and  if,  after 
any  such  inspection,  such  dam  or  embankment,  in  the  opinion 
of  the  state  engineer,  is  unsafe,  and  the  life  or  property  liable 
to  be  endangered  by  reason  thereof,  he  shall  order  the  owner  or 
owners  to  repair  the  same  so  as  to  make  it  safe;  and  if  such 
owner  or  owners  shall  neglect  or  rof use  to  repair  the  same  after 
a  reasonable  notice  to  that  effect  has  been  given  in  writing  by^ 
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the  Btate  engineer,  the  said  state  engineer  shall  report  the  facta 
in  the  case  to  the  judge  of  the  district  court  of  the  district  in 
*^  which  such  dam  or  embankment  is  situated,  who  shall,  after 
hearing  such  facts,  if  he  deem  it  necessary  for  public  welfare, 
order  the  water  master  of  the  district  in  which  such   dam  or 
embankment  is  situated,  if  there  be  one,  if  not,  the  sheriff  of 
the  county,  to  draw  oflf  such  water  from  behind  such  dam  or 
embankment,  and  to  keep  said  water  drawn  off  till  such  time 
as  the  orders  of   the  state  engineer  shall  be  complied  with; 
provided,  that  when  great  damage  would  result  to  those  de- 
pending upon  such  dam  or  reservoir  embankment  for  irrigation. 
if  such  withdrawal  of  water  were  made,  and  when  such  im- 
pending danger  to  life  and  property  can  be  prevented  at  rea- 
sonable expense  without  such  withdrawal  being  first  made,  the 
state  engineer  shall  make  an  estimate  of  the  cost  of  such  neces- 
sary repair,  and  report  the  same  to  the  district  judge,  who 
shall,  if  he  deem  it  necessary  for  the  public  welfare,  order  the 
board  of  county  commissioners  of  the  county  in  which  said 
works  are  situated  to  make,  under  the  direction  of  the  state 
engineer,  such  repairs  as  are  recommended  by  said  engineer, 
and  to  pay  for  the  same  by  warrants  drawn  on  the  current  ex- 
pense fund  of  the  county.    The  county  auditor  and  recorder 
shall  inmiediately  present  a  bill  of  the  amount  of  such  expenses 
to  the  person  or  persons  owning  or  controlling  such  dam  or 
embankment,  and  unless  the  same  is  paid  within  three  days 
from  the  presentation  of  said  bill,  or  as  much  as  shall  not  be 
so  paid,  shall  thereafter  become  a  lien  upon  the  said  dam  or 
reservoir  embankment  and  other  irrigation  works  appurtenant 
thereto,  which  amount  shall  be  added  to  the  taxes  against  such 
property,  and  shall  be  collected  in  the  manner  provided  by  law 
for  the  collection  of  other  tases.'^    Section  9  of  the  original  act 
closes  with  the  words  "complied  with,^'  and  the  amendment 
consists  of  all  that  follows  said  words,  and  begins  with  the 
word  "Provided.**    The  amendment  is  contained  wholly  in  the 
proviso.    By  the  first  clause  of  said  amended  section  tiie  state 
engineer  is  required  to  inspect,  or  cause  to  be  inspected,  every 
dam  or  embankment  u^ed  for  holding  water  in  the  state,  where 
the  same  is  more  than  twenty  feet  in  height;  and  if  he  is  of 
the  opinion  that  it  is  unsafe,  he  must  order  the  owner  or  owners 
***  to  repair  the  same.    While  this  provision  of  said  section  is 
sweeping,  and  apparently  refers  to  all  dams  or  embankments 
used  for  holding  water  in  the  state,  whether  for  irrigation  or 
-other  purposes,  the  subsequent  provisions  of  said  sections  would 
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indicate  tiiat  the  legislatare  had  in  mind  only  dams  and  em* 
bankments  naed  to  hold  water  for  irrigation;  for  if  the  owner 
n^ects  to  repair  an  nnaaf e  dam  after  the  engineer  has  ordered 
him  to  do  so,  the  engineer  must  report  the  fact  to  the  district 
^Kzrt  of  the  irrigation  district  in  which  such  dam  is  situated, 
who  shall^  after  a  hearing,  if  he  deems  it  necessary  for  public 
welfare,  order  the  water  master  of  such  irrigation  district  to 
draw  off  such  water  from  bdiind  such  dam  or  embankment,  and 
to  keep  said  water  drawn  off  till  such  time  as  ths  orders  of  the 
state  engineer  are  complied  with;  and  further  on  in  said  seo* 
tion  the  following  language  is  used,  '^That  when  great  damage 
would  result  to  those  depending  upon  such  dam,  reservoir,  or 
embankment  for  irrigation,  if  such  withdrawal  of  water  were 
made,^'  etc    Taking  all  of  the  provisions  of  said  section  to- 
gether, it  is  evident  thai  the  legislature,  in  pnftHjpg  gaid  seo- 
tian,  had  in  mind  dams  and  embankments  used  for  storing 
waters  for  irrigation  only,  although  the  words  used  in  the 
first  provision  of  said  section  are  sufficiently  comprehensive  to 
include  all  dams  and  embankments,  whether  used  for  storing 
water  for  irrigation  or  not.    Section  6  of  said  amendatory  act 
amends  section  16  of  said  original  act,  and  prescribes  some  of 
the  duties  of  the  state  board  of  land  commissionerB  immediately 
upon  Ihe  withdrawal  of  any  land  for  the  state  by  the  depart- 
ment of  the  interior  of  the  XTnited  States,  under  and  by  virtue 
of  the  provisions  of  the  act  of  Congress  popularly  known  as  the 
^Carey  acL^'    Said  section  16,  as  amended,  is  as  follows:  ^im- 
mediately up<m  the  withdrawal  of  any  land  for  the  state  by  the 
dqMotment  of  the  interior,  and  the  inauguration  of  work  by 
the  contractor,  it  shall  be  the  duty  of  the  board,  by  publication 
once  each  week  in  some   newspaper  of   the  county  in  which 
said  lands  are  situated,  and  one  newspaper  at  the  state  cap- 
ita for  a  period  of  four  weeks,  to  give  notice  that  said  land, 
or  any  part  thereof,  as  the  board  in  their  discretion  may  *** 
deem  is  for  the  best  interest  of  the  state,  is  open  for  settlement, 
the  price  for  which  said  land  will  be  sold  to  settlers  by  the 
state  and  the  contract  price  at  which  settlers  can  purchase  water 
lights  or  shares  in  such  works.''    Section  7  of  said  amendatory 
act  amends  section  19  of  said  original  act,  and  it  refers  to  the 
construction  of  irrigation  works  for  the  irrigation  and  reclama- 
tion of  the  land  received  by  the  state  under  the  provisions  of 
said  act  of  Congress,  the  duties  of  settlers  thereon,  the  amoxmt 
of  land  that  each  settler  must  cultivate  and  reclaim  before 
making  final  proof  therefor,  the  making  of  such  final  proof. 
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and  the  steps  necessary  for  the  settler  to  take  in  order  to  pro 
cure  a  patent  from  the  United  States  to  the  land  settled  upoi 
The  last  clause  of  said  title  is  as  follows:  '^And  to  provide  fo 
the  acquisition  of  right  of  way  for  the  construction  of  canal 
or  reservoirs  or  other  irrigation  works  over  or  upon  the  land 
of  the  state  of  Idaho/'  And  sections  8  and  9  of  said  act  pro 
vide  the  method  of  procedure  for  obtaining  rights  of  way  foi 
the  construction  of  canals^  reservoirs,  and  other  irrigation  worki 
over  and  upon  lands  owned  by  the  state,  and  come  clearly  within 
that  subject,  as  stated  in  said  subdivision  3  of  said  title. 

It  will  be  observed  from  the  foregoing  that  all  of  the  pro- 
visions of    said  act  have  but  one  general  object,  subject^  of 
purpose,  and  that  is  the  reclamation  and  irrigation  of   the 
desert  or  arid  lands  in  the  state.    We  do  not  think  it  will  be 
seriously  contended  by  any  lawyer  familiar  with  the  irrigation 
laws  of  the  state,  and  the  amendatory  act  under  consideration, 
that  all  of  Sie  provisions  of  said  act  are  germane  to  the  sub- 
ject of  reclamation  and  irrigation  of  the  desert  lands  of  the 
state;  and  if  a  complete  codification  of  our  laws  touching  npon 
that  general  subject  were  made,  it  must  include  each  and  every 
of  the  provisions  of  the  amendatory  act  under  consideration  and 
above  referred  to.    And,  as  stated  in  Commonwealth  v.  Brown, 
91  Va.  762,  21  S.  E.  357,  28  L.  B.  A.  110,  the  provision  of  the 
constitution  under  consideration  was  not  intended  ''to  prevent 
the  incorporation  into  a  single  act  the  entire  statutory  law  upon 
one  general  subject''    The  act  in  question  does  not  attempt  to 
do  that    •**  It  does,  however,  amend  certain  sections  of  prior 
separate  acts,  which  acts  are  not  adverse  to  the  general  subjeet 
of  irrigation,  but  aie  congruous,  and  germane  to  that  subject^ 
and  have  a  necessary  connection  therewith.    Judge  Gooley,  in 
speaking  of  the  history  and  purpose  of  said  constitutional  pro* 
vision,  said,  'They  were  to  prevent  the  practice  of  bringing  into 
one  bill  subjects  diverse  in  their  nature,  and  having  no  necessary 
connection."    Every  provision  of  said  amendatory  act  referred 
to  in  regard  to  irrigation  districts  is  connected  witii  the  sub* 
jcct  of  irrigation.    The  duties  of  the  state  engineer  are  almost, 
if  not  entirely,  connected  with  the  subject  of  irrigation;  and 
the  act,  which  provides  for  the  acceptance,  by  the  state  of  Idaho 
from  the  United  States,  of  certain  desert  lands,  and  to  provide 
for  their  reclamation,  occupation,  and  disposal,  is  germane  to 
and  connected  with  the  subject  of  irrigation  and  the  reclamation 
of  desert  land;  and  the  acquisition  of  rights  of  way  over  and 
upon  state  lands  for  the  construction  of  canals,  reservoirs^  or 
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other  irrigation  works  is  not  diyerae  to  the  subject  of  irrigation, 
but  neoesBarily  connected  with  it.  We  therefore  conclude  that 
said  act  embraces  but  one  subject^  and  matters  properly  con- 
nected therewith,  and  that  said  subject  is  sufficiently  expressed 
in  the  title.  It  clearly  shows  that  tiie  subject  of  said  act  is  the 
red&mation  and  irrigation  of  desert  or  arid  land;  and  the  lan- 
guage xLsed  in  the  title  is  sufficient  to  express  that  subject  The 
title  of  said  act  is  more  of  an  index  of  the  general  subject  of 
irrigation  than  said  provision  of  our  constitution  requires;  and 
an  act  must  not  be  held  void  for  that  reason. 

It  has  been  contended  that  the  court  has  no  authority  to 
make  a  title  to  an  act,  and  that  is  correct  In  the  case  at  bar, 
we  do  not  make  a  titie  to  the  act  under  consideration^  but 
bold  that  the  title  thereto  contains  but  one  general  subject^  and 
matters  properly  connected  therewith,  and  that  the  act  treats 
of  but  one  general  subject  and  matters  properly  connected  there- 
with, and  is  a  sufficient  compliance  with  said  provisions  of  the 
constitution. 

*^^  It  is  suggested  by  counsel  for  appellant  that^  where  mat- 
ters have  become  the  subject  of  legislation  under  distinct  heads, 
and  under  separate  and  distinct  acts,  they  are  theieby  made 
separate  and  distinct  subjects,  and  that  such  acts  cannot  be 
amended  by  one  bill,  as  that  would  be  including  two  subjects 
under  one  title.  The  suggestion  of  counsel  is  correct  if  the 
subjects  treated  in  the  separate  bills  are  incongruous  and  di- 
verse to  each  other.  If  they  are  totally  distinct,  and  have  no 
connection  nor  relation  witii  eadi  other,  they  cannot  be  amended 
by  one  bill;  but  if  they  treat  of  matters  that  are  germane  to 
Ihe  same  subject,  and  might  properly  have  been  enacted  in 
one  bill,  under  one  title,  and  include  but  one  general  subject, 
ifaey  may  be  am^ided  by  one  bilL  Simply  because  the  legisla- 
toie  has  enacted  laws  on  one  general  subject  by  separate  and 
distinct  bills  does  not  prevent  a  subsequent  legislature  from 
combining  such  acts  into  one  bill,  or  amend  such  separate  acts 
by  one  bill  with  a  proper  title. 

The  next  contention  is  that  the  original  district  irrigation 
act  is  unconstitutional,  for  the  reason  that  it  fails  to  require 
assessments  to  be  made  aocording  to  the  benefits.  Section  11 
of  the  original  act  requires  assessments  to  be  made  by  acreage, 
and  not  according  to  the  benefits;  but  that  section  has  been 
amended  by  the  amendatory  act  above  referred  to,  and  by  its 
provisions  directs  that  all  assessments  must  be  made  aocording 
to  the  benefits  accruing  to  each  tract  of  land,  and  it  is  pro- 
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Tided  that  the  board  of  directors  of  eadi  irrigation  district 
''shall  examine^  critically^  each  tract  or  legal  subdivision  of 
land  in  said  district  with  a  view  of  determining  the  benefita 
which  will  accrue  to  each  of  such  tracts  or  subdivisions  from 
the  construction  or  purchase  of  such  irrigation  works;  and  the 
cost  of  such  work  shall  be  apportioned  or  distributed  over  such 
tracts  or  subdivisions  of  land  in  proportion  of  the  benefits  ac- 
cruing thereto;  and  the  amount  so  apportioned  or  distributed  to 
each  of  said  tracts  or  subdivisions  shall  be  and  remain  the 
basis  for  fixing  the  annual  assessment  levied  against  such  tracts 
or  subdivisions  in  carrying  out  the  purpose  of  this  act^'     Said 
section  further  provides  that  the  proceedings  ^^  of  such  board 
in  the  matters  just  referred  to  must  be  reported  to  and  submitted 
to  the  proper  court,  with  the  other  proceedings  in  the  organiza- 
tion of  such  district,  for  the  court's  confirmation,  as  provided  in 
sections  16,  17,  18,  19  and  20  of  said  act    And,  under  the 
provisions  of  said  sections,  anyone  owning  land  in  sudi  district 
may  appear  and  show  that  ^the  cost  of  the  irrigation  works  of 
sudi  district  has  not  been  apportioned  or  distributed  in  propor- 
tion to  the  benefits  accruing  to  any  tract  of  land  in  said  disr 
tricf    It  may  be  that  the  section  of  the  original  act  providing 
for  assessments  to  pay  the  cost  of  constructing  or  purchasing 
irrigation  works  for  a  district  was  unconstitutional,  in  that  it 
failed  to  require  them  to  be  made  according  to  the  benefits 
accruing  to  each  tract  of  land;  but  the  amendatory  act  clearly 
provides  for  assessments  to  be  made  according  to  the  benefits 
accruing  to  each  tract  of  land  in  such  district  and  the  action 
of  the  board  in  preparing  lists  of  all  real  estate  in  their  dis- 
trict, by  which  the  assessments  each  year  shall  be  made,  may 
be  contested  in  the  district  court,  on  tiie  ground  that  such  lists 
are  not  made  with  reference  to  the  benefits  aocming  to  each 
tract  of  land.     Said  amendatory  act  provides,  in  terms,  that 
such  assessments  must  be  made  according  to  the  benefits,  and 
provides  the  procedure  or  method  by  which  the  benefits  to  each 
tract  of  land  in  any  irrigation  district  may  be  ascertained  and 
adjudicated.    As  that  is  done  said  law  is  not  repugnant  to  the 
provisions  of  the  fourteenth  amendment  of  the  federal  consti* 
tution,  prohibiting  the  taking  of  private  property  without  due 
process  of  law  under  the  goise  of  taxation.    It  is  a  well-recog- 
nized fact  that  the  amount  of  benefits  is  not  susceptible  of  that 
accurate  determination  which  appertains  to  a  demonstration  in 
geometery,  but  some  reasonable  means  or  method  must  be  pro- 
vided by  which  the  question  of  benefits  may  be  adjudicated; 
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and  the  amendatoiy  act^  which  takes  the  place  of  the  original 
act  under  consideratioiiy  proyides  such  meana.  It  may  be  that 
in  one  difitrict  an  asBeaament  by  acreage  may  be  just,  and  ao- 
eoiding  to  the  benefits,  and  in  another  not;  and  the  law  must 
proTide  some  method  whereby  the  taxpayer  may  have  that  ques- 
tion ^'^  adjudicated,  if  he  wishes  to  do  so,  and  in  tiiat  regard 
the  amendatory  act  is  full  and  complete.  That  section  of  the 
original  act,  as  amended,  is  not  ^obnoxious  to  the  fourteenth 
amendment  to  the  constitution  of  the  United  States,  as  it  does 
not  proYide  for  taking  property  without  due  process  of  law. 
The  judgment  of  the  lower  court  must  be  afSrmed,  and  it 
is  so  oidered.    Costs  are  awarded  to  the  respondent. 

Stockslager,  J.,  concurs. 

Mr.  Chief  Jnstiee  QoarlsB  Ooncnmed  in  the  eonelnsloii  reaeliedy  but 
diasented  from  some  of  the  Tiews  expressed  by  the  majority  of  the 
eonrt.  He  said  in  part:  ''I  eonenr  in  the  conclusion  reached,  and 
think  that  the  judgment  appealed  from  should  be  affirmed,  not  upon 
the  ground  upon  which  the  majority  opinion  affirms  it,  but  upon 
the  ground  that  the  proceedings  in  the  matter  of  organizing  the  irri- 
gation district  in  question  substantially  comply  with  the  provisions 
of  the  act  of  March  6,  1899,  entitled  'An  act  to  provide  for  the 
organization  and  government  of  irrigation  districts,  and  to  provide 
for  the  acquisition  of  water  and  other  property  for  the  distribution 
of  water  thereby  for  irrigation  purposes,  and  for  other  and  similar 
purposes,'  found  in  acts  of  1899,  page  408.  The  suggestion  in  thf 
majority  opinion  that  that  act  is  void  so  far  as  the  provisions  thereof 

relate  to  taxation,  to  my  mind,  is  incorrect 

''It  is  impossible  for  me  to  give  my  assent  to  the  conclusion 
reached  by  my  associates  that  the  amendatory  act  of  March  18, 
1901,  the  title  to  which  is  set  forth  in  the  majority  opinion,  and 
ia  the  syllabus,  is  constitutional  and  valid,  and  does  not  contra- 
vene the  provision  of  section  10,  article  3,  of  our  state  constitu* 
tion.  This  provision  of  the  constitution  not  only  provides  that  the 
title  to  an  act  shall  express  the  subject  thereof,  but  it  provides 
that  no  act  shall  relate  to  more  than  one  subject.  My  associates 
very  cleverly,  ingeniously,  and  obligingly  make  a  title  for  the  said 
amendatory  act,  which  is  found  in  the  body  of  the  majority  opinion, 
as  follows,  to  wit,  'An  act  relating  "to  the  reclamation  and  irriga- 
tion of  desert  or  arid  land.''  '  Now,  take  the  title  to  said  amenda- 
tory act,  and  no  such  subject  is  expressed  in  the  title.  Under  the 
provisions  of  the  constitution,  the  title  is  a  part  of  the  act,  and 
Is  indispensable.  The  subject  must  be  expressed  in  the  title.  It 
need  not  be  named  in  detail,  and  the  title  need  not  index  the  act. 
But  it  must  express  the  subject.    The  purview  of  the  act  is  Umiterl, 
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however,  hj  the  title,  as  all  respectable  anthoritj  holds.    If 
title  expresses  a  subject  which  is  a  branch  of  a  general  sabje^rt, 
the  legislature  is  confined  to  that     branch  of  the  general  snbjeo^ 
named  in  the  title,  and  cannot  legislate  npon  other  branches  of  ^Ik^ 
same  general  subject  in  the  act.    In  my  opinion  the  general  8ul>- 
jeet  of  the  amendatory  act  under  discussion,  and  which  my 
ciates  hold  to  be  'the  reclamation  and  irrigation  of  desert  or 
land,'  is  not  found  in  the  title  to  said  act." 


The  Title  to  Statutes,  in  respect  to  their  sufficiency  within  the  eon- 
Btitutional  requirements,  is  discussed  in  the  monographic  notes    "to 
Bobel   ▼.   People,   64   Am.    St.    Bep.    70-107;    Croo^ton   t.    Countjr 
Commrs.,  79  Am.  St.  Bep.  456-486;  Lewis  t.  Dunne,  86  Am.  St.  Bep. 
267-279.    The  constitutional  requirements  are  construed  liberally:  I>e- 
yoe  ▼.  Superior  Court,  140  Cal.  476,  98  Am.  St.  Bep.  73,  74  Psbe. 
28.    And  generality  of  title  is  not  fatal:  People  v.  People's  etew 
Coke  Co.,  205  lU.  482,  98  Am.  St.  Bep.  244,  68  N.  E.  950;   State 
T.  Tieman,  32  Wash.  294,  98  Am.  St.  Bep.  854,  73  Pac.  375.    A  court 
will  not  declare  a  statute  unconstitutional  on  the  ground  of  the  in* 
sufficiency  of  its  title  if  the  question  is  a  doubtful  one:  Florida  ete. 
By.  Co.  T.  Hazel,  43  Fla.  26t3,  99  Am.  St.  Bep.  114,  31  South.  272. 

The  Constitutionality  of  irrigation,  drainage,  and  reclamation  stat- 
utes is  considered  in  Mound  City  Land  etc.  Co.  t.  Miller,  170  Mo. 
240,  94  Am.  St.  Bep.  727,  70  S.  W.  721,  60  L.  B.  A.  190;  Matter 
of  Tuthill,  163  N.  Y.  133,  79  Am.  St.  Bep.  574,  57  N.  K  303,  49 
L.  B.  A.  781;  In  re  Madera  Irr.  Dist.,  92  CaL  296,  27  Am.  St. 
Bep.  106,  28  Pac.  272,  14  L.  B.  A.  755;  Lamb  t.  Beclamation  Diat., 
78  Cal.  125,  2  Am.  St.  Bep.  775,  14  Pac  625;  Elmore  v.  Drainage 
Commrs.,  135  IlL  269,  25  Am.  St.  Bep.  363,  25  N.  E.  1010;  Beebe  ir. 
Magomiy  122  Iowa,  94,  post,  p.  259,  97  N.  W.  986. 
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IN  BE  BBICKET. 

[8  Idaho,  597,  70  Pae.  609.] 

OONBTETUnOKAL  XiAW— Oarryliif  2>6«d]y  WMpona^— A 
flftatota  i»rohibitiiig  priyate  persons  from  carrying  Aeadlj  weaponi 
within  the  limits  of  any  city,  town,  or  village  in  the  state,  is  nneon- 
atitational  and  void.     (pp.  215,  216.) 

CX>NBTrrUTIOKAIa  I«AW--Oazryl]ig  Daadly  Waapooi^— A 
statute  prohibiting  the  carrying  of  eoncealed  deadly  weapons  is  a 
proper  exercise  of  the  police  power,  and  is  valid,  but  a  statute  pro- 
hibiting the  mere  carrying  of  firearms  is  void,  as  the  right  to  do  so 
is  guaranteed  by  the  state  and  national  constitutions,     (p.  216.) 

S.  S.  Benning,  for  the  petitioner. 

0 

M.  S.  JohnsoiL,  COX111I7  attorney,  for  the  state. 


QUABLES,  C.  J.    The  petitioner  applies  to  this  court 
for  a  writ  of  habeas  corpus,  and  in  the  petition  sets  forth  and 
shows  that  he  is  nnlawfnlly  imprisoned  confined,  and  restrained 
of  his  liberty  by  A.  W.  Krontinger,  sheriff  of  Nez  Forces  county, 
at  the  county  jail  in  the  county  of  Nez  Forces,  in  the  state  of 
Idaho;  that  he  is  so  imprisoned  under  a  commitment  which 
issued  ont  of  the  justice's  court  of  West  Lewiston  precinct,  in 
the  county  of  Nez  Ferces,  in  a  criminal  action  wherein  peti- 
tioner was  convicted  upon  the  charge   of  carrying  a  deadly 
weapon,  to  wit,  a  loaded  revolver,  within  the  limits  and  confines 
of  the  city  of  Lewiston,  contrary  to  the  provisions  of  the  act 
of  the  territory  of  Idaho  approved   February   4^  1889  (Sess. 
Laws  1889,  p.  27) ;  and,  in  accordance  with  the  prayer  of  said 
petition,  the  writ  was  issued,  and  return  thereto  dtdy  made  by 
the  said  sheriff.    From  the  petition  and  return  it  appears  that 
the  only  offense  charged  against  the  petitioner,  of  which  he 
has  be^i  convicted,  and  is  now  restrained  of  his  liberty,  is  that 
he  carried  a  deadly  weapon  within  the  limits  of  the  city  of 
Lewiston,  in  contravention  of  the  said  act  of  February  4,  1889. 
The  second  amendment  to  the  federal  constitution  is   in  the 
following  language:  *'A  well-regulated  militia,  being  necessary 
to  the  security  of  a  free  state,  the  right  of  the  people  to  keep 
and  bear  arms  shall  not  be  infringed.''    The  language  of  sec- 
tion 11,  article  1  of  the  constitution  of  Idaho  is  as  follows: 
^e  people  have  the  right  to  bear  arms  for  their  security  and 
defense,  but  the  legislature  shall  regulate  the  exercise  of  this 
"•  right  of  law/*    Tinder  these  constitutional  provisions,  the 
legislature  has  no  power  to  prohibit  a  citiisen   from   bearing 
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anns  in  any  portion  of  the  state  of  Idaho,  whether  within  c 
without  the  corporate  limits  of  cities^  towns^  and  villages.  Th 
legislature  may,  as  expressly  provided  in  our  state  constitutioi] 
regulate  the  exercise  of  this  right,  but  may  not  prohibit  ±i 
A  statute  prohibiting  the  carrying  of  concealed  deadly  weapon 
would  be  a  proper  exercise  of  the  police  power  of  Uie  state 
But  the  statute  in  question  does  not  prohibit  the  carrym^  on 
weapons  concealed,  which  is  of  itself  a  pernicious  practice 
but  prohibits  the  carrying  of  them  in  any  manner  in  citiea 
towns,  and  villages.  We  are  compelled  to  hold  this  statute 
void.  The  statute  being  void,  the  said  justice's  court  had  nc 
jurisdiction  of  the  subject  matter  of  the  action,  and  the  said 
judgment  of  conviction,  and  the  commitment  which  issued 
thereon,  and  the  detention  of  the  petitioner  under  said  com- 
mitment  and  judgment  of  conviction,  are  illegal  and  void. 

The  said  judgment  being  void,  habeas  corpus  will  lie,  and 
the  prisoner  should  be  discharged  from  custody,  and  it  i^  ao 
ordered* 

Sullivan,  and  Stockslager,  JJ.,  concur* 

The  Carrying  of  Concealed  weapons  may  be  regalated  and  pitK 
kibited  by  legislative  authority:  See  State  v.  Smith,  157  Ind.  241^ 
87  Am.  St.  Bep.  205,  61  N.  £.  566;  Dnnstan  ▼.  State,  124  Ala.  89,  8^ 
Am.  St.  Bep.  152,  27  South.  333;  Van  Buren  v.  V^ells,  53  Ark.  368,. 
22  Am.  St.  Bep.  214,  14  S.  W.  38;  notes  to  Bliss  v.  Commonwealth,. 
18  Am.  Dee.  255;  Fife  v.  State,  25  Am.  Bep.  561-563.  The  arms  whieb 
the  eonstitntion  guarantees  citizens  the  right  to  keep  and  b^ar  ar» 
■neh  as  are  needful  to  and  ordinarily  used  by  a  well-regulated  militia,, 
and  such  as  are  suitable  to  enable  a  free  people  to  resist  oppreoaion^ 
prevent  usurpation,  repel  invasion,  and  the  like:  Fife  v.  State^  31 
Ark.  455,  25  Am.  Bep.  556. 


OASES 


SUPREME   COURT 


ILLINOIS. 


BOBERSON  T.  TIPPIB. 

[S09  la  88,  70  N.  E.  684.] 

H01CB8TEAB8— EsUta  In  JmoA^ — ^A  homestead  !■  aa  etUto 
Ib  Und,  and  i&oi  merely  an  exemption;  and  when  the  interest  of  the 
homesteader  does  not  exeeed  in  valiie  the  statntorj  limit,  the  home- 
stead estate  eomprises  his  entire  title,  leaving  no  interest  to  which 
Mens  ean  attach  on  whieh  he  can  eon^ey  separately,    (pp^  219,  220.) 

HOMESTEADS— Basis  of  Estate^— A  homestead  estate  is 
Imsed  upon  the  title  of  the  homesteader,  and  ean  hare  no  separate 
existence  independent  of  the  title  which  eonstitntes  one  of  its  es- 
sential elements  and  from  which  it  is  inseparable,     (p.  220.) 

HOMESTEADS— Descent  of. — ^Upon  the  death  of  the  home- 
steader, the  homestead  estate  by  operation  of  law  devolves  upon  the 
snrviving  hnsband  or  wife  for  life  and  upon  their  child  or  children 
during  the  minority  of  the  youngest,  and  the  heirs  at  law  take  a  re- 
versionary interest  only,  expectant  upon  the  termination  of  the  es- 
tate for  life  or  for  years  created  by  the  statute,     (p.  220.) 

HOMESTEADS— Conveyvnoe  of— Husband  and  Wife. — ^The 
statutory  provision  declaring  that  no  conveyance  of  the  homestead 
shall  be  valid  unless  in  writing,  subscribed  by  the  homesteader  and 
his  wife  applies  to  deeds  made  by  a  husband  to  his  wife,  and  there- 
fore a  conveyance  of  a  homestead,  not  exceeding  the  statutory  value, 
by  a  husband  to  his  wife,  she  not  joining  therein,  is  absolutely  void 
and  passes  no  title,     (p.  220.) 

HOMESTEADS— Ckmyeyanee  of— HvAand  and  Wife^— The 
amount  paid  by  a  wife  as  a  consideration  for  the  conveyance  of  a 
homestead  to  her  by  her  husband,  in  which  she  does  not  join,  as 
required  by  statute,  is  not  a  lien,  in  law  or  equity  upon  the  land 
attempted  to  be  conveyed,    (p.  220.) 

G.  H.  Layman,  for  fhe  appelant. 

W.  E.  Hart,  for  the  appellees. 

••  WILKIN,  J.    On  Maroh  27,  1903,  appellant   filed   her 
Mil  igainst  appellees,  who  are  the  childrea  and  heirs  at  law  of 


218  Amebioan  State  Bepobts,  Vol.  lOL     [lUixioi^ 

Levi  Y.  Boberson^  deceased,  to  enforce  the  specific  perf onxrance 
of  a  contract    The  allegations  of  the  bill  are  as  follows :   Oil 
September  29,  1889,  the  appellant,  at  the  age  of  twenty-zuue 
years,  was  married  to  Levi  Y.  Boberson,  who  was  then  sixty- 
one  years  of  age.    Each  had  been  preyiously  married  and  ei^lit 
children  had  been  bom  to  the  said  Levi  by  his  former  wife^  all 
of  whom  had  reached  their  majority  and  left  home  before  his 
marriage  with  appellant.    The  appellant  had  one  child  by  her 
former  marriage,  and  subsequently  there  was  bom  to  her  and 
the  said  Levi  Y.  Boberson  a  child,  which  is  still  living.    At  the 
date  of  the  marriage  of  appellant  and  Boberson  he  was    the 
owner  of  certain  real  estate  described  in  the  bill,  which  was  at 
that  time  his  homestead  and  continued  to  be  the  homestead  of 
appellant  and  the  said  Levi  Y.  Boberson  to  the   date   of    his 
death,  and  since  that  time  has  continued  to  be  ihe  homestead  of 
appellant.    After  the  birth  of  their  child  the  said  Boberson,  on 
January  5,  1892,  for  a  consideration  of  five  hundred  dollars 
paid  by  appellant,  executed  a  warranty  deed  to  her  for  said 
homestead  and  put  her  in  possession  thereof,  and  she  has  con- 
tinued in  such  possession  since  that   date,  paying   all   taxes 
thereon,  and  has  made  valuable  improvements  thereon.     By 
the  omission  of  appellant^  who  was  then  the  wife  of  the  said 
Levi  Y.  Boberson,  to  sign  said  deed,  the  same  was  inoperative 
to  pass  the  legal  title  to  the  land,  but  the  equitable  title  there- 
to, by  virtue  of  said  deed,  was  in  appellant.    The  said  Levi  Y. 
Boberson  died  January  25,  1903,  and  left  appellant,  his  widow, 
and  the  appellees,  his  children  and  grandchildren,  surviving 
him,  as  his  only  heirs  at  law.    The  bill  prays  that  appellant 
be  vested  with  the  titie  to  said  real  estate,  with  a  prayer  for 
general  relief. 

A  demurrer  was  filed  to  the  bill,  and  the  same  was  sustained 
by  the  chancellor.  The  bill  was  then  amended  ^^  by  adding 
the  following  allegations:  That  ^^the  five  hundred  dollars  paid 
by  appellant  for  said  land  was  used  by  the  said  Levi  Boberson 
in  repairs  and  planting  an  orchard  on  said  land  and  otherwise 
improving  it,  and  in  equity  appellant  was  entitied  to  be  reim- 
bursed and  to  have  an  equitable  lien  on  said  land  for  the  same; 
that  at  the  time  said  Levi  Boberson  made  said  deed  he  was  not 
indebted  to  any  person,  and  said  sale  was  free  from  fraud  or 
circumvention  of  all  kinds;  that  in  case  specific  performance 
cannot  be  decreed,  the  court  find  the  amount  paid  by  appdiant, 
and  that  a  lien  be  decreed  to  exist  in  her  favor  against  said 
lands  for  the  same,  and  if  not  paid,  that  the  land  be  sold  to 
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pay  the  aame.^  To  Haa  bill^  as  amended^  a  demurrer  was  ma* 
tained  and  the  amended  bill  diamissed  for  want  of  equity  at 
tiie  co6t  of  appellant^  and  from  that  order  she  appeals. 

The  one  question  presented  for  our  decision  is  the  correctneaa 
of  the  ruling  of  the  chancellor  sustaining  the  demurrer  and 
dismissing  the  bill,  which  involves  ttie  construction  to  be  placed 
upon  section  4  of  chapter  62,  entitled  ^^Exemptions'':  2  Starr 
A  Chirtis'  Statutes^  1874.    That  section  provides^  in  substance, 
that  no  release,  waiver  or  conveyance  of  the  homestead  estate 
shall  be  valid  unless  the  same  is  in  writings  subscribed  by  the 
householder,  and  his  or  her  husband  or  wife,  etc.    It  went  into 
force  and  effect  July  1,  1873,  and  we  have  held  that  prior  to 
this  act  the  right  of  homestead   was  a  mere   exemption,  and 
when  the  householder  in  whom  the  exempticm  existed,  conveyed 
without  the  formal  waiver  of  homestead,  the   effect   was   to 
transfer  his  title  to  the  land,  but  so  far  as  it  affected  the  home- 
stead right  the  operation  of  the  deed  was  suspended  until  the 
exemption  was  extinguished.    But  by  the  act  of  1873  the  house- 
holder became  vested  with  an  estate  in  the  land,  measured  and 
defined  by  the  value,  and  not  by  the  extent  or  quality,  of  his 
interest  in  the  land  or  lot,  and  when  the  interest  of  the  house- 
holder in  the  premises,  whether  in  fee,  for  life  ^^  or  for  years, 
does  not  exceed  ooe  tiiousand  dollars  in  value,  the  homestead 
estate  comprises  and  embraces  his  entire  title  and  interest,  leav- 
ing no  separate  interest  in  him  to  which  liens  can   attach   or 
which  he  can  alien  distinct  from  the  estate  of  homestead.    The 
estate  of  homestead  thus  created  is  based  upon  the  title  of  the 
householder,  and  can  have  no  separate  existence  independentiy 
from  the  title,  which  constitutes  one  of  its  essential  elements 
and  from  which  it  is  inseparabla    Upon  the  death  of  the  house- 
holder, in  whom  the  estate  of  homestead  is  primarily  vested,  the 
estate,  by  operation  of  law,  devolves  upon  the  surviving  hus- 
band or  wife  for  his  life  or  her  life,  and  upon  the  children  of 
the  household  during  the  minority   of  the  youngest,  and  the 
heirs  at  law  take  a  reversionary  interest  only,  expectant  upon 
the  termination  of  the  estate  for  life  and  for  years,  created  by 
the  statute.    The  statute,  which  declares  that  no  conveyance  of 
the  homestead  shall  be  valid  unless  the  same  is  in  writing,  sub- 
scribed by  the  householder  and  his  wife,  applies  to  deeds  made 
by  husbands  to  their  wives,  and  therefore  a  conveyance  of  the 
homestead  not  exceeding  in  value  one  thousand  dollars  by  a 
householder  to  his  wife,  she  not  joining  therein  and  acknowl- 
edging the  same  as  required  by  the  statute,  is  absolutely  void 
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and  passes  no  title  whatever :  Eitterlin  y.  Milwaukee  ICechanics' 
Mut  Ins.  Co.,  134  lU.  647,  25  N.  E.  772,  10  L.  B.    A.    220 ; 
Anderson  y.  Smifh,  159  lU.  93,  42  K  E.  306 ;  Dinsmoor   t. 
Bowse,  200  UL  555,  65  N.  E.  1079.    By  this  bill  it  is  shown 
that  the  homestead  estate  here  inyolved  did  not  exceed  in  value 
one  thousand  dollars  when  attempted   to   be   conyeyed.     The 
deed  to  appellant  was  therefore  a  nullily,  conveying  no  title  or 
interest  in  the  premises,  and  at  the  date  of  her  hnsband's  desUi 
the  fee  simple  title  therein  yested  immediately  in  his  heirs^  sub- 
ject only  to  her  right  of  homestead  and  dower.    This  beinj^  00, 
she  could  haye  no  claim  or  lien  upon  the  property  for  the  five 
hundred  dollars  inyested  therein,  either  in  law  or  in  eqxd^.     It 
cannot  be  seriously  contended  that  the  allegations  of  the  bill  are 
snfiBcient  to  entitle  her  to  the  specific  performance  ^*  of  a  con- 
tract or  to  authorize  a  decree  declaring  her  the  equitable  owner 
of  the  land.    Her  right  to  recoyer  the  amount  paid  for  the 
homestead  may  be  a  subsisting  yalid  claim  against  her  hus- 
band^s  estate,  but  that  question  is  not  inyolyed  in  this  action. 

We  entertain  no  doubt  that  the  demurrer  to  the  amended  bill 
was  properly  sustained,  and  the  order  dismissing  the  same  tot 
want  of  equity,  at  oomplainanfs  cosi^  must  be  affirmed. 

Decree  affirmed. 


The  Oonvetfanee  of  a  Homestead  by  one  only  of  the  spouses  is  geB- 
•rally  held  void:  See  the  monographic  note  to  Jerdee  t.  Forbush,  95 
Am.  St.  Bep.  911,  on  the  effect  of  a  conveyance  or  encnmbranee  of 
the  homestM^  by  one  sponse  only.  As  to  whether  this  mle  applies 
where  the  conveyaaee  is  by  one  qwuBe  to  the  other,  see  pages  928- 
920  of  this  note. 
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[209  HL  88,  70  K.  S.  787.] 

ntOBATB  OOUBTS— JulBdictioii^— The  probata  eonrt  In  ftd* 
jntiiL|^  tlia  aeconntfl  of  exeenton,  administratora,  and  gqaHlajia,  has 
•qoitable  jmiadietioii  and  maj  adopt  eqnitable  f onna  of  proeedora. 
(p.  224.) 

PBOBATE  OOUBTS— Jiixiidietion  at  8ab(n«iMiit  Tenn^— A 
probate  eonrt  baa  jnnsdietion,  at  a  sabaeqaent  tann,  to  aat  aside  an 
order  diaebarging  an  exeentor  and  approving  bis  report  reciting  the 
relaaae  of  tbe  widow's  award,  if  sneb  release  was  obtained  bj  frand, 
aeddent,  or  mistake,     (p.  224.) 

FSOBATB  OOUBTa— Vaadltj  of  Order  Xada  at  8ab9eq:iiflB« 
Tstm^-A  probate  eonrt  order  made  at  a  subsequent  term  settim; 
aside  an  order  discharging  an  executor  and  releasing  a  widow's 
award,  is  void  as  to  minor  heirs  in  reviving  the  claim  of  the  widow 
sad  directing  the  sale  of  the  minor's  interests  in  land,  if  the  onl^ 
ihowing  of  notice  to  the  minors  necessarj  to  jurisdiction  oTsr  them, 
is  a  recital  in  such  order  that  they  appeared  by  guardian  ad  litem, 
nbose  appointment  is  not  shown  by  the  record,    (p.  225.) 

JUDIOIAIa  SAXES— Heirs  as  Partlas.— If  a  petition  Is  Hied 
by  an  administrator  or  executor  for  the  sale  of  land  to  pay  debts, 
minor  beirs  must  be  made  parties,  and  must  be  served  with  sum* 
HODS.     (p.  229.) 

JXTDIOIAIi  SALES. — Senriea  of  Summons  on  Heirs  in  a  pro« 
seeding  by  an  executor  to  sell  real  estate  to  pay  debts  by  leaving 
a  copy  for  them  with  the  widow,  their  mother,  and  informing  her  of 
its  contents  is  void  when  she  ii  the  real,  though  not  the  nomiiud,  peti- 
tioner, and  is  acting  adversely  to  the  interests  of  such  heirs,  (p. 
229.)    

JUIHOIAL  SAZJBS— Sarylea  of  Sanunoiis  «a  HMrs. — If  a  bill 
is  ffled  against  minor  heirs  to  subject  their  land  to  sale,  the  service 
of  sammons  on  them  by  leaving  a  copy  thereof  with  tne  complain- 
ant, and  informing  him  of  its  contents,  will  confer  no  jurisdiction 
«B  the  court,  as  to  the  person  of  such  minors,  and  the  decree  of  sale 
Tendered  on  such  service  is  void  as  to  them.    (p.  230.) 

SALES — ^Purebassr  With  Kotloe^ — ^A  purchaser  of  a  note  and 
mortgage  is  chargeable  with  notice  of  their  fraudulent  character  if 
enough  appears  of  record  to  put  him  upon  inquiry  which  could  not 
have  failed  to  disclose  the  facts,    (p.  281.) 

PABTITIOK— 'Ctotsnaoey. — Compensation  allowed  for  improve- 
ments made  by  one  eotenant  without  the  knowledge  of  the  others 
should  on  partition  be  so  sstimated  as  to  inflict  no  injury  upon  th* 
eotenant  against  whom  the  improvements  are  charged,    (p.  281.) 

A.  H.  Meades,  for  the  appellants. 

A.  Tripp,  for  the  appellees. 

^  MAOBUDEB,  J.  By  the  death  of  the  testator,  Frank 
Siczepanski,  on  January  10, 1895,  his  widow  and  four  daughters 
became^  as  devisees  by  the  terms  of  his  will,  the  owners  each 
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of  an  undivided  one-fifth  interest  in  the  lot^  described  in  the 
bill  herein,  and  songht  to  be  partitioned.  By  the  subsequent 
death  of  two  of  the  children,  who  were  minors,  the  appelleeB,. 
the  two  surviving  children,  also  minors,  became  the  owners 
each  of  an  undivided  six-twentieths  of  the  premises  in  questdon^ 
and  the  widow,  Katharina  Obecny,  then  the  wife  of  Witt  Obecny 
(formerly  Katharina  Szczepanski),  became  the  owners  of  an 
undivided  eight-twentieths  of  said  lot.  Therefore,  the  widow, 
Katharina  Obecny,  and  the  appellees,  Sosalia  Szczepanski^  and 
Marianna  Szczepanski,  minors,  were  •*  tenants  in  common, 
owning  the  respective  undivided  interests  above  named  at  the 
time  of  the  transactions  hereinafter  named. 

No  claims  whatever  appear  to  have  been  filed  by  creditors 
against  the  estate  of  the  deceased  testator,  Frank  SzczepanskL 
The  widow^s  award  was  fixed  by  the  appraisers  at  thirteen  hun- 
dred and  thirty  dollars,  and  the  whole  amount  of  the  personal 
property  was  appraised  at  four  hundred  and  eight  dollars  and 
fifty-two  cents.    After  the  personal  property,  amounting  to  four 
hundred  and  eight  dollars  and  fifty-two  cents,  was  applied  upon 
the  widow's  award,  there  remained  a  deficiency  of  nine  hundred 
and  twenty-one  dollars  and  forty-eight  cents.    In  March,  1897, 
the  executor  made  his  final  report,    and  attached  to  the  report 
was  a  receipt  by  the  widow  for  the  four  hundred  and  eight  dol- 
lars and  fifty-two  cents  to  be  applied  on  her  award  of  thirteen 
hundred  and  thirty  dollars,  and  also  attached  to  such  final 
report  was  a  release  by  the  widow  of  the  balance  of  her  award,  to 
wit,  nine  hundred  and  twenty-one  dollars  and  f orfy-eight  cents. 
As  a  part  of  the  receipt  and  release,  so  attached  to  the  executor^s 
final  report,  the  widow  assented  that  such  report  be  accepted 
as  a  final  report,  and  that  the  executor,  Joseph  Kucharski,  be 
discharged  from  all  further  duties  as  the  executor  of  the  last 
will  of  her  deceased  husband.    Accordingly,  on  March  30, 1897, 
an  order  was  entered  by  the  court,  by  the  terms  of  which  such 
final  report  was  accepted,  and  the  executor  was  discharged.    It 
appears  from  such  portions  of  the  record  of  the  probate  court 
in  the  estate  of  the  deceased  testator   as  were  introduced  in 
evidence,  that  on  March  5,  1897,  a  written  notice  to  the  appel- 
lees, being  then  minors,  was  drawn  by  the  attorneys  of  the 
executor,  to  the  effect  that  he  had  filed  his  final  report,  and 
would,  on  March  19th,  ask  to  have  the  executor  discharged 
from  further  service,  and  the  report  confirmed.     This  notice 
was  served  by  leaving  copies  with  Rosalia  and  Marianna  Szcze- 
panski, the  appellees  herein,  on  March  9,  1897.     Section  112 
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of  file  act  in  r^ard  to  the  administration  of  estates  proyides 
''Qiat  no  final  settlement  shall  be  made  and  approved  by  the 
oonr^  unless  the  heirs  of  the  decedent  have  been  notified  there- 
of, in  such  manner  as  the  ^^  court  may  direct*':  1  Starr  & 
Curtis'  Annotated  Statutes ,  2d  ed.,  pp.  336,  337.  It  does  not 
^ypear  here  that  this  serrice  of  notice  upon  the  minor  devisees 
in  person  was  a  aeryice  ''in  such  manner  as  the  court  may  directy*^ 
it  not  being  shown  that  the  court  made  any  direction  upon  the 
subject  But  it  is  immaterial  whether  the  appellee  minors 
were  properly  served  with  notice  of  the  filing  of  the  final  report 
and  the  discharge  of  the  executor  or  not,  because  the  final  order 
of  March  30,  1897,  was  favorable  to  the  minors,  in  that  thereby 
tte  unpaid  portion  of  the  widow's  award,  to  wit,  nine  hundred 
snd  twenty-one  dollars  and  forty-eight  cents,  which  was  a 
daim  against  the  estate,  was  released  at  the  same  time  when 
Ifae  executor  was  discharged.  The  estate  of  the  minors  was 
tihereby  relieved  from  liability  for  said  portion  of  the  widow's 
sward  so  released* 

Subsequently,  however,  on  June  11,  1897,  a  petition  was 
filed  by  the  widow,  who  had  then  become  the  wife  of  Witt  Obecny, 
snd  who  was  a  tenant  in  common  in  the  ownership  of  the  prem- 
ises with   the  minor  appellees,  to  set  aside  tiie  order  dia- 
diarging  the  executor,  and  releasing  the  balance  of  the  widow's 
award  remaining  after  applying  the  amount  of  the  personal 
property  thereon.    Afterward  and  in  pursuance  of  this  petition, 
an  order  was  entered  by  the  probate  court  on  June  21,  1897, 
vacating  the  order  of  March  30,  1897,  discharging  the  execu- 
tor, and  in  such  order  of  vacation  it  was  recited  that  the  widow 
ahoold  have  leave  to  withdraw  her  receipt  for  the  balance  of 
&e  widow's  award  upon  the  ground  that  the  same  had  been 
dgned  by  her  by  mistake,  and  it  was  therein  ordered  that  the 
siecQtor  proceed  to  sell  the  real  estate  of  the  deceased  to  pay 
inch  balance,  after  presenting  to  the  court  a  just  and  true  ac- 
cmmt  of  the  personal  estate,  and  debts  of  ihe  deceased,  as  re- 
qxiired  by  statute. 

1.  It  is  contended  on  the  part  of  appellees,  and  it  was 
found  by  the  court  below  in  its  decree,  that  the  order  of  June 
21,  1897,  vacating  the  previous  order  of  •*  March  30,  1897, 
was  void  as  having  been  made  at  a  term  subsequent  to  that 
at  which  the  vacated  order  was  entered.  After  the  order  of 
March  30,  1897,  was  entered,  two  terms  had  passed  before  the 
order  of  June  21, 1897,  was  entered,  which  set  aside  the  previous 
order  diacbarging  the  executor. 
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We  are  unable  to  agree  with  the  court  below  in  the  view 
that  the  court  was  without  jurisdiction  to  enter  the  order  on 
June  21^  1897^  for  the  reason  that  it  was  made  at  a  subseqnefiit 
term  to  the  order  of  March  30,  1897.    Undoubtedly,  the  gen- 
eral rule  is  that,  after  a  term  has  passed,  a  court  has  no  author- 
ity or  discretion  at  a  subsequent  term  to  set  aside  a  judgment 
or  to  amend  it,  except  in  matters  of  form,  and  for  the  purpose 
of  correcting  clerical  errors:  Ayer  ▼.  City  of  Chicago,  149  IlL 
262,  and  cases  referred  to  on  p.  266,  37  N.  E.  57,  58.    It  has 
been  held  by  this  court  in  a  number  of  cases  that  the  county 
court  or  probate  court  in  the  settlement  of  estates  is  yeeted 
with  equitable  as  well  as  legal  powers ;  and  that>  in  the  adjust- 
ment of  accounts  of  executors,  administrators  and  guardiaxia^ 
the  county  court  has  equitable  jurisdiction  and  may  adopt  equi- 
table forms  of  procedure:  Millard  t.  Harris,  119  lU.  185,  and 
cases  on  p.  198,  10  N.  E.  387,  394,  Spencer  y.  Boardman,  118 
IlL  553,  9  N.  E.  330 ;  Shepard  v.  Speer,  140  IlL  238,  29  N.  B. 
718.    In  the  latter  case  of  Shepard  y.  Speer,  it  was  said,  the 
probate  court,  when  adjudicating  upon  matters  pertaining  to 
the  settlement  of  estates,  is  clothed  with  authority  to  exercise 
equitable  powers  like  a  court  of  equity.    A  court  of  equity 
would  certainly  haye  power  to  set  aside  such  an  order  as  that 
of  March  30,  1897,  if  the  entry  of  the  latter  order  had  been 
procured  by  fraud,  or  was  due  in  any  way  to  laccident  or  mis- 
take.    Fraud,  accident  and  mistake  are  well-established  grounds 
of  equity  jurisdiction.    The  order  of  June  21,  1897,  entered 
by  the  probate  court,  setting  aside  the  preyious  order,  recite? 
that  the  receipt  and  release  executed  by  the  widow,  giying  up 
the  balance  ihat  was  due  to  her  upon  her  award,  were  so  ex- 
ecuted by  mistake.    ^^  The  order  recites  that  it  appeared  to 
the  court  from  eyidence  introduced  that  the  widow  signed  such 
receipt  by  mistaka    Therefore,  the  probate  court,  in  the  exer- 
cise of  its  equitable  powers,  had  a  right  to  set  aside  and  ya- 
cate  the  order,  discharging  the  executor,  eyen  though  such  ac- 
tion was  taken  by  it  at  a  subsequent  term.    In  Schlink  y.  Max- 
ton,  153  lU.  447,  38  K  E.  1063,  it  was  held  that  the  probate 
courts  in  the  exercise  of  its  equitable  jurisdiction,  might  on 
motion  at  a  subsequent  term  set  aside  its  own  order,  allowing 
a  claim  against  an  estate,  if  mistake  or  fraud  had  interyened; 
and  in  that  case  it  was  said :  ^^So,  here,  although  the  term  of 
court,  at  which  an  allowance  was  made,  has  passed,  it  may, 
for  such  cause  as  would  moye  a  court  of  equity  upon  a  bill 
filedy  entertain  a  motion  to  set  aside  the  allowance.'^    In  Strauss 
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T.  PhillipB,  189  IIL  9,  59  N.  K  560,  the  cases  of  MilUrd  y. 
Harris,  119  lU.  186,  198,  10  N.  E.  387,  394,  and  Schlink  v. 
Maxton^  153  HI.  447,  38  N.  E.  1063,  were  referred  to  and  ap- 
proTed :  See,  also,  Marshall  y.  Coleman,  187  111.  556,  58  N.  B. 
628;  Tanton  v.  Keller,  167  lU.  144,  47  N.  E.  376;  Wright  t. 
Simpson,  200  HL  56,  65  N.  E.  628. 

It  is  a  matter  of  doubt,  however,  although  the  probate  court 
may  bave  had  jurisdiction  to  enter  the  order  of  vacation  at  a 
aabaeqnent  term,  whether,  when  the  order  of  vacation  was  en- 
tered, the  court  had  jurisdiction  over  the  persons  of  the  minors. 
The  oirder,  vacating  the  previous  order,  discharging  the  execu- 
tor and  reinstating  the  claim  of  the  widow  for  the  balance  of 
nine  hundred  and  twenty-one  dollars  and  foriy-eight  cents  due 
upon  her  award,  was  against  the  interest  of  the  minors.    It 
restored  a  claim  which  had  been  released,  and  directed  that  their 
land  should  ibe  sold  for  the  payment  of  that  claim.    It  was  impor« 
tant,  therefore,  that  they  should  have  notice.    It  is  true  that  the 
order  of  June  21,  1897,  makes  the  following  recital :  ^^And  also 
ofxne  Bosalia  Szczepanstd  and   Marianna    Szczepanski,  minor 
hms  of  said  deceased,  by  their  guardian  ad  litem.''    But  it  no- 
where appears  in  the  Record  that  they  received  any  actual  notice 
tiiat  the  order  of  June  21,  1897,  vacating  the  order  discharging 
the  executor  would  be  applied  for.    ^•^  When  a  guardian  ad 
litem  is  appointed  to  act  for  a  minor,  it  must  be  for  a  minor 
who  is  a  party  to  the  suit.    ''A  guardian  ad  litem  has  been 
defined  to  be  a  person  appointed  by  a  court  of  justice  to  prose- 
cute or  defend  for  an  infant  in  any  suit  to  which  he  may  be  a 
party*' :  10  Ency.  of  PI.  &  Pr.  616.    It  is  nowhere  shown  that 
these  appellees  who  are  minors,  and  who  own  twelve-twentieths 
of  the  land  ordered  to  be  sold,  were  made  parties  by  any  ser- 
vice of  any  kind.    Nor  is  there  any  order  showing  the  appoint- 
ment of  a  guardian  ad  litem  to  represent  them.    The  order  of 
June  21, 1897,  not  only  vacated  the  previous  order  of  March  30, 
1897,  but  it  contained  also  the  following  order,  to  wit:  ^'That 
Joseph  Kucharski,  executor  of  the  last  will  and  testament  of 
said  decessed,  proceed  to  sell  the  real  estate  of  said  deceased  to 
pay  such  balance,''  etc.    Section  99  of  the  act  in  regard  to  ad- 
ministration of  estates  provides  that  the  widow,  heirs  and  dev- 
isees of  the  testator  or  intestate,  and  the  guardians  of  any 
such  as  are  minors,  etc.,  shall  be  made  parties :  1  Starr  &  Curtis' 
Annotated  Statutes,  2d  ed.,  p.  325.    We  are  inclined  to  the 
opinion  that  the  order  of  June  21,  1897,  at  least  so  far  as  it 
directed  the  executor  to  make  a  sale  of  these  premises,  was  void 
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as  against  these  appellees  for  want  of  jurisdiction  over  them  by 
proper  service  of  notice  or  process.  The  order  of  June  21^ 
1897,  does  not  recite  or  state  that  such  minors  had  due  notice^ 
but  merely  recites  that  a  guardian  ad  litem,  whose  appoint- 
ment is  not  shown,  came  into  court  when  the  order  was  en- 
tered. The  master  found  in  his  report  "that  the  record  does  not 
establish  the  fact  that  said  Eosalia  and  Marianna  Szczepanski 
were  served  with  notice  of  the  presentation  of  said  petition  to 
withdraw  said  receipt,  and  to  sell  said  real  estate.''  In  the  case 
at  bar  there  is  no  recital  of  service  in  the  order  of  Jiine- 
21,  1897,  which  cures  the  failure  of  the  record  to  show  service  r 
L^w  V.  Grommes,  158  111.  492,  41  K  E.  1080;  Burr  v.  Bloemer^ 
174  111.  638,  61  N.  E.  821 ;  Botsford  v.  O'Conner,  57  111.  72. 

*•*  2.  Independently,  however,  of  any  question  as  to  the  void 
character  of  the  order  of  June  21, 1897,  the  record  discloses  such 
facts   as  make  it  inequitable  to  sustain  the  sale  and  transfer 
made  of  the  interest  in  the  property  in  controversy,  which  be- 
longed  to  the  minor  appellees.    The  vacation  of  the  order,. 
which  discharged  the  executor,  and  the  reinstatement  of  the  re- 
leased claim  of  the  widow  for  the  balance  due  upon  her  awards 
were  not  made  in  good  faith  for  the  purpose  of  realizing  by  a 
sale  an  amount  of  money  necessary  to  pay  what  was  due  her^ 
A  scheme  was  concocted  by  Theodore  H.  Schintz,  acting  with 
Katharina  Obecny  and  her  husband,  Witt  Obecny,  and  her 
brother,  Kazmierz  Kluczynski,  which  had  for  its  object  the 
acquisition  of  such  a  title  to  the  interests  of  the  appellees  in 
this  lot,  as  would  enable  Schintz  to  make  a  loan  thereon.    When 
Mrs.  Obecny    and  her  husband    went  to  consult  Schintz  on 
June  10, 1897,  he  suggested  to  them  to  find  someone  whom  they^ 
could  trust,  and  she  thereupon  named  her  brother,  Kluczynski. 
On  the  very  next  day,  to  wit,  June  11,  1897,  Schintz,  as  at- 
tomey  for  Mrs.  Obecny,  filed  a  petition  for  her  to  set  aside  the- 
order  by  which  the  balance  due  on  her  widow's  award  had  been 
released   and  the  executor  had  been  discharged.    At  the  same- 
time,  he  drew  a  note  for  four  thousand  dollars,  and  the  trust 
deed  to  himself,  as  trustee,  securing  the  same,  upon  the  whole 
of  the  lot,  including  the  interests  not  only  of  the  appellees,  but 
of  the  widow.    He  thereupon  induced  Kluczynski,  the  widow's, 
brother,  to  sign  the  note  and  trust  deed,  the  former  being  pay- 
able to  the  tatter's  own  order  and  indorsed  by  himself.    Kluczyn- 
ski says  that  he  received  no  money  when  he  signed  the  note 
and  trust  deed,  and  that  he  did  not  know  what  he  was  signing. 
He  was  merely  requested  to  sign  such  papers  as  would  enable 
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his  sister  and  brother  in  law  to  obtain  some  money  to  pat  up  a 
new  bnilding  npon  the  lot  in  question.    The  trust  deed  to 
Schintz  to  secure  the  note  for  four  thousand  dollars  ^^  was 
dated  June  10,  1897,  and  recorded  on  June  11,  1897,  the 
rery  day  on  which  the  petition  to  set  aside  and  vacate  the  or- 
der of  Marcfh  30,  1897,  was  filed.    At  the  time  when  this  trust 
deed  to  Schintz  was  executed,  iEluczynski  had  no  title  at  all  to 
this  lot,  or  any  portion  of  it.    The  record  showed  that  the  title 
was  in  Katharina  Obecny  and  her  two  minor. children,  the  pres- 
ent appellees.    After  the  order  of  June  21,  1897,  vacating  the 
previous  order  had  been  entered,  and  after  the  trust  deed,  se- 
euring  the  note  for  four  thousand  dollars  had  been  executed  and 
recorded,  then  a  petition  was  filed  in  the  probate  court  by  the 
executor  for  the  sale  of  the  lot,  in  order  to  pB,j  the  nine  hun- 
dred and  twenty-one  dollars  and  forty-eight  cents  due  to  lira. 
Obecny  upon  her  award.    This  petition  was  filed  on  Septem- 
ber 8,  1897.    On  October  8,  1897,  an  order  was  entered  direet- 
ing  a  sale  of  the  property  at  public  vendue  for  cash,  in  order  to 
realize  the  amount  of  money  to  pay  the  deficiency  due  upon  the 
widow's  award.    After  notices  published  and  posted,  a  sale  was 
made  on  Novmber  12, 1897,  of  the  whole  of  the  lot  to  Kluczyn- 
ski  for  the  sum  of  eleven  hundred  dollars.    This  sale  was  re- 
ported to  the  probate  court,  and  approved.    But  the  probate 
court  was  evidently  imposed  upon.    The  evidence  shows  clearly 
that  Kluczynski  was  not  present  at  the  sale,  and  knew  nothing 
about  it.    He  did  not  pay  for  the  purchase  of  the  property  to 
the  executor  making  the  sale  the  sum  of  eleven  hundred  dol- 
lars, or  any  other  sum,  nor  did  his  sister,  Mrs.  Obecny,  pay  any 
money.    Both  she  and  the  purchaser,  Kluczyuaki,  swear  that 
they  paid  nothing,  and  knew  nothing  about  the  approval  of  the 
sale.    There  is  nothing  to  show  that  this  eleven  hundred  dollars 
was  paid  into  court,  or  that  any  portion  of  it  was  credited  upon 
the  widow's  claim  for  the  balance  of  her  award.    The  notice  of 
the  sale  annoimced  that  the  property  was  unencumbered,  and 
would  be  sold  subject  to  the  dower  and  homestead  of  the  widow. 
At  the  time  when  this  announcement  was  made  that  the  prop- 
erty was  unencumbered,  the  trust  deed  to  secure  four  thousand 
dollars  to  Schintz  was  on  record,  but  evidently  was  not  regarded 
by  Schintz,  ^^^  who  conducted  the  proceedings,  as  constituting 
an  encumbrance  upon  the  property.    After  the  sale  was  made, 
and  on  November  18,  1897,  a  deed  was  executed  by  Joseph 
Eucharski,  the  executor,  alleged  to  be  in  pursuance  of  the  sale 
at  public  vendue,  to  Kluczynski,  the  pretended  purchaser,  but 
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no  money  was  paid  by  him  for  the  deed.  On  the  same  day,  to 
wit,  November  18,  1897,  Kluczynski  executed  a  deed  and  con- 
veyed the  premises  to  his  sister,  Katharina  Obecny.  No  con- 
sideration was  paid  by  Mrs.  Obecny  to  her  brother  for  this 
deed.  Subsequently,  on  January  7,  1899,  Mrs.  Obecny  and  her 
husband  conveyed  the  premises  to  the  executor,  Joseph  Knch- 
arski.    No  consideration  was  paid  for  this  deed  by  Kucharski. 

We  regard  all  the  proceedings  in  the  probate  court  from 
June  11th  down  to  the  time  of  the  execution  of  the  deed  by 
Kluczynski  to  Mrs.  Obecny,  as  having  been  fraudulent  and  in- 
stituted for  the  purpose  of  depriving  these  appellees  of  their 
interest  in  this  property.  In  fact  there  was  no  executor's  sale, 
but  merely  a  sham  sale.  The  forms  of  the  law  were  made  use  of 
to  put  a  title  in  Kluczynski,  the  brother  of  Mrs.  Obecny,  who 
had  executed  a  mortgage  or  trust  deed  upon  the  property  to 
Schintz  on  June  10,  1897,  more  than  five  months  before  the 
executor^s  sale  was  made  to  him,  as  a  pretended  purchaser.  The 
whole  object  of  the  proceeding  was  to  get  some  sort  of  title  in 
Kluczyndci,  as  purchaser  at  the  executor^s  sale^  so  as  to  connect 
him  with  the  trust  deed  previously  executed  to  Schintz.  The 
conclusion  is  warranted  by  the  evidence,  that  the  real  party  in 
interest  was  Katharina  Obecny,  acting  under  the  advice  and 
direction  of  Schintz.  Although  the  sale  was  nominally  made 
to  her  brother,  Kluczynski,  yet  it  was  really  to  her  and  for  her 
benefit,  as  the  property  was  deeded  to  her  on  the  very  day  on 
which  the  executor  made  a  deed  to  Kluczynski.  She  filed  the 
original  petition,  asking  that  the  order  which  had  discharged 
the  executor  and  released  her  claim  against  the  estate  should 
be  vacated. 

*^  It  is, true  that  the  petition  for  the  sale  of  the  property 
to  pay  the  balance  due  upon  the  widow's  award  was  filed  in  the 
name  of  the  executor,  Kucharski,  but  it  was  really  filed  by  Mrs, 
Obecny  and  for  her  benefit^  and  the  sale  was  made  for  her  bene- 
fit. She  was  herself  the  owner  of  eight-twentieths  of  the  prop- 
erty which  was  sold.  In  buying  the  property  through  her 
brother  she  was  buying  eight-twentieths  of  what  already  be- 
longed to  her.  Counsel  for  appellant,  in  answer  to  the  charge 
that  the  record  nowhere  shows  any  payment  by  Kluczynski  to 
the  executor  of  the  eleven  hundred  dollars  bid  by  him,  says  in 
his  brief :  "It  may  have  been  paid  by  the  widow  giving  to  such 
purchaser  a  receipt  for  the  amount  of  her  award  and  allowing 
the  purchaser  to  turn  such  receipt  into  court''  If  the  pur- 
chase money  was  paid  by  crediting  the  same,  or  a  part  thereof. 
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upon  what  was  due  the  widow  upon  her  award,  then  the  widow 
vas  the  real  purchaser,  although  the  name  of  her  brother  was 
used  as  such  purchaser.  Such  credit  is  only  made  at  a  public 
aale  where  the  purchaser  at  the  sale  owns  the  debt  for  which  the 
sale  is  made.  The  property  was  not  sold  to  pay  any  debt  or 
daim  which  was  due  to  the  pretended  purdiaser,  Kluczynskl. 
If  there  was  a  real  sale,  therefore,  it  was  the  duty  of  Eluczynski 
to  pay  the  money  and  not  to  tnm  in  a  receipt  from  his  sister 
for  the  amount  due  from  her  upon  her  award. 

It  being  true,  then,  that  this  was  a  sale  in  fact  to  Mrs.  Obecny, 
and  that  the  petition  to  the  court  for  the  sale  of  the  property  to 
pay  the  balance  due  on  the  widow's  award  was  really  a  petition 
by  Mrs.  Obecny,  though  filed  in  the  name  of  the  executor,  it 
necessarily  follows  that  there  was  no  such  service  in  this  case 
upon  the  minors  as  gave  the  probate  court  jurisdiction  to  en« 
ter  the  decree  of  sale  which  was  entered. 

Where  a  petition  is  filed  by  an  administrator  or  executor 
for  the  sale  of  real  estate  to  pay  debts,  the  heirs  must  be  made 
parties,  and  must  be  served  with  summons.    Section  103  of  the 
act  in  regard  to  administration  ^^  (1  Starr  &  Curtis'  Annotated 
Statutes,  2d  ed.,  p.  329)  provides  that  '^he  service  of  summons 
shall  be  made  by  reading  thereof  to  the  defendant  or  leaving  a 
copy  thereof  at  the  usual  place  of  abode,  with  some  member  of 
tbe  family  of  the  age  of  ten  years  and  upward,  and  informing 
mch  person  of  the  contents  thereof,  which  service  shall  be  at 
kast  ten  days  before  the  return  of  such  summons.'*    The  minor 
appellees  were  made  parties  defendant  to  the  petition  for  sale, 
and  summons  was  issued  against  them.    The  return  of  the 
Bheriff  upon  the  back  of  the  summons  shows  that  he  ^'served 
this  writ  on  the  within  named  Bosalia  Sssczepanski  and.Marianna 
Szczepanaki  by  leaving  a  copy  thereof  for  each  of  them  at  their 
^iSQal  place  of  abode  with  Eiatharina  Obecny,  a  member  of  their 
family  of  the  age  of  ten  years  and  upward,  and  informing  her 
of  the  contents  thereof  this  ninth  day  of  December,  1897."    In 
Aer  words,  the  summons  was  served  upon  these  two  minor  dev- 
isees and  heirs  by  leaving  a  oopy  thereof  with  their  mother, 
vho  was  not  only  a  tenant  in  common  with  them  in  the  owner- 
^p  of  the  premises,  but  was  proceeding  adversely  against  them 
for  the  purpose  of  subjecting  their  interest  in  the  premises  to 
^c  payment  of  her  widow's  award,  or  rather  who  was  trying 
through  the  machinery  of  the  law  to  put  the  title  to  their  in- 
terest in  her  brother,  and  in  herself,  for  purposes  of  her  own. 
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This  oourt  has  held  in  a  number  of  cases  ihat^  where  a  billi 
in  chancery  is  filed  against  minors  to  subject  their  land  to  sale, 
the  service  of  the  summons  by  the  delivery  of  a  copy  thereof  to 
the  complainant^  informing  him  of  its  contents^  will  confer  no 
jurisdiction  on  the  court  as  to  the  persons  of  the  defendants, 
and  the  decree  of  sale  rendered  on  such  service  will  be  yoid  as 
to  them:  Hemmer  t.  Wolfer,  124  111.  436,  16  N.  B.  652;  St 
Louis  etc.  Min,  Co.  v.  Edwards,  103  111.  472;  Lee  v.  Fox,  89 
111.  226;  Filkins  v.  O'Sullivan,  79  IlL  624;  Clark  v.  Thompson, 
47  IlL  26,  96  Am.  Dec.  467.    In  the  case  at  bar,  Katharina 
Obecny,  acting  in  the  name  *^^  of  the  executor,  Kucharski,  was 
the  real  complainant  in  this  petition  for  the  sale  of  this  prop- 
erty.   Indeed,  in  the  petition  which  she  filed  for  the  vacation 
of  the  order  of  March  30,  1897,  in  her  own  name,  she  asked 
that  the  property  might  be  sold.    There  was  no  service  upon  her 
minor  children  except  by  leaving  a  copy  of  the  summons  with 
her,  the  real  though  not  nominal  complainant  in  the  petition, 
and  stating  the  contents  of  it  to  her.    We  do  not  regard  this 
service,  imder  the  decisions  referred  to,  and  upon  principle,  as 
sufficient.    Her  interest  lay  in  the  direction  of  keeping  a  knowl- 
edge of  the  filing  of  the  petition  from  the  very  children  for 
whom  she  accepted  service.    We  are,  therefore,  of  the  opinion 
that  the  court  acquired  no  jurisdiction  over  these  appellees  to 
enter  the  order  of  sale  against  their  property. 

The  only  persons    who  have  taken  the  present  appeal,  and 
who  assign  errors  here,  are  the  appellants,  who  own  the  note 
and  trust  deed  executed  to  Schintz,  as  trustee.    The  owners  of 
the  second  trust  deed  to  Winston  are  not  here  complaining. 
None  of  the  other  defendants  below  are  here  complaining.    The 
only  defendants  who  answered  were  the  holders  of  the  encum- 
brances.   The  executor,  Kucharski,  the  alleged  purchaser,  Kluo- 
zynski,  and  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Obecny,  and  Schintz,  the  trustee,  were 
all  defaulted  below.    The  only  parties,  therefore,  whose  rights 
can  here  be  considered,  are  those  of  the  appellants,  who  pur- 
chased from  Schintz  the  note  and  trust  deed  executed  to  him. 
The  appellants,  or  their  deceased  ancestor,  George  Heppe^  claim 
that  they  paid  four  thousand  dollars  for  this  mortgage  to 
Schintz.    It  is  very  certain  that  he  only  applied  about  nineteen 
hundred  dollars  of  it  toward  the  erection  of  the  new  building 
upon  the  premises  in  question.    The  appellants  cannot  be  re- 
garded as  purchasers  in  good  faith  without  notice  of  the  rights 
of  the  appellees  in  view  of  what  has  already  been  stated.    The 
salient  facts,  which  have  been  set  forth,  were  shown  by  the  reo- 
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<iid  in  such  a  way  that  appellants  were  affected  with  ^^  notice 
<d  the  acheme,  which  was  concocted  to  deprive  these  children  of 
Ibeii  property.    Appellants  must  have  known>  and  could  not 
have  helped  knowing^  that^  when  they  purchased  the  trust  deed 
from  Schintz,  Kluczynski^  the  maker  of  that  trust  deed^  had  no 
title  whatever  to  the  property.    Exactly  when  they  made  the 
purchase  of  the  four  thousand  dollar  note  is  not  shown  by  the 
evidence.     Counsel  says  in  his  brief  that  they  purchased  the 
BCfte  a  few  weeks  after  it  was  executed,  but  we  find  no  evidence 
in  the  record  to  show  that  fact;  but  even  if  it  was  purchased 
after  the  sham  sale  to  Kluczynski,  there  was  enough  upon  the 
record  to  put  them  upon  inquiry,  so  that,  if  they  had  made 
SQch  inquiry,  they  could  not  have  failed  to  ascertain  the  true 
character  of  the  proceedings  taken  in  the  probate  court,  the 
effect  of  which  was  illegally  and  fraudulently  to  deprive  these 
appellees  of  their  property.    In  other  words,  the  appellants  pur- 
chased the  trust  deed  to  Schints  with  notice  of  its  real  character. 
The  improvements,  which  were  put  upon  this  property,  were 
pat  upon  it  by  Mrs.  Obecny,  who  owned  an  undivided  interest 
as  tenant  in  common  with  the  appellees.    This  property  was  the 
homestead  of  the  testator,  the  father  of  appellees,  when  he  died, 
and  was  occupied  as  a  homestead  by  the  widow  and  these  chil« 
dren  when  the  transactions  herein  narrated  occurred.    Parties, 
purchasing  the  encumbrance   had  full  notice  of  the  rights  of 
the  appdlees  from  their  possession  of  the  property.    Where  com- 
pensation is  allowed  for  improvements,  made  by  one  tenant  in 
common  without  the  knowledge  of  the  others,  the  compensation 
will  be  estimated    so  as  to  inflict  no  injury  on  the  cotenant 
against  whom  the  improvements  are  charged.    It  is  said  here 
that  the  new  building,  which  was  erected  by  Mrs.  Obecny  upon 
these  premises  benefited  the  property  of  these  appellees,  and 
that  they  should  be  charged  with  their  proportionate  share  of 
the  cost  of  the  improvements.    The  cotenant    against  whom 
such  improvements  are  charged   will  be  ^^^  charged,  not  with 
the  price  of  the  improvements,  bat  only  with  his  proportion  of 
the  amount  which  at  the  time  of  the  partition  they  add  to  the 
value  of  the  premises :  Cooter  v.  Dearborn,  115  111.  509,  4  N.  B. 
388 ;  Bowan  v.  Beed,  19  HI.  21.    The  master,  whose  report  in 
this  case  was  confirmed,  found  that  the  value  of  improvements 
on  the  lot  in  1897  was  fifteen  hundred  dollars,  and  that  the 
value  of  the  lot  in  1897  was  two  thousand  five  hundred  dollars, 
making  a  total  amount  of  four  thousand  dollars  for  lot  and  im- 
provements.   We  are  not  prepared  to  say  that  the  evidence  does 
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not  sxiBtain  this  finding  of  the  master.    Indeed^  much  of  tfaa 
testimony  shows  a  greater  value  of  the  lot  and  improTements 
than  the  amount  so  found  by  him.    But  he  also  finds  in  his 
report  that  he  is  unable  from  the  evidence  to  state  the  present 
value  of  said  premises.    Nor  do  we  find  any  evidence  in  the 
record  showing  such  present  value.    It  is  impossible  to  state,. 
therefore,  the  amount  which  the  improvements  added  to  the 
value  of  the  premises.    This  being  so,  it  is  impossible  to  charge 
the  appellees  with  their  proportion  of  the  amount  which,  at  the 
time  of  the  partition,  ilie  improvements  will  have  added  to  Ihe 
value  of  the  premises,  if,  under  the  facts  of  this  case,  they  are 
justly  chargeable  with  such  proportion.    As,  however,  this  i« 
a  matter  which  concerns  the  appellees  and  their  mother  as  be- 
tween themselves,  it  is  not  necessary  for  us  to  pass  upon  it^  as 
the  mother  has  taken  no  appeal,  and  assigned  no  errors,  and  is 
not  complaining  of  the  decree  below. 

After  a  careful  consideration  of  the  whole  record,  we  are  nn* 
able  to  say  that  the  chancellor  below  erred  in  holding  that  the 
appellees  are  each  the  owner  in  fee  of  an  undivided  six-twen- 
tieths of  the  lot  described  in  the  bill,  free  and  clear  of  the  lien 
of  the  trust  deed,  executed  by  £luczynski  to  Schintz,  as  trastee, 
and  also  of  the  lien  of  the  other  trust  deed  herein  before  men- 
tioned. 

Accordingly,  the  decree  of  the  court  below  is  afilrmed. 


The  Buffldenoy  of  Service  of  Prooees  an  Minan  ia  eonsidered  in  Ealb 
T.  Oerman  Bav.  etc.  Soc,  25  Wash.  ^9,  65  Pae.  659,  87  Am.  St.  Bep. 
757,  and  oases  eited  in  the  cross-reference  note  thereto;  monographie 
note  to  Sanford  v.  Edwards,  61  Am.  St.  Bep.  492,  on  jurisdiction  as 
affected  by  defects  in  the  service  of  process. 

The  Vacation  of  Judgments  and  decrees  on  motion  when  not  spe- 
cially  authorized  by  statute  is  the  subject  of  a  monographic  note  to 
Furman  ▼.  Furman,  60  Am.  St.  Bep.  633-663.  Belief  in  equity  from 
judgments  other  than  by  appellate  proceedings  is  the  subject  of  a 
monographic  note  to  Little  Bock  etc.  By.  Go.  v.  Wells,  54  Am.  St. 
Bep.  218-261.  And  negligence  as  a  bar  to  such  relief  is  the  subject 
of  a  monographic  note  to  Payton  ▼.  McQuown,  53  Am.  St.  Bep.  444- 
453.  A  judgment  free  from  jurisdictional  defects  cannot  ordinarily 
be  set  aside  by  a  court  of  law  after  the  term  when  rendered  and  the 
time  prescribed  by  statute;  a  court  of  equity,  however,  may  have 
such  power:  Zinc  Carbonate  Co.  v.  First  Nat.  Bank,  103  Wis.  125, 
74  Am.  St.  Bep.  845,  79  N.  W.  229;  Larson  v.  Williams,  100  Iowa,. 
110,  62  Am.  St.  Bep.  544,  63  N.  W.  464,  69  N.  W.  441.  A  judgment 
void  on  its  face  may  be  vacated  at  any  time:  White  v.  Ladd,  41  Or* 
824,  93  Am.  St.  Bep.  732,  68  Pae.  739. 

Compensation  for  Improvements  made  by  one  eotenant  on  the  com* 
mon  property  is  discussed  in  the  monographic  notes  to  Ward  v. 
Ward,  52  Am.  St.  Bep.  924-941;  Cleland  ▼.  Clark,  81  Am.  St  Bep. 
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185-187,  At  the  eommon  law  it  seems  one  eaiiiiot  eliarge  Us  eotenant 
vith  the  Tslne  of  improvementB  made  npon  the  vnmiaiei^  unleee  the/ 
are  made  with  hia  eoneent:  OjeiBtadengen  y.  HartseU,  9  N.  Dak. 
268,  81  Am.  St.  Bep.  575,  83  N.  W.  230;  Goegrifl  y.  Fom,  152  K.  T. 
10^  57  Am.  St.  Bep.  500,  46  N.  £.  307,  36  L.  B.  A«  763,  Bat  fee  Holt 
▼.  Oonch,  125  K.  a  456,  74  Am.  St.  Bep.  648,  84  a  £.  708. 


MALLIIT  T.  WEimAM. 

[209  HL  252,  70  N.  E.  564.] 

ASSXOmiENT  OF  WAOB8  to  be  Bamed  In  fatim  under  an 
eiisdng  eontraet  of  employment  for  an  indefinite  time  ia  not  opposed 
to  poblie  policy,  and  is  valid  if  made  for  a  yalnable  eonaideration 
and  without  fraud,     (p.  234.) 

ASSXGKMENT  OF  WAQES— Baaknqftej^— A  diaeharge  in 
hanlEmptej  does  not  release  a  prior  assignment  of  wagea  to  be  earned 
la  future,  nor  destroy  the  lien  created  by  such  aaaignment.     (p.  236.) 

BAMJUtUPTOY.^— Effect  of  IHacharge  in  baahinptey  ia  but  a 
personal  release,  and  does  not  exonerate  the  effects  of  the  debtor 
to  whicli  a  valid  lien  has  attached  and  which  is  not  ezpreaaly  an- 
anlled  by  the  bankmptcy  atatnte.    (p^  238.) 

H.  H.  Beed,  A.  B.  TTrion  and  A.  F.  Beichmann,  for  the  ap- 
pellant. 

IL  Ives  and  G.  L  Haight,  for  fhe  appellee. 


BICKS,  J.  In  respect  to  fhe  first  proposition  mentioned, 
fhe  anfhorities  are  ample  and  condnsiTe  to  the  effect  that  an 
assignment  of  wages  to  be  earned  in  fhe  future,  under  an  ex- 
isting employment^  is  valid.  This  precise  question  has  fre- 
quently been  passed  upon  by  the  courts  of  the  different  states 
and  of  England,  and,  so  far  as  we  are  advised,  the  courts  of 
dernier  ressort  have,  without  exception,  upheld  such  contracts 
where  they  have  been  for  a  valuable  consideration  and  untainted 
with  fraud.  The  authorities  are  to  the  effect  that  it  is  not  neces- 
sary that  there  be  an  express  hiring  for  a  definite  time,  but  the 
existence  of  the  employment  at  the  time  of  the  assignment  is 
Boffident.  In  fhe  case  at  bar,  appellant  was,  and  had  been  for 
lome  time  previous,  in  the  actual  employ  of  Armour  &  Co.,  at 
a  fixed  price  per  month.  It  is  true  suc^  employment  was  not 
of  any  definite  duration,  and  appellant  might  abandon  fhe  same 
at  any  time  or  his  employer  might  discharge  him.  The  subject 
matter  of  the  contract  had  but  a  potential  existence,  but  it  was 
BQch  a  property  right  as  might  legally  be  disposed  of.    The  re- 


234  Amebioan  State  Bepobts^  Yol.  101«       [Ulinoi^ 

marks  of  the  court  in  Thayer  v.  Kelley,  28  Vt  19,  65  Am.  Dec 
220,  are  very  pertinent  to  the  subject  in  hand,  and  we  here  quote 
them :  ''When  the  debtor  is  in  the  actual  employment  of  anotliev 
and  is  receiving  wages  under  a  subsisting  engagement,  an  as- 
signment by  him  of  his  future  earnings  may  be  made,  not  only 
for  the  security  and  payment  of  a  present  indebtedness,  but  for 
such  advances  as  he  may  find  it  necessary  to  obtain.    ^""^  This 
principle  is  fully  established  by  the  cases  to  which  we  were  re- 
ferred :  Weed  v.  Jewett,  2  Met.  608,  37  Am.  Dec  115 ;  Bradcett 
v.  Blake,  7  Met.  335,  41  Am.  Dec.  442 ;  Field  v.  Mayor  of  New 
YorM  N'.Y.187,57  AnLDec435;  Emery  v.Lawrence,  8  OuatLlBl. 
The  debtor  in  this  case,  at  the  time  of  his  assignment  to  the  claim- 
ants, was  in  the  actual  employment  of  the  trustees  under  a  sub- 
sisting contract,  at  a  given  price  per  day,  and  had  in  that  man- 
ner labored  for  them  for  some  two  or  three  years  previous  ;  and 
though  he  had  the  right  to  leave  their  employment  and  they  had 
the  right  to  discharge  him,  yet  so  long  as  that  relation  existed  be- 
tween them  we  think  the  authorities  are  satisfactory  in  hold- 
ing that  the  claimants  were  entitled  to  receive,  under  that  as- 
signment, his  accruing  wages  in  payment  of  the  advances  which 
they  had  made.''    In  support  of  the  above  doctrine  reference 
is  made  to  the  following  cases :  Kane  v.  Glough,  36  Mich.  436, 
24  Am.  Eep.  599 ;  Manly  v.  Bitzer,  91  Ky.  696,  34  Am.  St  Bep, 
242,  16  S.  W.  464 ;  Metcalf  v.  Kincaid,  87  Iowa,  443,  43  Am. 
St.  Eep.  391,  64  N.  W.  867. 

The  second  proposition  urged  by  appellant  is,  that  the  as- 
signment in  question  is  against  public  policy,  and  for  that  rea- 
son ought  not  to  be  upheld.  This  question  was  raised  in  the 
case  of  Edwards  v.  Peterson,  80  Me.  367,  6  Am.  St  Eep.  207, 
14  Atl.  936,  and  the  court  there  held  such  an  assignment  did 
not  contravene  public  policy,  and  quoted  with  approval  from 
the  case  of  Smith  v.  Atkins,  18  Vt  461,  in  which  case  it  was 
said :  '^It  is  argued  that  such  contracts  are  so  much  against  pub- 
lic policy  that  they  ought  not  to  be  supported,  but  we  think 
they  are  rather  beneficial,  and  enable  the  poor  man  to  obtain 
credit  when  he  could  not  otherwise  do  it,  and  that  without 
detriment  to  the  creditors.*'  And  further,  in  the  Edwards  case, 
the  court  say,  speaking  of  an  assignment  of  wages  to  be  earned 
in  the  future:  "It  cannot  be  said  to  contravene  public  pohcy: 
Smith  V.  Atkins,  18  Yt  461.  The  consideration  was  most 
meritorious,  and  the  assignment  was  not  given  to  delay  cred- 
itors.''   And  further :  "The  true  doctrine  seems  to  be,  that  to 
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nflke  a  giaEnt  or  aasignment  '^^  valid  at  law,  the  thing  which 
is  the  subject  of  it  mnst  have  an  existence,  actual  or  potential, 
ti  the  time  of  such  grant  or  assignment.  But  courts  of  equity 
sapport  assignments,  not  only  to  choses  in  action,  but  of  con- 
iii^nt  interests  and  expectations,  and  also  of  things  which  have 
BO  present  actual  or  potential  existence,  but  rest  in  mere  pos- 
flbiUty  only"— citing  numerous  cases. 

Appellant,  in  this  connection,  calls  attention  to  the  statutes 
and  exemption  laws  of  this  state,  and  insists  that  the  liberal 
provisions  made  by  the  legislature  for  the  indigent  and  poorer 
classes  indicate  the  adoption  of  a  broad  and  liberal  public  policy 
toward  the  classes  named,  and  that  it  is  the  duty  of  this  court 
to  60  construe  the  law  that  the  class  and  individuals  so  favored 
by  the  statute  shall  be  compelled  to  accept  of  its  beneficent  pro- 
visions.    Such  is  not  the  province  of  this  court.    The  citizens 
of  the  state  have  a  right  to  contract,  and  there  is  no  law  for- 
bidding one  from  selling  or  assigning  any  property  he  may 
have:    A  person  has  the  same  right  to  assign  his  wages  that  he 
has  to  mortgage  his  homestead  or  to  mortgage  personal  prop- 
erty that  is  exempt  from  execution.    The  statute  provides  lib* 
ml  exemptions,  of  which  a  person  has  the  right  to  avail  himself 
if  he  so  desires,  but  if  he  does  not,  the  courts  are  powerless  to 
help  him.     The  duty  of  the  courts  in  instances  of  this  kind  is 
▼ell  laid  dovni  in  the  case  of  Carroll  v.  City  of  East  St.  Louis, 
W  lU.  568  (on  p.  679),  16  Am.  Bep.  632:  'It  is  the  legislative 
and  not  the  judicial  power  in  the  state  that  must  control  and 
give  shape  to  its  public  policy.    That  power  does  not  pertain  to 
the  courts.     They  can  only  observe  that  policy  and  apply  it  to 
^ises  as  they  arise,  without  changing  or  obstructing  if    Also 
ia  the  case  of  Frorer  v.  People,  141  HL  171,  it  was  said  (p.  186, 
31  N.  E.  396,  399,  16  L.  B.  A.  492)  :  ''Other  instances  of  stat- 
otoiy  regulations  of  privato  rights  are,  in  lien  laws  in  favor  of 
homesteaders,  mechanics,  etc.;  limitation  laws;  the  statute  of 
frauds,  and  other  statutes  relating  to  evidence;  laws  in  regard 
to  pleadings;  exemption  laws  and  ^'^  insolvent  laws.    But  these 
^  relate,  not  to  the  power  to  contract  in  regard  to  matters  of 
general  right,  but  to  the  remedy  for  the  enforcing  of  contracts, 
^  to  which  the  legislature  may  make  such  r^ulations  as  the 
public  welfare  seems  to  demand,  so  long  as,  imder  pretense  of 
regulating  the  remedy,  it  does  not  impair  the  right  itself/* 
We  also  indorse  the  doctrine  laid  down  in  Oreenhood  on  Pub- 
Uc  Policy  (pages  116,  117),  as  follows:  ''The  power  of  the 
courts  to  declare  a  contract  void  for  being  in  contravention  of 
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sound  public  policy  is  a  very  delicate  and  undefined  power^  and^ 
like  the  power  to  declare  a  statute  unconstitutional^  should  be 
exercised  only  in  cases  free  from  doubt.    Before  a  court  should 
determine  a  transaction  which  has  been  entered  into  in  good 
faiihy  stipulating  for  nothing  that  is  malum  in  se,  to  be  Toid 
as  contravening  the  policy  of  the  state^  it  should  be  satisfied 
that  the  advantage  to  accrue  to  the  public  for  so  holding  is  cer* 
tain  and  substantial — ^not  theoretical  or  problematical.      He  is 
the  safest  magistrate  who  is  more  watchful  over  the  rights  of 
the  individual  than  over  the  convenience  of  the  public,  as  that 
is  the  best  government  which  guards  more  vigilantly  the  free* 
dom  of  the  subject  than  the  rights  of  the  state.'' 

The  assignment  of  appellant's  wages  was  simply  a  lien  on 
the  same  so  long  as  he  remained  in  the  employ  of  Armour  ft 
Co.  and  until  the  indebtedness  secured  thereby  was  satisfied. 
Should  appellant  quit  his  employment  with  Armour  '&  Go.  he 
would  by  that  act  destroy  the  assignment  as  security,  or  should 
he  pay  his  debt  to  Wenham  he  could  not  be  injured  in  any  way 
by  his  assignment    Thus  it  will  be  seen  that  there  is  but  Ut^ 
tie  to  support  appellant's  contention  that  the  assignment  was 
a  harsh  and  unconscionable  bargain.    In  the  case  of  Kane  t. 
doughy  36  Mich.  436^  24  Am.  Bep.  599^  the  assignor  made  an 
assignment  ^^of  all  the  wages  that  might  thereafter  become  due 
to  him  from  the  defendants/'  and  the  transaction  was  upheld. 
In  the  case  of  Weed  v.  Jewett,  2  Met  608,  37  Am.  Dec  115, 
the  assignment  was  '^for  all  '^  sums  of  money  that  may  now 
be  due  to  me  from  the  Chicopee  Manufacturing  Company^  etc., 
for  labor  performed  in  their  service/'  and  the  court,  in  con- 
cluding its  opinion  in  that  case,  say:  ^^his  was  a  proper  sub- 
ject of  contract  or  agreement,  and  when  the  labor  was  per- 
formed the  company  were  bound  to  pay  according  to  their  un- 
dertaking/' 

The  question  of  usurious  interest  is  not  an  element  in  this 
case,  but  if  relief  is  desired  to  be  had  against  such,  appellant 
has  his  proper  remedy.  The  record,  however,  discloses  that  ap- 
pellant has  obtained  three  hundred  and  forty-two  dollars  in  ao* 
tual  cash  which  he  has  not  repaid. 

We  cannot  see  that  there  is  anything  intrinsically  vicious  in 
an  assignment  of  wages.  The  assignor,  in  such  case,  simply 
draws  upon  his  future  prospects  to  supply  present  needs,  which 
may  be  of  the  most  urgent  and  pressing  character.  There  is 
no  law  in  this  state  to  prevent  a  poor  person  from  mortgaging 
or  pledging  any  or  every  article  of  property  he  possesses,  m 


April,  1904-3  Malun  v.  Wenhah.  S37 

lecniity  for  his  debts,  and  such  a  privilege  may  be  of  great 
Yslne.  On  the  whole,  we  see  no  reason  or  right  for  holding  the 
sasignnieiit  in  question  here  void  as  against  public  policy. 

It  18  next  insisted  by  appellant  that  because  of  bankruptcy 
proceedin^^  had  by  him  the  assignment  is  unenforceable.  This 
position,  T7e  think,  is  wrong.  The  only  effect  of  a  discharge  in 
bankruptcy  is  to  suspend  the  right  of  action  for  a  debt  against 
the  debtor  personally.  It  does  not  annul  the  original  debt  or 
liability  of  the  debtor.  In  Bush  y.  Stanley,  122  111.  406,  the 
court  said  (p.  416,  13  N.  E.  249,  253) :  ''The  discharge  is 
analogous,  in  effect,  to  the  statute  of  limitations,  in  so  far  aa 
it  does  not  annul  the  original  debt^  but  merely  suspends  the 
right  of  action  for  its  recovery.''  In  Pease  v.  Bitchie,  132  IIL 
638,  this  court  further  said  (p.  646,  24  N.  E.  433,  434) :  "It 
is  no  doubt  true  that  appellant's  discharge  in  bankruptcy  oper- 
ated as  a  har  to  any  action  which  might  be  brought  to  recoyer 
any  debt  or  obligation  existing  at  the  time  he  was  declared 
'"^  a  bankrupt,  and  after-acquired  property  was  exempted  from 
being  taken  in  satisfaction  of  any  such  debts.  But  if  any  cred- 
itor had  a  lien  or  an  equitable  claim,  by  mortgage  or  other- 
wise^ ui>on  any  property  of  the  bankrupt,  such  right  or  rights 
would  remain  unaffected  by  the  proceedings  in  bankruptcy." 

In  the  case  of  Edwards  y.  Peterson,  80  Me.  367,  6  Am.  Si 
Bep.  207,  14:  AtL  936,  an  employ 6  had  given  an  assignment  of 
his  wages.      Subsequently  he  filed  a  petition  for  discharge  un- 
der the  insolvent  law  of  the  state,  and  in  its  opinion  the  court 
there  said :  *^The  rule  laid  down  by  Judge  Story  in  Mitchell  y. 
Winslow,  2  Story,  630,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  9673,  seems  to  have  been 
very  generally  held  by  all  chancery  courts  in  this  country.    He 
says :  ^t  seems  to  me  a  dear  result  of  aU  the  authorities,  that 
whenever  the  parties,  by  their  contract,  intend  to  create  a  posi- 
tive lien   or   chaxge,  either  upon  real  or  personal  property, 
whether  then  owned  by  the  assignor  or  contractor  or  not,  or  if 
personal  property,  whether  it  is  in  esse  or  not,  it  attaches  in 
equity  as  a  lien  or  charge  upon  the  particular  property  as  soon 
as  the  assignor  or  contractor  acquires  a  title  thereto,  against  the 
latter  and  all  persons  asserting  a  claim  thereto  under  him,  either 
voluntarily  or  with  notice  in  bankruptcy/  *'   The  language  above 
quoted  is  also  quoted  vrith  approval  in  the  case  of  Gregg  v.  San- 
lord,  24  lU.  17,  76  Am.  Dec.  719. 

In  the  case  of  Champion  v.  Buckingham,  165  Mass.  76,  42 
^  E.  498  it  "^sa  held  that  a  creditor  who  has  not  proved  his 
dd>t  in  bankruptcy  is  still,  after  discharge  of  the  debtor,  a  sub- 
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aistiiig  creditor  againBt  him  to  the  exteat  of  his  ddbt^  -which  ha 
is  entitled  to  have  paid  out  of  the  proceeds  of  a  policy  of  insur* 
ance  on  the  life  of  the  debtor  assigned  to  him  by  the  debtor  and 
benefi-cdary  to  secure  subsisting  demands  in  favor  of  the  creditor, 
and  it  was  said  that  the  discharge  did  not  extinguish  the  debt 
.  or  demand,  but  that  the  effect  of  such  discharge  is  analogous  to 
that  of  the  bar  of  the  statute  of  limitations^  which  only  goes  to 
bar  a  creditor's  remedy  and  does  not  wipe  out  the  debt. 

^^  In  discussing  the  right  of  a  creditor  to  maintain  an  ac- 
tion on  a  collateral  agreement  as  security  after  the  debt  so  se- 
cured has  become  barred  by  the  statute  of  limitations,  it  was 
said  in  Shaw  v.  Silloway,  145  Mass.  603,  14  N.  E.  783 :  '^f 
there  is  an  actual  pledge  and  the  debt  becomes  barred,  this  does 
not  give  to  the  debtor  a  right  to  reclaim  his  pledged  property. 
The  debt  is  not  extinguished — ^the  statute  only  takes  away  the 
remedy:  Hancock  y.  Franklin  Ins.  Co.,  114  Mass.  156.     In 
case  of  a  mortgage  of  real  or  personal  estate  the  security  is  not 
lost  though  the  debt  be  barred :  Thayer  y.  Mann,  19  Pick.  535. 
The  rule  is  the  same  where  there  is  a  lien :  Spears  y.  Hartly,  3 
Esp.  81 ;  Higgins  y.  Scott,  2  Bam.  &  Adol.  413 ;  In  re  Bromhead, 
16  L.  J.  Q.  B.  355.    And  there  appears  to  be  no  good  reason 
why  an  independent  collateral  agreement,  given  by  way  of  guar- 
anty or  other  security,  should  not  outlive  the  remedy  upon  the 
debt  which  it  was  given  to  secure  under  proper  circumstances.^ 

Section  67d  of  the  bankruptcy  law  of  1898  (30  Stats.  564,  IT. 
S.  Gomp.  Stats.  1901,  p.  3449),  provides:  ^liens  given  or  ac- 
cepted in  good  faith  and  not  in  contemplation  of  or  in  fraud 
upon  this  act,  and  for  a  present  consideration,  which  have  been 
recorded  according  to  law,  if  record  thereof  was  necessary  in  or- 
der to  impart  notice,  shall  not  be  affected  by  this  act*'  In  this 
case  there  is  no  question  of  notice  of  the  assignment,  nor  was 
it  such  a  one  as  required  any  notice  to  be  given,  consequently 
we  think  the  assignment  in  question  was  one  '^not  affected  by 
this  act.'' 

We  think  the  decided  weight  of  authority  is  to  the  effect  that 
a  discharge  of  a  debtor  in  bankruptcy  is  but  a  personal  release, 
and  does  not  exonerate  the  effects  of  the  debtor  to  which  a  valid 
lien  has  attached  and  which  is  not  expressly  annulled  by  ihe 
provisions  of  the  bankruptcy  act. 

The  assignments  of  error,  we  think,  are  without  merit,  and 
the  judgment  of  the  appellate  court  should  be  and  is  affirmed. 
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An  A»9i{fnmeiU  of  WageB  to  be  earned  in  the  future  mav  be  valid: 
Hetealf  ▼.  Kineaid,  87  Iowa,  443,  43  Am.  St.  Bep.  891,'  54  N.  W. 
867;  ICillington  Y.  Laurer,  89  Iowa,  822,  48  Am.  St.  Sep.  885,  50 
K.  W.  533;  Manfy  v.  Bltzer,  91  Kj.  596,  84  Am.  St.  Bep.  242,  16 
a  W.  464;  EdwardB  y.  Ptotereon,  80  Me.  367,  0  Am.  St.  Bep.  207, 
14  AIL  936.  Compare  Steinbaeh  y.  Brant^  79  Minn.  383,  79  Am.  St. 
Bep.  4M,  82  N.  W.  651;  Bobineon  y.  MeKenna,  21  B.  L  117,  79  Anu 
St.  Bep.  793,  42  ML  510. 


8IJPBEME  LODGE  KNIGHTS  AND  LADIES  OP  HONOB 

T.  MENKHAUSEN. 

[209  m.  277,  70  N.  £.  567.] 

BEHEFIT  800ZEIIES— Mnrdiw  of  Insureds— Altbongb  tbe 
benelleiaiy  named  in  a  eertiiieate  of  a  benefit  insurance  society,  who 
murders  or  feloniously  takes  the  life  of  the  insured,  cannot  recorer 
the  benefit  from  such  society,  yet  this  does  not  release  it  from  the 
payment  of  such  benefit  to  anyone,  in  the  absence  of  a  contract  pro- 
yision  to  that  effect,     (p.  240.) 

BBNJBFIT  80CliSTi£S--Mi]xd«r  of  Iiunired^— Heirs  at  Law 
of  an  insured  member  of  a  benefit  society,  who  is  murdered  by  the 
named  beneficiary  are  entitled,  when  named  by  statute  as  within 
the  class  of  eligible  beneficiaries,  to  recoyer  such  insuranee,  nothing 
to  the  contrary  appearing  in  the  contract  of  insurance,  or  in  the  state 
law.     (p.  242.) 

BEMEFIT  INBUBAHOfi— Parties  to  Action  to  Bocoyer*— If 
the  statute  determines  the  persons  entitled  to  the  insurance  on  the 
life  of  a  murdered  member  of  an  insurance  benefit  society,  suit  to 
rccoyer  such  benefit  is  properly  brought  in  the  names  of  such  per- 
sona, and  need  not  be  brought  by  the  administrator  of  the  estate  of 
the  deceased  member,    (p.  242.) 

J.  M.  Hamill  and  Afihcraft  &  Ashcraft^  for  the  appellant 

Toiner  &  Holder,  for  the  appellees. 

*^  SCOTT,  J.  The  beneficiary  named  in  a  benefit  certifi- 
cate who  f elonionsly  takes  the  life  of  the  insured  cannot  recover 
from  the  fraternal  beneficiary  society,  and  it  is  now  urged  that 
public  policy  also  requires  us  to  hold  that  in  such  a  case  there 
can  be  no  recoyeij  by  any  person  whomsoever  against  such  a 
society,  and  that  under  such  circumstances  not  only  is  the 
certificate  void,  but  the  obligation  of  the  society  to  pay  to 
anyone  whomsoever  is  canceled  and  rendered  absolutely  in- 
operative. The  cases  relied  upon  by  appellant  are  of  two 
classes :  1.  Where  the  insured  was  murdered  by  the  beneficiary 
and  suit  was  brought  by  the  criminal   or   someone   claiming 
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through  him;  and  2.  Where  the  insured  was  executed  in  pur- 
suance of  the  sentence  of  a  court  of  competent  jurisdiction  for 
a  crime  committed  by  hinn  or  her.    Neither  class  of  cases  is  in 
point  here.    The  only  reason  in  favor  of  appellant's  contention 
that  seems  to  us  of  weight  is  found  in  the  fact  that  the  benefi- 
ciary might  be  incited  to  commit  murder  by  the  fact  that  if 
unable  to  collect  the  benefit  himself  it  would  be  payable  to  some 
other  person  or  persons  in  whose  welfare  he   was   interestecL 
Human  experience  teaches  that  those  willing  to  commit  murder 
and  assume  the  risk  of  punishment  for  the  benefit  of  others  are 
so  few  in  number  that  consideration  thereof  becomes  well-nigh 
inconsequential.    But  even  were  it  otherwise^  if  the  rule  sug- 
gested by  appellant  *®^  were  established,  it  is  perceived   that 
the  society  would  then  profit  by  the  murder,  and  an  incentive 
be  created  for  the  destruction  of  the  life  of  the  insured  that 
the  interest  of  the  insurer  might  be  advanced.    The  contract 
between  the  society  and  the  insured  contained  no  provision  ab- 
solving the  society  from  liability  in  the  event  that  she  was  mur- 
dered by  the  beneficiary,  and  public  policy  does  not  require  us 
to  read  such  a  condition  into  the   agreement.    If   it   did^  it 
would  also  require  us  to  hold  that  the  beneficiary   could    not 
recover  on  the  policy  if  the  insured  was  murdered  by  another 
acting  independently  of  and  against  the  desire  of  the  benefici- 
ary, because  it  is  within  the  realm  of  possibility  that  such  other^ 
without  the  connivance  or  knowledge  of  the  beneficiary,  might 
commit  the  crime  solely  for  the  purpose  of  enriching  the  latter. 
If  societies  of  the  character  of  appellant  desire  to  be  protected 
from  such  contingency,  that  object  must  be  accomplished  by  a 
condition  to  that  effect  written  into  their  contracts,  failing 
which  the  law  will  not  absolve  them  from  liability:  Cleaver  v. 
Mutual  Reserve  Fund  Life  Assn.,  1  Q.  B.    147;    Schmidt  t. 
Northern  life  Assn.,  112  Iowa,  41,  84  Am.  St.  Hep.  323,  83 
X.  W.  800,  51  L.  B.  A.  141.    In  tiie  absence  of  a  contract  to 
that  effect,  public  policy  will  not  permit  the  society  to  appro- 
priate unto  itself  tiie  fund  which  it  has  agreed  to  pay,  merely 
because  the  life  of  the  insured  has  been  unlawfully  taken. 

It  is  suggested,  however,  that  this  certificate  was  payable 
alone  to  Oustav  Menkhausen,  and  that  no  recovery  can  be  had 
thereon  except  by  him  or  by  those  claiming  through  him,  and 
that  as  he  cannot  recover  no  one  can  recover  on  the  certificate. 
We  do  not  regard  this  as  a  suit  upon  the  certificate.  A  careful 
examination  of  the  declaration  leads  us  to  conclude  that  it  is  a 
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«xiit  to  reoover  the  benefit^  one  thousand  dollars^  which  the  ap» 
peUant  undertook^  by  ita  conatitution  and  by-lawa^  to  pay  to  the 
peiBon,  within  certain  daasea,  who  ahonld  be  designated  by 
Elizabeth  Menkhausen,  and  that  the  action  ia  npon  the  obliga- 
tion of  appellant  as  evidenced  by  its  constitation  ***  and  by- 
laws, and  not  npon  the  certificate.  These  rules  or  laws  of  this 
organization  recite  its  purpose  to  be  the  establishment  of  a  re- 
lief f and,  from  which,  upon  the  death  of  a  member,  a  benefit 
shall  be  paid  to  the  person  designated  by  the  member  in  the  cer- 
tificate^ and  that  such  benefit  may  be  made  payable  by  the  mem- 
ber to  the  wife  or  husband,  the  children,  grandchildren,  parents, 
certain  other  persons  of  the  whole  or  half  blood,  or  the  next  of 
Ida  wlio  would  be  distributees  of  the  personal  estate  of  the 
member,  in  the  order  aboye  named. 

By  the  act  of  1887,  which  was  in  force  when  the  certificate 
in  question  was  issued,  it  was  provided,  in  substance,  that  so- 
cieties of  the  class  to  which  appellant  belongs  might  be  organ- 
ized for  the  purpose  of  fumidiing  benefits,  upon  the  death  of 
a  member,  "to  the  widow,  heirs,  relatives,  legal  representatives 
or  the  designated  beneficiaries  of  such  deceased  member'' :  Laws 
1887,  sec.  1,  p.  205.  By  the  act  of  1893,  which  became  effective 
a  few  months  after  the  issuance  of  this  certificate,  it  was  pro- 
vided, so  far  as  material  here,  that  payment  of  death  benefits 
should  be  made  only  to  the  "families,  heirs,  blood  relations, 
affianced  husband  or  affianced  wife  of,  or  to  persons  dependent 
upon,  the  member'':  Hurd's  Stats.  1895,  c.  73,  par.  258.  It 
will  be  observed  that  by  the  spirit  of  each  of  these  three  enact- 
ments the  children  of  the  deceased  would  stand  next  in  order 
after  the  husband  or  wif & 

"Upon  the  death  of  a  member,  where  the  person  claiming 
to  be  his  designated  beneficiary  is  outside  of  the  classes  eligible 
as  beneficiaries  of  his  insurance,  the  member's  heirs  at  law,  who 
are  within  such  classes,  are  entitled  to  the  insurance.  There 
being  no  selection  of  a  beneficiary  authorized  to  take,  the  fund 
goes  to  them :  Palmer  v.  Welch,  132  III  141,  23  N.  E.  412 ; 
Alexander  v.  Parker,  144  111.  355,  33  N.  E.  183,  19  L.  B.  A. 
187";  Baldwin  v.  Begley,  185  IlL  180,  56  N.  E.  1065. 

We  think  the  correct  view  to  take  is,  that  Oustav  Menk- 
hausen,  by  his  act  in  taking  the  life  of  his  wife,  '^  placed 
himself  outside  the  classes  from  among  whom  she  might  desig- 
nate a  beneficiary,  and  he  could  not  thereafter  take  the  fimd, 
or  any  part  thereof,  either  as  the  beneficiary  named  in  the  cer- 
tificate or  as  heir  or  heir  at  law  of  his  wife.    The  situation,  so  far 

81  B«p.  Vol.  101—16 


242  Ameeioan  State  Eeports,  Vol.  101.       [Illiiiois,, 

as  his  rights  and  those  of  appellees  and  appellant  are  concemedy. 
we  think  is  precisely  the  same  as  though,  after  the  issnaxice  of 
this  certificate,  he  had  been  divorced  from  Elizabeth  Menk- 
hausen  and  she  had  thereafter  died  without  having  any  altera- 
tion  made  in  the  certificate.  Under  such  circumstances  ho* 
would  have  no  interest  in  the  certificate,  but  the  proceeda- 
thereof  would  be  payable  to  the  heirs  of  the  insured,  nothing- 
to  the  contrary  appearing  in  the  certificate,  the  constitution, 
and  by-laws  of  the  order  or  the  laws  of  the  state  under  which 
it  operates:  Tyler  v.  Odd  Fellows*  Mutual  Eelief  Assn.,  145- 
Mass.  134,  13  N.  B.  360;  Schonfield  v.  Turner,  75  Tex.  324^ 
12  S-  W.  626,  7  L.  B.  A.  189;  Order  of  Eailway  Conductors 
V.  Eoster,  55  Mo.  App.  186* 

In  Schmidt  v.  Northern  life  Assn.,  112  Iowa,  41,  84    Anu 
Si  Bep.  323,  83  N.  W.  800,  51  L.  E.  A.  141,  and  in  Cleaver  ▼. 
Mutual  Reserve  Fund  life  Assn.,  1  Q.  B.  147,  growing  out 
of  the  Maybrick  murder,  the  same  question  was  presented  as- 
is  now  before  us.    In  both  cases  it  was  held  that  tiiie  fact  that 
the  beneficiary  had  murdered  the  insured  did  not  cancel  the 
obligation  of  the  insurer,  and  in  both  eases  the  administrator 
of  the  insured  was  allowed  to  recover  on  the  theory  that  the  in- 
surer held  the  fund  in  trust  for  the  estate  of  the  deceased  ;  and 
in  the  ease  at  bar  it  is  argued  that  if  there  could  be  a  recovery 
at  all,  it  must,  under  the  authority  of  these  cases,  be  in  the 
name  of  the  administrator  of  the  estate   of   Elizabeth  Menk- 
hausen.    It  is  very  evident  that  neither  the  constitution  and 
by-laws  of  appellant  nor  the  laws  of  this  state  contemplate  the 
payment  of  a  benefit  of  this  character  to  the  administrator  of 
the  member.    The  purpose  is  to  pay  it  directly  to  the  benefi- 
ciary, whoever  that  may  be,  without  the  intervention  of  ad- 
ministration;  and  where,  as  here,  the  law  determines  the  per- 
sons who  are  entitled   to  the  fund,  the  *®*  suit   is   properly 
brought  in  the  names  of  such  persons,  and  in  this  case  there 
is  no  occasion  for  a  resort  to  equity. 

Eule  15  (47  N.  E.  vii):  of  this  court  indicates  the  manner 
in  which  a  brief  and  argument  should  be  prepared  for  presenta- 
tion here.  Counsel  on  both  sides  of  this  controversy  have 
failed  to  observe  that  rule.  A  compliance  therewith  is  mate- 
rially helpful  in  the  consideration  of  causes  in  this  court.  It 
should  be  followed  in  every  instance. 

The  judgment  of  the  appellate  court  will  be  affirmed. 
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If  the  Bmefldarjf  in  a  Life  Insunnce  poliej  kills  the  insured,  lie 
cemiot  recover  fram  the  insuTanee  eompanj;  but  the  imunuiee  money 
formfl  a  part  of  the  estate  of  the  insuied^  and  may  be  reeoyered  by 
his  administrator,  as  though  no  benefleiary  had  been  designated: 
Sehmldt  ▼.  Korthem  Life  Assn^  112  Iowa.  41,  84  Am.  St.  Bep.  823. 
83  N.  W.  800,  51  li.  Bw  A.  141. 


STEBBHf  S  T.  PETTT, 

[209  HL  291,  70  N.  E.  678.] 

PBEDii  Cancellation— Agreement  for  Bopport^— If  a  grantor 
•onyeys  land  and  the  eonsideration  is  an  agreement  by  the  grantee 
to  support,  maintain,  and  care  for  the  grantor  dicing  the  remainder 
of  his  or  her  natural  life,  and  the  grantee  refuses  or  neglects  to 
comply  with  the  contract,  the  grantor  may,  in  equity,  have  a  decree 
rescinding  the  contract  and  deed  and  reinyesting  him  with  the  title 
to  the  land,  on  the  ground  that  the  contract  was  fraudulent  in  its 
inception,     (p.  243.) 

DEEDS — ^Agreement  for  Support— Oanedlation  as.  Against 
Grantee's  Helx& — If  a  grantee  performs  her  agreement  to  support  a 
grantor  during  his  lifetime,  given  as  a  consideration  for  his  deed, 
the  faUure  of  the  minor  heirs  of  such  grantee  to  perform  the  affree- 
ment  after  her  death  is  not  ground  for  cancellation  of  the  deed, 
unless  there  is  an  unsatisfied  judgment  in  some  prior  proceeding  re- 
quiring such  heirs  to  perform  the  grantee's  agreement,     (p.  245.) 

DEEDS  FOB  SUFPOBT— Baservation  of  Lien— Foredosore.^ 
If  a  deed  executed  in  consideration  of  the  grantee's  agreement  to 
support  the  grantor  during  his  lifetime,  reserves  a  lien  on  the  land 
to  secure  performance  of  the  agreement,  the  grantor  may  foreclose 
such  lien  against  the  grantee's  heirs  who  fail  to  perform  such  agree- 
ment,   (p.  245.) 

Matthews  &  Anderson,  for  fhe  appellant 

J.  Ott,  W.  E.  Williams,  guardians  ad  litem^  and  Williams 
&  Giote,  for  the  appellees. 


SCOTT,  J.  It  has  been  frequently  held  in  this  state 
&at  where  a  grantor  conveys  land,  and  the  consideration  is  an 
agreement  by  the  grantee  to  support,  maintain  and  care  for 
the  grantor  during  the  remainder  of  his  or  her  natural  life, 
and  the  grantee  neglects  or  refuses  to  comply  with  the  contract, 
the  grantor  may,  in  equity^  have  a  decree  rescinding  the  con- 
tract and  setting  aside  the  deed  and  reinvesting  the  grantor 
with  the  title  to  the  real  estate:  Frazier  v.  Miller,  16  111.  48; 
Oard  V.  Oard,  59  111.  46 ;  Jones  v.  Neely,  72  111.  449 ;  Kusch  v. 
Kusch,  143  111.  353,  32  N.  E.  267;  Cooper  v.  Gum,  152  lU. 
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471,  39  N.  E.  267;  McCleUand  v.  McCleUand,  176  lU.  83,  51 
N.  E.  659;  Fabrice  v.  Von  der  BreUe,  190  lU.  460/  60  N.  E 
835.  A  careful  examination  of  these  cases  leads  to  the  con 
elusion  that  the  intervention  of  equity  in  such  cases  has  beer 
sanctioned  in  this  state  on  the  theory  that  the  neglect  or  refusal 
of  the  grantee  to  comply  with  his  contract  raises  a  presump- 
tion that  he  did  not  intend  to  comply  with  it  in  the  first  in- 
stance, and  that  the  contract  was  fraudulent  in  its  inception, 
wherefore  a  court  of  equity  will  not  permit  him  to  enjoy  the 
conveyance  so  obtained. 

It  appears  from  this  bill  that  the  grantee  herein   complied 
with  her  contract  during  her  lifetime.    Nothing  that  she  did, 
therefore^  raises  any  presumption  that  she  was  animated  by  any 
fraudulent    purpose    in    accepting    this    conveyance.      Josepi 
Petty,  her  husband,  has  no  present  interest  in  this  real  estate, 
as  the  grantor  reserved  to  himself  a  life  estate  therein.      Her 
heirs  are  the  appellees,  *^  Estill  Miller  Petty    and    Marion 
Luther  Petty,  aged,  respectively,  three  and  six  years.     Will  the 
failure- of  these  minor  children  to  properly  maintain  the  grantor 
after  the  death  of  the  mother  lead  to  the  conclusion  that  the 
contract  was  fraudulent  in  the  beginning? 

We  are  referred  by  appellant  to  the  cases   of   Patterson    v. 
Patterson,  81  Iowa,  626,  47  K  W.  768,  Ejiutson  v.  Bostrak, 
99  Wis.  469,  75  N.  W.  156,  Glocke  v.  Glocke,  113  Wis.  303, 
89  N.  W.  118,  57  L.  E.  A.  458,  Wanner  v.  Wanner,  115  Wis. 
196,  91  N".  W.  671,  and  Lockwood  v.  Lockwood,  124  Mich.  627, 
83  N.  W.  613,  as  authorities  for  the  proposition  that  appellant 
has  the  same  remedy  in  equity  against  these   minors   that  he 
would  have  had  against  their  mother  had  she  survived  and  re- 
fused or  neglected  to  perform   her  contract.    None   of   these 
cases  are  cases  where  the  rights  of  the  grantee  had  passed  to 
minors. 

In  Cree  v.  Sherfy,  138  Ind.  354,  37  N.  E.  787,  however,  the 
grantee,  until  his  death,  supported  the  grantor,  and  thereafter 
the  grantor  obtained  relief  of  the  character  here  sought  against 
the  minor  heirs  of  the  grantee.  In  Indiana,  as  well  as  in  the 
other  states,  excepting  Illinois,  where  the  courts  of  last  resort 
have  considered  contracts  of  this  character,  so  far  as  we  have 
been  referred  to  their  decisions  by  appellant,  the  relief  is  placed 
on  the  theory  that  the  agreement  to  maintain  will  be  read  into 
the  deed  as  a  condition  subsequent,  and  that  the  latter  instru- 
ment will  be  construed  as  though  the  granting  portion  thereof 
were  followed  by  words  stating  that  it  is  made  upon  condition 
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that  the  grantee  snpport  and  maintain  the  grantor  so  long  as 
&e  latter  liyes.  Under  such  a  oonstruetion  it  ia  apparent  that 
whenever  support  and  maintenance  were  not  fomidied  to  the 
grantor,  no  matter  what  occasioned  the  default,  xmless  perf orm* 
anoe  was  excused  by  him,  he  could  enforce  the  condition.  We 
have  never  so  construed  these  deeds. 

In  the  case  of  QaUaher  v.  Herbert,  117  HI.  160,  7  N.  E. 
511^  where  the  father  conveyed  a  quarter  section  of  land  to  his 
Bon  in  consideration  of  natural  love  and  affection  and  two  bun- 
dled dollars  ^^  per  year  to  be  paid  to  the  father  as  long  as 
h  lived,  this  court  expressly  refused  to  hold  that  the  convey- 
ance was  upon  a  condition  subsequent^  saying:  ^'The  words 
'opoQ  condition'  do  not  occur,  and  there  are  no  other  words  of 
quivalent  meaning.^  No  reason  appears  why  a  different  con- 
struction should  be  given  -Dy  us  to  a  deed  which  requires  sup- 
port and  maintenauce  to  be  thereafter  furnished  instead  of 
money  to  be  thereafter  paid. 

These  minor  children,  having  no  legal  guardian,  in  the  ab- 
sence of  some  legal  proceeding  resulting  in  a  decree  or  judg- 
Tcasnt  providing  for  the  enforcement  of  the  contract  of  their 
mother  against  their  property,  which  remains  unsatisfied,  can- 
not be  held,  in  equity,  either  to  have  refused  or  neglected  to 
comply  with  the  contract  of  their  mother.  They  are  peculiarly 
the  wards  of  a  court  of  chancery.  We  must  recognize  the  fact 
that  without  the  aid  of  a  court  of  competent  jurisdiction  their 
property  cannot  be  applied  to  the  satisfaction  of  this  obliga- 
tion, nor  can  they  themselves  elect  to  refuse  to  perform  this 
contract;  nor,  in  the  absence  of  a  decree  or  judgment  against 
ihem,  can  it  be  said  that  they  have  negligently  failed  to  com- 
ply with  the  terms  of  the  agreement.  It  will  scarcely  be  urged 
that  the  failure  of  two  children  of  tender  years  to  furnish  sup- 
port to  the  grantor,  under  the  circumstances  disclosed  by  this 
bill,  raises  a  presumption  that  the  contract  had  its  inception  in 
a  fraudulent  purpose  on  the  part  of  their  mother. 

The  grantor  is  entitled  to  support  and  maintenance  as  in 
the  lifetime  of  Emily  Petty.    A  Jien  securing  the  same  is  re- 
aerred  by  the  deed,  and  he  has  the  undoubted  right  to  foreclose 
that  lien  if  he  so  elects. 
The  decree  of  the  circuit  court  will  be  affirmed. 


1  Cmcetfonce  5y  Parents  to  a  son  in  consideration  of  Mb  covenant 
to  support  them  jxulj  be  rescinded  by  a  court  of  eqnity,  npon  a  breach 
of  the  eoTenant:  See  the  monographic  note  to  Ecroyd  v.  Coggeshall, 


^ 


246  Akebioak  State  Kbports^  Vol.  101.      [lUinoi^ 

79  Am.  St.  Bep.  764.  Consult,  also,  Lewis  ▼.  Lewis,  74  Conn.  630^ 
02  Am.  St.  Bep.  240,  51  AtL  854;  Bichter  t.  Biehter,  111  Ind.  459^ 
12  N.  E.  698;  Leonard  y.  Smith,  80  Iowa,  194,  45  N.  £.  762;  Man*^ 
field  V.  Mansfield,  92  Mich.  112,  52  N.  W.  290;  Wooleott  t.  Woolcott 
(Mich.),  95  N.  W.  333;  Wanner  v.  Wanner,  115  Wis.  196,  91  N.  W. 
671« 


BEIDLEB  y.  KING. 

[209  in.  802,  70  N.  E.  768.] 

PABTT-WAUJi— Oonstmction  of  Agreement  for  Bepalxi^^ 

A  partj-wall  agreement,  providing  that  if  repairs  are  necessary  after 
one  of  the  parties  has  used  or  paid  for  his  portion  of  the  wall,  the 
expense  shall  be  borne  equally  by  the  parties  to  the  extent  that  they 
are  each  using  the  wall,  imposes  no  obligation  on  the  first-named 
party  to  repair  or  pay  for  repairs  to  any  portion  of  the  wall  not  naed 
by  him.     (p.  247.) 

PABTT-WALLS— Partial  Destmction— UablUty  for  Daoger- 
oub  Condition. — ^If  a  party-wall  is  built  partly  on  the  land  of  an 
adjoining  owner,  its  partial  destruction  and  weakening  by  fire  do 
not  devest  the  builder  of  his  interest  in  the  land  of  such  adjoining 
owner  so  as  to  render  the  latter  the  sole  owner  of  that  part  of  the 
wall  standing  on  his  land,  and  make  him  liable  for  its  dangerous 
condition,     (p.  249.) 

PABTY-WALLS^Llability  for  Dangerous  Condition.— A  part 
owner  of  a  party-wall  who  negligently  permits  it  to  stand  after  its 
partial  dostruction  and  weakenin^r  by  fire  is  liable  to  another  part 
owner  who  is  using  part  of  the  wall  for  damages  resulting  to  the 
latter  from  a  falling  of  another  portion  of  the  wall  in  which  he  has 
no  interest  and  is  not  using,     (p.  250.) 

NEOIJOENCE  — Dangerous  Standing  Walls  — Notioe  of. — ^An 
adjoining  owner,  who  has  notified  the  owner  of  a  dangerous  standing 
wall  of  its  insecure  condition,  is  not  gailty  of  contributory  negli* 
gence  in  not  taking  means  to  prevent  such  wall  from  falling,  to  his 
injury  and  resulting  damage,     (p.  250.) 

TBIAIfc — ^Instmction  Given,  stating  correct  abstract  propo- 
sitions of  law,  are  not  ground  for  reverMl  of  the  judgment,  unless 
they  tend  to  mislead  the  jury.     (p.  250.) 

PABTY-WALL8  ^Blght  to  Provoit  Injury  from  Falling  of.— 
If  a  party-wall  agreement  gives  to  one  party  no  right  to  use  or 
deal  with  any  portion  of  the  wall  until  he  shall  have  paid  one-half 
of  the  cost  thereof,  he. has  no  right  to  go  upon  the  adjoining  prem- 
ises for  the  purpose  of  bracing  a  portion  of  the  wall,  not  used  or 
paid  for  by  him,  to  prevent  it  from  falling  upon  his  property,  (p. 
251.) 

TBIAIr— Instmctlons.— The  fact  that  an  essential  element  is 
lackinpr  in  one  instruction  is  not  ground  for  a  reversal  of  the  judg- 
ment, if  such  element  is  supplied  by  other  instructions,  (pp.  252, 
253.) 

W.  L.  Lacey,  for  Ihe  appellants. 

A.  Humplirey  and  T.  Bates,  for  the  appellee. 
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SCOTT^  J.    The  principal  controveny  in  ihiB  case  is 
detenniiijed  by  a  construction  of  the  party-wi^l  contract    Ap- 
pellants' podtion  is,  that  after  appellee  had  paid  for  and  used 
«  portion  of  the  pari^-wall  she  was  then  liable,  nnder  that  con- 
tract, for  a  portion  of  the  repairs  to  the  entire  wall,  and  tha^ 
it  being  her  duty  to  assist  in  keeping  the  entire  wall  in  repair, 
she  cannot  recover  damages  resulting  from  a  failure  to  repair 
the  party-walL    The  language  of  the  contract  in  reference  to 
repairs  is  as  follows:  ^^And  the  parties  hereto  further  covenant 
and  ^^®  agree,  that  if  it  shall  become  necessary  to  repair  or 
rebuild  any  portion  of  said  party-wall  or  walls  before  said  party 
of  the  second  part  shall  use  or  pay  for  her  portion  of  the  same, 
the  expense  or  cost  of  such  repairing  or  rebuilding  shall  be 
borne  by  the  said  first  party;  and  further,  if  it  shall  become 
necessary  to  so  repair  or  rebuild  after  the  said  party  of  the  sec- 
ond part  shall  have  used  or  paid  for  her  portion  of  said  wall, 
tiien  and  in  that  event  the  cost  of  such  repairing  or  rebuilding 
shall  be  borne  equally  by  the  parties  hereto,  to  the  extent  that 
tiiey  are  each  using  said  walL'' 

Under  the  above  contract  it  is  said  that  appellee  was  bound  to 
pay  her  share  of  any  repairs  to  any  portion  of  said  party-wall 
in  the  proportion  which  the  part  of  tiie  waU  that  she  had  paid 
iot  bears  to  the  entire  wall;  that  is,  if  she  was  using  the  north 
one-half  of  the  wall  or  had  paid  one-half  of  the  cost  thereof, 
she  would  then  have  paid  for  and  would  have  been  the  owner 
of  the  one-fourth  part  of  the  entire  wall,  and  if  the  south  half 
of  the  wall  needed  repairs  she  would  be  liable  for  one-fourth  of 
the  expense  thereof,  even  though  she  owned  no  part  of  that  half 
of  the  walL  The  intention  of  the  parties  was  that  she  should 
pay  for  this  wall  and  use  the  same  in  such  portions  thereof  as 
she  might  elect  from  time  to  time,  and  we  think  the  contract 
amply  means  that  she  should  be  liable  for  repairs  to  that  por- 
tion of  the  wall  for  the  one-half  of  which  she  had  paid.  The 
language  is,  ''the  cost  of  which  repairing  or  rebuilding  shall 
be  borne  equally  by  the  parties  hereto,  to  the  extent  that  they 
are  each  using  said  wall/'  This  means  that  each  shall  pay 
one-half  of  the  cost  of  the  repairs  to  that  portion  of  the  wall 
which  is  being  used  by  both;  that  throughout  that  extent  of 
the  wall  which  was  used  by  both,  eadi  should  bear  one-half  oti 
the  expense  of  repairing  or  rebuilding.  The  preceding  language 
plainly  shows  that  Beidler  was  to  pay  all  the  necessary  expenses 
of  repairing  or  rebuilding  that  portion  of  the  wall  which  ap- 
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pellee  ^^^  had  not  used  and  to  the  cost  of  which  she  had  con* 
tributed  nothing. 

In  Mickel  v.  York,  175  El.  62,  this  court  said  (p.  70,  51  N. 
E.  848,  851) :  *The  contract  in  this  case  expressly   provides- 
that  plaintiff,  before  making  any  nse  of  or  joining  any  building 
to  the  wall,  shall  pay  or  secure  to  the  defendant  York  the  full 
moiety  or  one-hali  part  of  the  value  of  the  said  party- wall,  or 
80  much  thereof  as  shall  be  joined  thereto  or  used,  which  value 
shall  be  th^  cost  price  at  the  time  when  such  wall  is  to  be  used* 
The  contract  expressly  provides,  further,  that  York  shall  build 
that  walL    By  the  terms  of  that  contract  York  retained  the- 
ownership  of  what  he  had   placed  upon   the    plaintiff's  land 
until  he  should  be  paid  for  it,  and  he  had  a  right  to  have  it 
supported  on  the  land  of  plaintiff  under  this  contract.     The 
wall  having  been  built  on  the  plaintiff's  land  under  this  agree- 
ment, which  amounts  to  a  license  with  an  interest,  is  not  thereby 
incorporated  and  lost  in  the  land  or  lot,  but  remains  a  separate 
property,  still  belonging  to  the  builder  until  he  is  paid  theref  or» 
York,  tiierefore,  was  the  owner  of  this  wall,  and  was  hable  for 
any  and  all  damage  for  failing  to  maintain  it  in  a  safe  con- 
dition.*' 

In  the  case  at  bar  appellants  were  the  sole  owners  of  the 
entire  wall,  except  that  part  thereof  which  was  being  used  by 
appellee,  and  the  rights  and  liabilities  of  the  parties  were  the 
same  with  respect  to  that  portion  of  the  wall  of  which  appel- 
lants were  the  sole  owners  as  they  would  have  been  with  refer- 
ence to  the  entire  wall  had  appellee  neither  purchased  nor  used 
any  part  thereof.  The  cases  referred  to  by  appellants,  of  the 
class  of  City  of  Peoria  v.  Simpson,  110  111.  294,  61  Am.  Rep. 
683,  holding  that  where  the  same  duty  rested  upon  two  parties 
to  make  repairs  both  may  be  said  to  be  guilty  of  negligence  if 
the  repairs  be  not  made,  are  not  in  point. 

It  is  then  urged  that  as  this  contract  does  not  expressly  pro- 
vide for  rebuilding  the  "whole^^  of  this  wall  it  cannot  be  re- 
built under  this  party-wall  contract,  and  *^^  that  upon  its 
usefulness  as  a  party-wall  being  destroyed  by  the  fire,  it  was 
as  though  the  wall  itself  was  absolutely  and  entirely  destroyed^ 
and  appellee  became  the  owner  of  that  portion  thereof  which 
stood  on  her  land,  and  that  consequently  the  injury  resulted 
from  her  failure  to  care  for  her  own  property.  It  is  unneces- 
sary here  to  determine  whether  the  wall  can  be  rebuilt  under 
this  contract  as  a  party-walL 
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Hie  oontract  contains  thiB  language:  'Trovided  always^  never- 
tbelesB,  and  on  the  express  condition  that  the  said  party  of  the 
second  part^  her  heirs^  administrators^  executors  or  assigns^  as 
aforesaid,  before  proceeding  to  join  any  building  to  the  said 
party-wall,  or  to  any  part  thereof,  and  before  making  use 
thereof  or  breaking  or  catting  into  the  same^  shall  pay  unto 
the  said  i)artj  of  the  first  part,  his  heirs  or  assigns^  the  full 
moiety  or  one-half  part  of  the  full  value  of  the  whole  of  said 
party-wall  if  used,  or  of  such  portion  thereof  as  shall  be  used 
as  a  party-wall  by  said  party  of  the  second  part,  which  value 
shall  be  the  cost  price  at  the  time  when  such  party-wall  is  to 
be  used  by  said  party  of  the  second  part."  We  think  this  lan- 
guage applicable  to  this  wall  so  long  as  it  stood,  and  that  the 
owner  of  the  wall  would  not  be  deprived  of  his  title  to  that 
portion  thereof  which  stood  on  the  ground  of  appellee  merely 
by  the  fact  that  the  wall  had  become  so  weakened  by  the  fire 
as  to  be  no  longer  fit  for  the  purpose  for  which  it  was  originally 
built. 

So  construing  this  contract,  we  come  now  to  a  consideration 
of  the  error  assigned  upou  the  refusal  of  the  court  to  instruct 
the  jnry  to  find  for  the  defendants  at  the  close  of  all  the  testi- 
mony. In  support  thereof  it  is  said  that  there  is  no  evidence  of 
negligence  on  the  part  of  the  defendants,  and  that  there  is  no 
testimony  showing  the  exercise  of  due  care  by  the  plainti£F. 

The  general  rule  is,  that  where  a  fire  has  occurred  in  a 
building,  destroying  the  inner  portion  of  the  building  and 
leaving  the  walls,  if  the  owner  negligently  permits  ***  the 
walls  to  remain  standing,  and  they  thereafter  fall,  the  owner 
of  the  wall  is  liable  to  the  adjacent  owner  for  the  resulting 
damage:  1  Wood  on  Law  of  Nuisances,  sec.  225;  Schwartz  v. 
Gilmore,  45  111.  455,  92  Am.  Dec.  227;  Mickel  v.  York,  175  111. 
62,  70,  61  N.  B.  848,  861. 

In  this  case  the  attention  of  appellants  was  called  to  the 
condition  of  this  wall  immediately  after  the  fire,  on  the  morning 
of  October  17,  1899.  They  did  not  begin  the  work  of  taking 
down  the  wall  until  the  evening  of  October  20,  1899,  and  then 
only  with  a  force  of  three  men,  when  a  force  greater  in  num- 
ber than  fifteen  could  have  been  used  in  the  work.  The  evi- 
dence is  that  the  wall  could  have  been  taken  down  in  from  four 
to  five  days  with  a  sufficient  force  of  workmen — ^that  is,  with  as 
many  men  as  could  have  worked  thereon.  It  also  appears  that 
after  the  work  of  taking  down  the  wall  began,  it  was  suspended 
one  day  under  the  direction  of  the  fire  department  of  the  city 
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of  Chicago.    It  fell  on  the  28th.    It  is  apparent  that  if  a  force 
of  men  in  proper  niunfoerB  had  been  put  to  work  on  the  wall  at 
the  earliest  possible  moment^  it  would  have  been  entirely  re- 
moved before  the  day  on  which  it  fell.    The  longer  the  wall 
stood  the  greater  was  its  inclination  to  the  east    Had  a  stronger 
force  been  at  work  earlier,  the  upper  portion  of  the  wall  would 
have  been  sooner  removed,  and  the  tendency  of  the  wall  to  lean 
to  the  east  would  thereby  have  been  lessened.    Some  evidence 
was  offered  tending  to  show  the  difficulty  about  securing  men 
to  work  on  this  wall  on  account  of  the  danger  of  its  falling. 
This  evidence  does  not  show  such  an  effort  to  secure  the  neces- 
sary men  to  take  down  this  wall  as  the  emergency  required  of 
men  of  ordinary  prudence.    A  small  force  was  kept  continnallj 
at  work,  except  on  the  day  when  they  were  interfered  with  by 
the  fire  department.    We  are  not  able  to  say  from  the  evidence 
as  a  matter  of  law,  that  by  the  exercise  of  measures  such  as  a 
reasonably  prudent  man  would  have  used,  men  sufficient  in 
number  to  take  the  wall  down  at  the  earliest  possible  moment 
could  not  have  been  obtained.    ^^^  The  evidence  tended  to  show 
negligence  on  the  part  of  appellants. 

It  is  then  urged  that  inasmuch  as  appellee  took  no  steps  her- 
self to  prevent  the  wall  falling,  beyond  notifying  appellants  of 
its  dangerous  condition  and  demanding  that  they  remove  it, 
she  was  guilty  of  contributory  negligence.    Laying  aside  for 
the  moment  the  question  of  her  right  to  do  anything  with  the 
wall,  we  think  she  was  entitled  to  assume  that  the  appellants, 
whose  attention  has  been  called  to  the  conditicm  of  Ihe  wall, 
would  perform  their  duty  in  respect  thereto,  and  we  cannot 
therefore  hold,  as  a  matter  of  law,  that  she  was  guilty  of  con- 
tributory negligence. 

The  peremptory  instruction  was  properly  refused. 

The  eleventh  instruction  given  on  the  part  of  appellee  is  an 
abstract  proposition  of  law.  By  it  the  jury  are  informed  that 
until  Emily  A.  King  exercised  her  right  to  pay  for  and  use  some 
portion  of  the  wall,  Jacob  Beidler  and  his  heirs  were  the  own- 
ers and  had  exclusive  control  thereof,  and  that  she  had  no  right, 
title  or  interest  in  the  said  wall,  or  any  part  thereof.  This  in- 
struction might  better  have  been  made  to  apply  alone  to  that 
part  of  the  wall  to  the  cost  of  whidi  she  had  not  contributed 
and  which  she  was  not  using.  This  instruction,  however,  is  an 
accurate  statement  of  the  law,  and  while  it  might  properly  have 
been  refused,  we  do  not  think  it  could  have  misled  the  jury,  and 
unless  it  appears  to  the  court  that  such  instructions  tend  to  mis- 
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had  &e  fary,  the  judgment  will  not  be  reyeiBed  on  account  of 
the  giving  thereof :  Healy  y.  People,  163  IlL  372,  46  N.  B.  230. 
Appellee's  dgfateenth  instruction  was  to  the  effect  that  if  de- 
fendants' portion  of  the  wall,  as  a  result  of  their  negligence,  fell 
ajoi  pulled  over  a  portion  of  the  wall  which  plaintiff  had  paid 
for  and  was  using,  which  portion  last  mentioned  would  not 
o&erwise  have  fallen,  she  may  recover  the  entire  amount  of 
damages  sustained  by  her,  resulting  from  the  fall  of  the  entire 
portion  of  the  •*•  wall  which  fell  upon  her  premises.  It  is 
aid  that  this  instruction  ignores  the  fact  that  Mrs.  King's  part 
of  the  wall  may  have  been  weak,  defective  and  out  of  plumb  and 
may  have  oontributed  to  the  f alL  We  do  not  think  it  objection- 
aUe  on  this  aooount,  as  it  plainly  appears  from  the  evidence 
that  the  portion  of  her  wall  which  came  down  in  the  catastrophe 
vas  carried  to  tiie  east,  prior  to  the  fall,  by  the  progress  of  the 
wall  above  it  in  that  direction. 

Instructions  numbered  12,  13,  and  14,  and  one  given  by  the 
onnt  of  its  own  motion,  are  all  criticised  for  the  same  reasons. 
^0. 13  is  in  the  following  language:  'The  court  instructs  the 
juiy  that  as  a  matter  of  law  the  plaintiff  had  no  right  to  go  on 
or  touji  the  portion  of  said  east  well  of  said  building  not  paid 
f<v  by  her,  for  the  purpose  of  preventing  the  same  from  fall- 
ing, or  for  any  other  purpose.** 

The  font  and  second  objections  to  these  instructions  are  di»- 
pQBod  of  by  what  we  have  already  said.    The  third  is,  that  ap- 
prise had  the  right  to  enter  upon  the  premises,  if  necessary, 
iad  also  upon  any  pert  of  the  wall,  for  the  purpose  of  bracing 
the  wall  to  prevent  the  same  from  falling  upon  her  property. 
^6  aie  referred  in  this  connection  to  the  case  of  Field  v.  Leiter, 
118  HL  17,  6  N.  B.  877.    Thai  case  deals  with  the  right  of 
^^  for  tiie  purpose  of  reinfoieing  a  party-wall  under  Ihe 
contract  then  before  the  court,  and  the  contract  there  is  held 
to  give  one  parfy  &e  right  of  entry  upon  the  premises  of  the 
^yQier  for  the  purpose  of  strengthening  the  foundation  of  the 
v&U.    No  such  provision  is  found  in  the  contract  in  the  case 
^  W.    The  portion  of  the  wall  to  which  these  four  instruc- 
tioDs  applied  was  the  sole  property  of  appellants.    The  contract 
S^^  to  appellee  no  right  to  use  or  deal  with  the  wall,  or  any 
Portion  thereof,  in  any  maimer,  until  she  should  have  paid 
^"^haU  the  cost  thereof.    These  instructions  were  correct. 

Appellants  rely  upon  the  case  of  Factors  etc.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Wer- 
^«iii,  42  La.  Ann.  1046,  8  South.  434.  That  case,  however, 
toma  upon  ^^  certain  provisions  contained  in  the  Louisiana 
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code  which  are  not  found  in  our  statute^  and  the  case  is  there- 
fore of  no  assistance  in  determining  this  question. 

The  objection  urged  to  instruction  No.  16  is,  that   it   ad- 
vised the  jury  that  Mrs.  King  was  entitled  to  recover  if  the 
wall  fell  through  the  negligence  of  the  defendants,  and  omitted 
the  qualification  that  it  must  appear  that  she  was  in  the  exer- 
cise of  due  care.    This  question  does  not  arise  upon  tiiis  in- 
struction, which  is  to  the  effect  that  the  fact  that  Emily  A. 
King  paid  for  and  used  a  portion  of  the  east  wall  does  not  bar 
a  recovery  for  damages  occasioned  by  the  fall  of  another  portion 
of  that  wall  resulting  from  negligence  on  the  part  of  the  de- 
fendants.    This  objection  is  also  made  to  instruction  No.   18, 
which  we  have  heretofore  considered  in  r^ard  to  a  different 
complaint  made  to  the  action  of  the  court  in  giving  the  same. 

In  the  instruction  given  by  the  court  of  its  own  motion^  in 
which  all  the  elements  which  must  be  found  by  the  jury  to 
warranit  a  verdict  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff  are  stated,  they  are 
told  that  to  warrant  a  recovery  they  must  *^find  that  the  plain- 
tiff was  without  faulty''  and  in  an  instruction  given  on  the  part 
of  the  defendants  is  this  language:  "And  if  the  jury  beheve, 
from  the  evidence,  that  the  plaintiff  was  guilty  of  negligence 
contributing  to  the  injury,  then  the  plaintiff  cannot  recover 
and  the  jury  should  find  for  the  defendants.'^    It  is  a  familiar 
rule  that  the  instructions  must  be  considered  as  a  series.     In 
considering  the  same  objection  which  is  now  made,  this  court  in 
Wenona  Coal  Co.  v.  Hohnquist,  152  111.  681,  said  (p.  691,  38 
N.    E.    946,   949) :  *^3.  Error   in  the   instructions   given    for 
the   plaintiff  is  complained   of.     The   first   instruction  is  ob- 
jected to  upon  the  ground  that  it  does  not  require  the  exercise 
of  ordinary  care  by  the  plaintiff.     This  is  true  if  the  instruo- 
tLon  is  considered  by  itself,  but  all  the  instructions^  both  those 
given  for  the  plaintiff  and  those  given  for  the  defendant^  must 
be  considered  together  as  ^^*  one  charga    Upon  examining 
the  instructions  given  for  the  defendant,  we  find  that  five  of 
them,  distinctly  and  in  express  terms,  say  to  the  jury  that  the 
plaintiff  cannot  recover  unless  he  shows  that  at  the  time  of  the 
injury  he  was  in  the  exercise  of  ordinary  care.     Plaintiff's  first 
instruction,  although   unnecessarily   announcing   the  now   ob- 
solete doctrine  of  comparative  negligence,  is  not  inconsistent 
with  the  five  instructions  of  the  defendant,  which  require  the 
exercise  of  ordinary  care  as  a  condition  to  the  right  of  recovery, 
and  when  it  is  read  in  connection  with  such  instruction  it  could 
not  have  misled  the  jury.     This  view  is  sustained  by  the  fol- 
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lowing  dedsions  of  this  court:  Willard  ▼.  Swansen,  126  IlL 
381,  18  N.  E.  548;  Chicago  etc.  B.  R.  Co.  ▼.  Warner,  123  IlL 
38, 14  N.  E.  206;  Village  of  Mansfield  v.  Moore,  124  111.  133, 
16  X.  E.  246;  Calnmet  Iron  etc.  Co.  v.  Martin,  115  IlL  358,  3 
N.  E.  456;  Chicago  etc.  R  E.  Co.  ▼.  Johnson,  103  111.  512; 
Chicago  etc.  B.  R.  Co.  ▼.  Johnson,  116  111.  206,  4  N.  E.  381.'* 

No  instmction  advised  the  jury  that  the  plaintiff  could  re- 
cover if  she  was  guilty  of  negligence  herself.  It  is  therefore  not 
a  case  where  the  instructions  are  inconsistent  with  each  other, 
60  that  the  jury  could  not  tell  which  instruction  to  follow,  but 
it  is  a  case  where  an  element  lacking  in  one  instruction  is  sup- 
plied by  another,  and  the  exception  is  therefore  not  well  taken. 

Instractions  numbered  6  and  7,  asked  by  the  defendants, 
were  refused.  Each  would  have  advised  the  jury  that  if  the 
plaintiff  had  knowledge  of  the  dangerous  and  unsafe  condition 
of  the  wall,  and  could  at  a  moderate  expense  have  prevented 
its  fall,  it  was  her  duty  to  have  incurred  this  expensa  What 
we  have  already  said  in  discussing  infitruction  No.  13  given  on 
the  part  of  the  plaintiff  disposes  of  the  erron  assigned  upon  the 
refusal  of  these  instructions  6  and  7. 

The  judgment  of  the  appellate  court  will  be  affirmed. 


The  Bubjeet  of  Party-icalU  is  discussed  at  length  in  the  monographic 
note  to  Dtinscomb  v.  Bandolph,  89  Am.  St.  Bep.  924-945. 

If  the  Owner  of  a  Building  Leaves  the  Walls  standing  in  a  dangerous 
condition  after  a  fire,  he  is  liable,  after  the  expiration  of  a  reason- 
able time,  for  failing  to  take  measures  to  prevent  the  waUs  from 
falling:  Ainsworth  v.  Lakin,  180  Mass.  397,  91  Am.  St.  Bep.  314, 
62  N.  £.  746,  57  L.  B.  A.  132;  Lauer  ▼.  Palms,  129  Mich.  671,  89 
N.  W.  694,  58  L.  B.  A.  67;  Sessengat  ▼.  Posej,  67  Ind.  408,  33  Am. 
Bep.  98;  City  of  Andeisoa  ▼.  East,  117  Ind.  126^  10  Am.  St.  Ben. 
35.  19  K.  £.  726. 
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STATE  T.   CHICAGO,   MILWAUKEE   AND   ST.    PAUL 

RA.ILWAY    COMPANY. 

[122  Iowa,  22,  96  N.  W.  904.] 

&AILWAY,  Inability  of  to  Pasaengor  for  not  Btsfffplng  at 
OrosBliigs^ — ^If  an  engineer  is  not  liable  to  a  passenger  for  not  stop- 
ping at  a  crossing,  as  required  by  the  code  of  Iowa,  the  eorporatimi 
tn  whose  employ  he  is  cannot  be  held  liable,     (p.  256.) 

STATin^S,  VENAL,  Oonstnictlon  of  .—If  a  statute  is  penal  in 
character,  it  ought  not  to  be  construed  as  fixing  a  liability  where 
there  is  no  fault.  Hence,  though  a  statute  declares  that  all  trains 
upon  any  railway  which  intersects  or  crosses  any  other  railway  on 
the  same  level  shall  be  brought  to  a  full  stop  at  a  distance  of  not 
less  than  two  hundred  and  not  more  than  eight  hundred  feet  from  the 
point  of  intersection,  and  that  any  engineer  violating  the  provisioas 
of  the  section  shall  be  fined  one  hundred  dollars,  and  the  corporation 
on  whose  road  the  offense  is  committed  two  hundred  dollars  for 
each  offense,  neither  can  be  held  liable  where  the  failure  to  stop  was 
due  to  the  brakes  not  working  in  the  usual  manner,     (p.  256.) 

PENAL  ACTIONS — ^Burden  of  Proof. — ^In  a  penal  action  to 
recover  a  penalty  for  not  stopping  at  a  crossing,  as  required  by  the 
statute,  the  burden  of  proof  is  on  the  prosecution  to  show  that  the 
faOure  to  so  stop  was  due  to  the  fault  of  the  defendant,     (p.  ZS6.) 

PENAL  ACTIONS — ^Reasonable  Doubts— In  a  penal  action  the 
state  must  assume  the  burden  of  proof,  but  need  not  show  that  the 
offense  has  been  committed  beyond  a  reasonable  doubt.  Such  eases 
are  controlled  by  the  rule  of  evidence  governing  civil  actions,  (pp. 
266,  257.) 

OON8TITUTIONAL  LAW— Pmiiflhing  Ballway  for  Aet  of  En- 
gineer.— A  statute  imposing  a  penalty  on  a  railway  corporation  for 
the  failure  of  its  engineer  to  stop  at  a  crossing  is  not  unconstitu- 
tionaL  It  merely  exacts  of  the  corporation  the  auty  of  seeing  that 
its  employ 6  acts  in  obedience  to  the  statute,     (p.  258i.) 

Action  to  recover  of  the  defendant  corporation  a  penalty  for 
not  stopping  a  train  at  a  railway  crossing  as  required  by  seo- 
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tion  2073  of  the  Code,  a  copy  of  which  is  set  out  in  the  opinion 
of  the  court.  Verdict  and  judgment  for  the  statet^  and  the 
defendant  appealed. 

«r.  C.  Cook^  K  H.  Addison  and  H.  LoomiSy  for  the  appellant. 

G.  A.  Underwood,  for  the  state. 

»  LADD,  J.     The   defendant  admitted   the  failure  of  its 
train  to  stop  within  eight  hundred  feet  and  more  than  two 
hundred  feet  from  the  crossing,  and  interposed  the  defense  that 
the  engineer  in  charge  did  all  he  could  to  stop  it,  but  that,  ow- 
ing to  the  brakes  not  working  in  fhe  usual  manner,  the  momen- 
iom  of  the  train  carried  it  orer  the  crossing.    The  court  sub* 
mitted  the  case  to  the  jury  on  the  theory  that  the  burden  of 
pnx)f  was  on  the  defendant,  in  order  to  exonerate  itself  from 
liability,  to  show  by  a  preponderance  of  evidence  that  the  fail- 
ure to  stop  was  not  due  to  any  negligence  on  the  part  of  its 
employ^  in  operating  the  train,  or  of  the  company  in  not  hav- 
ing proper  appliances,  or  in  keeping  those  had  in  proper  condi- 
tion, and  that  the  company  might  be  liable  even  though  the 
engineer  was  not.    Possibly  that  should  have  been  the  law,  but 
it  was  not  so  written  by  the  legislature.    The  statute  in  ques- 
tion leads:  "All  trains  run  upon  any  railroad  •*  in  this  state 
vhkh  intersects  or  crosses  any  other  raiboad  on  the  same  level 
shall  be  brought  to  a  full  stop  at  a  distance  of  not  less  than 
two  hundred  and  not  more  than  eight  hundred  feet  from  the 
point  of  intersection  or  crossing,  before  such   intersection  or 
crossing  is  passed,  except  as  otherwise  provided  in  this  chapter. 
Any  engineer  violating  the  provisions  of  this  section  shall  for- 
feit one  hundred  dollars  for  each  offense,  to  be  recovered  in  an 
action  in  the  name  of  the  state  for  the  benefit  of  the  school 
Aind,  and  fhe  corporation  on  whose  road  the  offense  is  com- 
mitted shall  forfeit  the  sum  of  two  hundred  dollars  for  each 
offense  to  be  recovered  in  like  manner^' :  Code,  sec.  2073.    The 
hitter  part  of  the  statute  is  purely  penal  in  character,  with  the 
evident  object  of  punishing  the  offender,  rather  than  afford  a 
Kmeij  for  the  wrongful  act.    In  this  respect  it  differs  radically 
from  provisions  awarding  damages  flowing  from  certain  acts^ 
"nch  as  the  setting  out  of  fire.    Its  meaning,  then,  cannot  be 
extended  beyond  the  terms  employed.    But  one  offense  is  de- 
nounced by  it>  and  that  is  the  ojnission  of  the  engineer  to  stop 
flie  train  as  required.    The  first  sentence  commands  what  shall 
be  done— defines  a  duty;  the  first  clause  of  the  second  sentence 
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imposes  a  penalty  on  any  engineer  for  "each  oflfense'^  of  omit- 
ting such  duty;  the  second  clause  of  the  second  sentence  adda 
a  penalty  against  the  corporation  "on  whose  road  such  offense 
is  committed.'*  To  what  do  these  last  words  refer?  Manifestly, 
to  the  offense  of  which  the  engineer  la  guiUy.  No  other  ia 
mentioned  in  the  section.  The  statute  cannot  be  fairly  read 
otherwise.  The  thought  seems  to  have  been  that,  na  the  en- 
gineer controls  the  train,  the  fault  in  failing  to  stop  as  required 
is  primarily  his,  and  secondarily  that  of  the  company  for  which 
he  acts.  There  is  no  ground  for  holding  that  the  company  may 
be  liable  independent  of  any  fault  of  the  engineer.  The  forfeit- 
ure of  the  corporation  is  made  to  depend  upon  his  guilt  of  the 
offense  defined,  and  upon  that  only. 

^^  2.  As  the  statute  is  purely  penal  in  character,  it  ought 
not  to  be  construed  as  fixing  an  absolute  liabiliiy.    A  failure 
to  stop  may  sometimes  occur,  notwithstanding  the  utmost  efiforts 
of  the  engineer.    In  such  even  this  omission  cannot  be  regarded 
as  unlawful    The  law  never  designs  the  infliction  of  punish- 
ment where  there  is  no  wrong.    The  necessity  of  intent  of  pur- 
pose is  always  to  be  implied  in  such  statutes.    An  actual  and 
conscious  infraction  of  duty  is    contemplated.    The    maxim, 
''Actus  non  f  acit  reum  nisi  mens  sit  rea,^^  obtains  in  all  penal 
statutes  unless  excluded  by  their  language.    See  Begins  t.  ToI- 
son,  23  Q.  B.  Div.  168,  where  it  was  said :  ''Crime  is  not  com- 
mitted where  the  mind  of  the  person  committing  the  act  is 
iimocenf    See,  also,  Sutherland  on  Statutory  Construction, 
sec.  354  et  seq.    No  doubt  many  statutes  impose  a  penalty  re- 
gardless of  the  intention  of  those  who  violate  them,  but  these 
ordinarily  relate  to  matters  which  may  be  known  definitely  in 
advance.    In  such  cases  commission  of  the  offense  is  due  to 
neglect  or  inadvertence.    But  even  then  it  can  hardly  be  sup- 
posed the  offender  would  be  held  if  the  act  were  committed 
when  in  a  state  of  somnambulism  or  insanity.    As  it  is  to  be 
assumed  in  the  exercise  of  the  proper  care  that  the  engineer 
has  control  of  his  train  at  all  times,  proof  of  the  mere  failure  to 
stop  makes  out  a  prima  facie  case.    But  this  was  open  to  ex- 
planation, and  if,  from  that  given,  it  was  made  to  appear  that 
he  made  proper  preparation,  and  intended  to  stop,  and  put 
forth  every  reasonable  effort  to  do  so,  he  should  be  exonerated: 
See  Purley  v.  Chicago  etc.  By.  Co.,  90  Iowa,  146,  67  N.  W. 
719,  23  L.  R.  A.  73. 

This,  however,  did  not  shift  the  burden  of  proof.    It  was 
still  on  the  state  to  show  that  the  offense  had  been  committed 
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(see  Chaffee  t.  TTnited  States,  18  Wall.  517,  21  L.  ed.  908) ; 
not,  however,  by  proof  beyond  a  reasonable  doubt,  as  contended 
bf  appellant.     Suit  for  a  penalty  is  by  ordinary  proceedings, 
and  the  general  ^^  mles  prevailing  in  civil  actions  should  gov- 
ern.   Ordinarily,  a  party  to  suoceed  must  establish  the  aver- 
ments  of   his  petition  by  a  preponderance  of   evidence  only. 
There  are  exceptions  in  equitable  actions,  in  which  clear  and 
satisfactory  evidence  is  required  for  the  reformation  of  an  in- 
strument and  the  like,  but  we  now  recall  no  instance  of  an  ac- 
tion to  be  prosecuted  by  ordinary  proceeding  in  which  more 
tiian  a  bare  preponderance  of  the  evidence  is  exacted:  Mc An- 
nuity V.  Seick,  69  Iowa,  686,  13  K  W.  743 ;  Coit  v.  Churchill, 
61  Iowa,  296,  16  N.  W.  147 ;  Truman  v.  Bishop,  83  Iowa,  697, 
50  N.  W.  278 ;  Callan  V.  Hans(Hi,  86  Iowa,  420,  53  N.  W.  282 ; 
Jamison  v.  Jamison,  113    Iowa,  720,  84   N.  W.  705.    Even 
though  a  criminal  act  be  the  basis  of  reoovery,  the  same  rule 
obtains:  Welch  v.  Jugenheimer,  66  Iowa,  11,  41  Am.  Rep.  77, 
8«.  W.  673;  Riley  v.  Norton,  65  Iowa,  306,  21  N.  W.  649. 
An  action  for  a  penalty  or  forfeiture    should    form  no  ex- 
ception to  the  rule.    A  civil  liability  only  is  involved,  and 
none  of  the  reasons  for  exacting  full  proof,  save  the  imputation 
ol  wrongdoing  as  in  a  criminal  action,  obtain :  People  v.  Briggs, 
114  N.  Y.  66,  20  N.  E.  820;  Hitchcock  v.  Hunger,  16  N.  H. 
^7;  State  v.  Kansas  City  etc.  Ry.  Co.,  70  Mo.  App.  634;  Haw- 
loetz  V.  KasB  (C.  C),  26  Fed.  765;  16  Ency.  of  PL  &  Pr.  295. 
Ab  said  in  the  first  of  the  above  cases:  'The  purpose  of  the 
action  is  not  the  pimishment  of  the  defendant  in  the  sense 
legitimately  applicable  to  the  term,  but  such  action  is  brought 
to  recover  the  penalty  as  a  fixed  sum  by  way  of  indemnity  to 
the  public  for  the  injury  suffered  by  reason  of  the  violation  of 
the  statute.     The  effect  is  merely  to  charge  the  defendant  with 
pecuniary  liability,  while  a  criminal  prosecution  is  had  for  the 
pnrpose  of  punishment  of  the  accused.*'    Chaffee  v.  United 
States,  18  WaU.  616,  21  L.  ed.  908,  is  sometimes  cited  to  the 
contrary,  and  seems  to  have  been  relied  on  in  reaching  the 
cwiclusion  that  the  intensity  of  proof  should  be  beyond  a  rea- 
wnaUe  doubt  in  Gulf  etc.  Ry.  Co.  v.  Dwyer,  84  Tex.  195,  19 
S.  W.  470;  but,  as  pointed  out  in  Hawloetz  v.  Kass,  25  Fed. 
765,  that  question  does  not  ^  appear  to  have  been  considered. 
See,  also,  Riker  v.  Hooper,  35  Vt.  457,  82  Am.  Dec.  646.    The 
weight  of  authority  is  with  our  conclusion  that  the  right  to 
^^ver  may  be  established  by  a  preponderance  of  the  evi- 
ience. 

Am.  St  B^.  ToL  101-17 
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Appellant  questions  the  constitutionality  of  the  statute  in  so 
far  as  it  imposes  a  penalty  upon  the  corporation  for  an  offense 
of  the  engineer.  As  we  understand  the  argument^  it  ia  that 
the  legislature  has  no  power  to  enact  a  statute  punishing  one 
person  for  an  offense  committed  by  another.  Such  is  not  the 
purport  of  this  statute,  however.  The  engineer  is  a  mere  em- 
ploy6  or  agent  of  the  corporation.  He  is  selected  by  it  for 
this  position  of  great  responsibility  in  the  operaticm  of  its  prop- 
erty, and  is  under  its  directions.  The  statute  exacts  of  the 
corporation  the  duty  of  seeing  to  it  that  such  employ^  or  agent 
do  this  in  obedience  to  the  statute,  and  on  failure  to  do  bo  in- 
flicts a  penalty,  not  alone  for  the  omission  of  the  engineer^  but 
for  its  failure  to  compel  the  proper  discharge  of  his  duty» 
Other  errors  assigned  will  not  be  likely  to  arise  on  another  trial* 

Beversed. 


Whether  arnot  a  Criminal  Intent  or  guilty  knowledge  is  a  neeoeBary 
element  of  a  statntory  offense  is  a  matter  of  constmetion,  to  b« 
determined  from  the  language  of  the  statute  in  view  of  its  manifest 
purpose  and  design:  Commonwealth  ▼.  Weiss,  139  Pa^  St.  247,  2S 
Am.  St.  Bep.  182,  21  Atl.  10,  11  Ii.  B.  A.  530.  See,  too,  People  T. 
Curtis,  129  Mich.  1,  87  N.  W.  1040,  95  Am.  St.  Bep.  404,  and  eases 
cited  in  the  cross-reference  note  thereto;  Bussell  ▼.  State,  66  Ark. 
185,  74  Am.  St.  Bep.  78,  49  S.  W.  821;  Haggertj  v.  St.  Louis  lee 
etc.  Co.,  143  Mo.  238,  65  Am.  St.  Bep.  647,  44  S.  W.  1114,  40  Ii.  B. 
A.  151.  Ordinarily,  the  intent  to  violate  a  statute  is  present  wkea 
a  person  commits  an  act  xyrohibited  by  statute:  State  v.  Hildebraad, 
62  Neb.  136,  89  Am.  St.  Bep.  743,  87  N.  W.  25. 

In  Actions  to  Recover  a  Penalty  the  defendant's  guilt  need  be  es- 
tablished only  by  a  clear  preponderance  of  the  evidence,  for  the 
suit  is  in  the  nature  of  a  civil  proceeding:  Town  of  Havana  v.  Biggs^ 
58  111.  483;  Boberge  v.  Bumham,  124  Mass.  277;  Hitchcock  v.  Munger, 
15  N.  H.  97;  People  v.  Briggs,  47  Hun,  266,  affirmed  in  114  N.  T. 
56,  20  N.  E.  820;  Campbell  v.  Bums,  94  Me.  127,  46  AtL  812;  Louis- 
ville etc.  B.  B.  Co.  V.  Hill,  115  Ala.  834,  28  South.  163.  Compare  Louis- 
ville ete.  B.  B.  Co.  y.  Commonwealth.  23  Ky.  Law  Bep.  1900,  66  8. 
W.  605. 
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BEEBB  T.  MAGOUN. 

[122  Iowa,  94,  97  K.  W.  986.] 

UOMUTlTUTlONAIi  LAW— Taxatloa— Notice  to  Prapily 
Oviwr.  WlMU  SaqvireiL—WheneTer  the  amount  of  the  taxes  to  be 
exacted  depends  on  the  judgment  or  discretion  of  those  fixing  the 
Tilue  of  the  property  or  the  benefits  hj  which  such  amonnt  is  to  be 
measored,  an  opportunity  must  be  given  the  property  owner  to  be 
heard.  Hence,  if  an  assessment  is  anthorized  for  the  constmetion  of 
drainage  ditches  to  be  equitably  divided  among  the  property  owners 
along  or  in  the  vicinity  of  the  improvement  and  thoee  benefited 
thereby,  and  no  provision  is  made  for  notice  to  the  persons  assessed 
and  an  opportunity  to  be  heard  against  the  assessment,  the  statute 
is  unconstitutional  as  taking  property,  without  duo  proeesi  of  law. 
(p.  262.) 

Suit  to  enjoin  the  conection  of  an  aseeesment  to  raise  fnnds 
to  pay  for  a  drainage  ditch.  The  petition  waa  dismissed,  and 
file  plaintiff  appealed. 

J.  S.  Lothiop,  for  the  appellants. 

Shaw,  Sims  &  Knehnle  and  P.  A.  Sawyer,  for  the  appellees. 

**  LADD,  J.  By  proceedings  somewhat  irregnlar,  but  in 
substantial  conformity  witii  sections  1939  to  1951,  inclusive,  of 
the  Code,  a  ditch  was  located,  ^^commendng  at  or  near  a  dump 
of  trees  growing  near  the  center  of  S.  E.  i  of  section  15,  Tp.  86, 
S.  45  westy  in  Woodbury  ooimty,  and  running  thence  in  a 
southeast  direction  to  the  south  line  of  Woodbury  county,  at 
or  near  the  center  of  the  south  line  of  section  35  in  said  town- 
ship and  range/'  From  there  on  it  extended  into  Monona 
county.  Appropriate  orders  were  made  by  the  board  of  super- 
Tisors,  the  contracts  for  the  excavation  let,  and,  as  we  imder* 
stand,  mudi  of  the  work  had  been  done  before  this  suit  was 
b^un.  ''All  the  land  benefited  by  the  location  and  construction 
of  tiie  improvement**  was  divided  into  the  classes  "dry/*  'low," 
•*  "wet,**  and  "swamp**;  and  the  appraisers  reported  that  they 
had  made  "an  equitable  apportionment  of  the  cost,  expenses, 
cost  of  construction,  fees^  and  damages  assessed  for  the  construc- 
tion of  any  such  improvement  ....  among  the  owners  of  the 
land  along  or  in  the  vicinity  of  such  improvement,  and  to  be 
l)enefited  thereby,  in  proportion  to  the  benefit  to  each  of  them.*' 
Such  proportional  amount  was  duly  levied  by  the  board  of  su- 
pervisors against  the  respective  tracts  of  land  thought  to  have 
been  benefited:  Code,  sec  1946.    The  ditch  did  not  run  through 
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the  land  of  the  plaiutiffB,  nor  did  their  lands  abut  thereon. 
Their  lands  were  at  considerable  distance  from  the  ditch^  though 
probably  not  wholly  without   benefit    from    its    constmction. 
These  owners  never  received  notice  of  any  of  the  proceedingSy 
and  were  not  apprised  of  the  levy  of  the  apportionate  share  of 
the  necessary  outlay  until  long  after  the  time  fixed  for  taking 
an  appeal  from  the  assessment  to  the  district  court,  provided 
for  by  section  1947,  had  expired.    Nor  do  the  statutes  require 
any  notice,  save  "on  the  owner  of  each  tract  of  land  through  or 
abutting  upon  which^'  the  proposed  improvement  is  to  be  made. 
The  primary  purpose  of  this  notice  is  to  enable  them  to  make 
claim  for  damages  which  may  be  occasioned  by  the  construction 
of  the  ditch.     Whether  it  will  also  serve  as  notice  that  the  cost, 
etc.,  will  be  apportioned,  and  in  part  levied  against  their  lands, 
is  not  now  for  determination. 

The  extent  of  appellant's  contention  is  that  in  so  far  aa  the 
statutes  authorize  the  assessment  and  levy  of  taxes  against  lands 
through  which  the  ditch  does  not  run,  and  which  do  not  abut 
upon  it,  they  are  in  confiict  with  the  provision  of  the  state  con- 
stitution prohibiting  deprivation  of  properiy  without  due  pro- 
cess of  law.    By  "due  process  of  law,^'  in  a  case  like  this,  in 
meant  "notice  and  an  opportunity  of  being  heard,''  and  the 
necessity  therefor,  as  prerequisite  to  the  taking  of  private  prop- 
erty by  taxation,    is  uniformly  recognized.    The    subject    re- 
ceived thoughtful  ••  consideration  in  Gatch  v.  City  of  Des 
Moines,  63  Iowa,  718,  18  N.  W.  310,  and  the  conclusion  was 
reached  that  "the  arbitrary  appropriation  of  private  pro^pertj 
without  notice  and  without  an  opportunity  for  hearing  cannot 
be  defended  upon  any  natural  principle  of  justice,  and  ought 
not  to  be  tolerated  and  upheld  by  ihe  courts,''  and  that  "in 
the  ordinary  methods  of  assessment  and  valuation  of  property 
for  taxation,  whether  for  general  or  special  purposes,  the  au* 
thorities  are  very  nearly  uniform  to  the  effect  that  it  is  neces- 
sary to  the  validity  of  the  assessment  that  the  property  owner 
should  have  notice  and  an  opportimity  to  be  heard."    In  that 
case  statutes  authorizing  the  assessment  of  the  cost  of  street  im- 
provements against  abutting  lots  without  notice  to  the  owners, 
and  without  affording  an  opportuniiy  of  being  heard,  were  de- 
clared to  be  inimical  to  the  provisions  of  the  constitution.    The 
question  was  again  considered  at  length  in  Ferry  v.  Campbell, 
110  Iowa,  290,  81  N.  W.  604,  60  L.  R.  A.  92,  where  statutes 
imposing  an  inheritance  tax  were  declared  subject  to  the  same 
infirmity.    Exceptions  there  may  be  as  in  the  case  of  a  poll  tai^ 
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a  license  tax,  and  the  like,  where  the  amount  to  be  exacted  is 
definitely  fixed^  and  a  hearing  would  be  of  no  avail  The 
amount  of  the  tax  is  not  open  to  contest  in  snch  cases,  though 
the  liability  for  sudi  amount  may  be,  and  can  be,  raised  subse- 
quently by  disputing  its  collection,  or  in  an  action  to  recover 
it  when  obtained  by  duress.  McMillan  v.  Anderson^  95  U.  S. 
37,  M  Ll  ed.  335,  cited  by  appellee,  was  such  a  case.  See,  also, 
Hodge  ▼.  Muscatine  Co.,  121  Iowa,  482,  96  N.  W.  968.  So 
where  the  amount  is  merely  the  result  of  a  mathematical  cal- 
culation the  same  rule  obtains:  Amery  v.  City  of  Keokuk,  72 
Iowa,  701,  30  N.  W.  780.  But  whenever  the  amount  of  tax 
to  be  exacted  depends  upon  the  exercise  of  the  judgment  and 
discretion  of  those  fixing  the  value  of  the  property  or  benefits 
by  which  such  amount  is  to  be  measured,  an  opportunity  for 
correction  must  be  a£Forded:  Trustees  of  Griswold  College  v. 
City  of  Davenport,  65  Iowa,  633,  22  N.  W.  904.  "It  ^  is  not 
enough,''  as  was  said  by  the  court  of  appeals  in  Stuart  v. 
Palmer,  74  N.  Y.  183,  30  Am.  Bep.  289,  **that  the  owners 
chance  to  have  notice,  or  that  they  may,  as  a  matter  of  favor, 
have  a  hearing.  The  law  must  require  notice  to  them,  and 
give  them  the  right  to  a  hearing,  and  the  opportunity  of  being 
heard." 

The  presumption  ordinarily  prevails  that  a  hearing  would  be 
advantageous,  and  whenever  there  is  doubt  the  burden  is  upon 
tiie  party  upholding  the  tax  to  show  the  contrary :  Auer  v.  City 
of  Dubuque,  65  Iowa,  65,  22  N.  W.  914.  The  facts  of  this 
case  bring  it  clearly  within  the  rule  exacting  an  opportunity 
of  being  heard.  In  apportioning  the  outlay  for  the  ditch,  the 
appraisers  must  exercise  judgment  and  discretion  in  dividing 
the  lands  drained  into  the  four  classes,  according  to  benefits, 
and  in  determining  to  which  class  each  tract  belongs.  If  all 
land  in  each  class  is  to  bear  the  same  relative  burden,  then  the 
proportion  to  be  borne  by  that  in  each  of  the  different  classes 
is  to  be  determined  in  the  same  way.  So,  too,  if  the  law  be  so 
construed  that  the  benefits  to  each  tract  are  to  be  separately 
estimated  and  assessed.  The  levy  made  by  the  board  of  super- 
visors then  depends  not  only  upon  the  estimation  of  benefits  to 
be  received  by  a  particular  tract,  but  upon  the  comparison  of 
the  relative  benefits  to  the  different  tracts  or  classes  of  land 
drained.  Indeed,  it  would  be  difficult  to  imagine  a  case  in 
which  the  judgment  and  discretion  in  fixing  values  as  the  basis 
of  the  tax  levy  enter  more  largely.  Such  assessments  are  uni- 
versally recognized  as  being  peculiarly  subject  to  infirmities,  and 


263  American  State  Eepoets,  Vol.  101.         [Iowa, 

provision  for  fheir  review  and  correction  through  notice  and 
an  opportunity  for  hearing  at  some  time  by  some  tribunal  de- 
clared by  the  authorities  generally  as  essential  to  their  validity. 
Section  1947  of  the  Code  points  out  the  mode  of  hearing,  but, 
as  said,  there  is  no  provision  whatever  for  the  service  of  notice 
upon  others  than  the  owners  of  the  land  through  ®®  which 
the  ditch  runs,  or  abutting  upon  it.    The  contention  of  appellee 
that  this  court  has  ever  declared  notice  not  essential  in  such  a 
case  is  without  foundation.    In  Yoemans  v.  Riddle,  84  Iowa, 
147,  50  N.  W.  886,  the  ditch  had  been  established  under  stat- 
utes prescribing  notice,  and  the  court  held  that  reopening  or 
repairing  the  same  might  be  done,  and  the  costs  assessed,  with- 
out other  notice  than  the  previous  construction  of  the  ditcK  and 
the  law  afforded.    This,  as  we  understand  the  opinion,  was 
upon  the  theory  that  the  reopening  and  repairing  were  contem- 
plated in  the  original  construction,  and  the  authority  exercised 
was  then  conferred  upon  the  board.    As  summarized  by  the 
court:  ^^It  is  very  plain  that  the  jurisdiction  acquired  by  the 
original  petition,  notice,  and  other  proceedings  continues,  and 
that  the  duty  of  exercising  that  jurisdiction  is  imposed  upon 
the  board  of  supervisors.'^    In  this  view,  the  notice  was  con- 
tinuing, and  the  owners  of  the  land  within  the  district  created 
by  the  location  of  the  ditch  and  the  levy  of  taxes  bound  to  avail 
themselves  of  the  statutory  remedies  without  other  information, 
the  same  as  in  the  case  of  the  general  taxation.    Manifestly  it 
was  not  intended  to  hold  that  notice  may  be  entirely  dispensed 
with  in  the  levy  of  special  assessments  against  property.     In 
Oliver  v.  Monona  County,  117  Iowa,  43,  90  N.  W.  610,  the  pro- 
ceedings were  under  the  statute  providing  for  the  establishment 
of  a  drainage  district,  and  the  court  held  that  notice  and  an 
opportunity  to  be  heard  upon  the  question  whether  his  land 
was  properly  included  within  the  district  were  all  the  land 
owner  can  justly  demand.    The  statute,  in  so  far  as  it  author- 
izes the  estimation  of  benefits  to  lands  not  abutting  on  a  ditch, 
and  through  which  it  is  not  to  be  excavated,  and  the  levy  of 
taxes  accordingly  for  such  improvement  without  notice  to  the 
owner,  is  a  clear  and  palpable  invasion  of  the  fundamental  law 
forbidding  the  taking  of  private  property  without  due  process 
of  law. 
Beiversed. 


As  to  the  Oonstitutiondlity  of  drainage  and  irrigation  statutes,  see 
Pioneer  Irr.  Dist.  v.  Bradley,  8  Idaho,  310,  6S  Pac.  295,  ante,  p.  201, 
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and  eases  cited  in  the  eroae-ref erenee  note  thereto.  Proeeedings  for 
street  zmproFemente  require  notice  and  opportunity  to  be  heard  whert 
the  cost  of  the  improvement  is  be  apportioned  among  those  benefited: 
^arrin  ir.  Danosman,  114  Ind.  429,  5  Am.  St.  Bep.  637,  10  N.  E.  8S6; 
atomrt  ▼.  Palmer,  74  N.  Y.  183,  80  Am.  Bep.  289. 


MTJBBAT  ▼.  WILCOX. 

[122  Iowa,  188,  97  N.  W.  1087.] 

FBOOBSS.^ — ^The  Immimitj  firom  Senrloe  of  Cttrll  Pioeeai  on 
«  witnees  whUe  attending  the  trial  in  another  state  to  giro  eridenee 
seems  to  be  uniyersally  recognized,     (p.  263.) 

PBOCTBSS — Bxemption  of  Party  to  Action  from  Servloe  of 
"WhUe  Attending  OoorL — A  nonresident  defendant  in  a  criminal  prose- 
ention  attending  the  courts  of  the  state  for  the  purpose  of  his  trial 
im  exempt  from  the  service  of  ciyil  process  while  coming  and  depart- 
ing;, SB  well  as  while  actually  in  attendance  at  court,     (p.  267.) 

Acfioii  for  breach  of  promise  of  marria^  After  the  service 
of  process  on  the  defendant,  he  moved  to  set  aside  such  service 
on  the  ground  that  when  it  was  made  he  was  a  nonresident 
and  was  in  attendance  on  one  of  its  courts  on  the  trial  of  an 
indictment  against  him  for  a  felony.  The  affidavit  filed  in 
sapport  of  the  motion  showed  that  the  defendant  came  to  the 
state  from  Nebraska  on  October  23,  1901,  at  which  time  he 
was  put  on  trial  under  one  indictment*  and  another  pending 
against  him  was  dismissed;  that  he  intended  to  return  to  his 
home  by  the  first  train  after  these  proceedings,  but  before  he 
•could  do  so  process  in  this  action  was  served  on  him.  The  mo- 
aoa  was  overruled,  and  at  a  subsequent  term  judgment  by 
default  was  entered  against  him,  from  which  he  appealed. 

No  appearance  for  the  appellee. 

Tom  EL  Milner^  for  the  appellant 

**^  LADD^  J.  The  immunity  from  service  of  civil  process 
of  a  witness  while  attending  a  trial  in  a  state  other  than  that 
of  his  residence  to  give  evidence  seems  to  be  universally  recog- 
nized. The  privilege  protects  him  in  coming,  in  staying,  and 
in  reaming,  if  he  acts  in  good  faith,  and  without  unreason- 
able delay:  Sherman  v.  Gundlauch,  37  Minn.  118,  33  N.  W* 
-549;  Mitchell  y.  Wixon,  63  Mich-  641,  19  N.  W.  176;  Thomp- 
«on's  Case,  122  Mass.  428,  23  Am.  St.  Bep.  370 ;  Person  v.  Oder, 
£6  N.  Y.  124,  23  Am.  Bep.  36.     See  note  to  Mullen  v.  Sanborn, 
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79  Md.  364,  47  Am.  St  Rep.  421,  29  Atl.  522,  25  L.  B.  A.  72L 

As  to  whether  a  party  is  entitled  to  a  like  exemption  there  i» 
Bome  conflict  in  the  authorities.     In  Bishop  v,  Vose,  27  Conn. 
1,  the  defendant,  a  resident  of  another  state,  had  come  to  Con- 
necticut to  attend  the  trial  of  a  case  which  he  had  caused  to 
be  brought,  and  he  was  held  not  exempt  from  the  service  of 
summons;  but  in  Wilson  Sewing  Machine  Co.  v.  Wilson  (C.  C.)^ 
22  Fed.  803,  and  ^^  Wilson  Sewing  Machine  Oo.  v.    Wilson^ 
61  Conn.  595,  it  was  decided  otherwise  as  to  a  nonresident  de- 
fendant whose  attendance  was  necessary  both  as  a  witness  and 
to  instruct  his  counsel,  the  reason  for  the  distinction  being  that 
a  plaintiff  having  sought  the  aid  of  the  couris  of  another  state 
ought  not  to  shrink  from  being  subjected  to  their  control,  while- 
the  attendance  of  the  defendant  may  be  said  to  be  compulsory. 
In  Baldwin  v.  Emerson,  16  B.  I.  304,  27  Am.  St.  Bep.  741, 
15  Atl.  83,  however,  this  distinction  was  disregarded,  and  fbe- 
reason  for  exempting  either  a  plaintiff  or  a  defendant  in  a 
civil  action,  because  of  being  a  nonresident,  from  service  of 
summons,  was  declared  '^fanciful,  rather  than  substantial^' i 
See,  also,  ElUs  v.  De  Garmo,  17  B.  I.  715,  24  Atl.  579,  19  Lr.  JL 
A.  561.     But  a  different  view  has  been  taken  by  the  great  weight 
of  authority,  declaring  both  party  and  witness  alike  entitled 
to  the  privilege:  First  Nat  Bank  v.  Ames,  39  Minn.  179,  3^ 
N.  W.  308;  Shaver  v.  Letherby,  73  Mich.  500,  41  N.  W.  677;. 
Fisk  V.  Westover,  4  S:  Dak.  233,  46  Am.  St.  Sep.  780,  55  N. 
W.  961;  In  re  Healy,  53  Vt.  694,  38  Am.  Bep.  713;  Andrews- 
V.  Lembeck,  46  Ohio  St.  38,  15  Am.  St.  Bep.  547,  18  K  E.  483 ;. 
Matthews  v.  Tufts,  87  N.  Y.  568;  Wilson  v.  DonaldBon,  117 
Ind.  356,  10  Am.  St.  Bep.  48,  20  N.  E.  250,  3  L.  B.  A.  266;. 
Halsey  v.  Stewart,  4  N.  J.  L.  367. 

As  a  party  may  testify  in  his  own  behalf  in  this  state,  there- 
is  no  room  for  the  distinction  made  between  parties  and  wit- 
nesses, save  possibly  as  suggested  in  the  Coimecticut  cases.    The 
reasons  for  exemption  from  service  of  process  have  been  so 
often  steted  that  repetition  seems  superfluous.     They  relate  to 
the  free  and  unhampered  administration  of  justice  in  our  courts,, 
and  are  as  applicable  to  service  of  summons  or  original  notice- 
as  the  beginning  of  an  action  by  arrest  on  civil  process  under 
the  old  common-law  practice.     Said  Elliott,  J.,  in  Wilson  v. 
Donaldson,  117  Ind.  356,  10  Am.  Si  Bep.  48,  20  N.  E.  250,  3- 
L.  B.  A.  266,  concerning  the  exemption:  *'It  is  his  privilege, 
^•^  under  our   laws,  to  testify   in   his  own   behalf;  and  this- 
privilege  should  not  be  burdened  with  the  hazard  of  defending^ 
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other  actioiiB   in  our  forums.    Our  own  citizens  will  often 
derire  a  substantial  benefit  from  the  personal  appearance  of  a 
nonresident  defendant^  since  it  may  enable  them  to  obtain  a 
personal  judgment  which  else  were  impossible.    If  citizens  of 
other  states  are  allowed  to  come  into  our  jurisdiction  to  attend 
court  as  parties  or  witnesses,  and  to  freely  depart  from  it,  the 
sdministration  of  justice  will  be  best  promoted,  since  a  defend- 
ant's peiBonal  presence  is  often  essential  to  enable  his  counsel 
to  justly  conduct  his  defense.    The  principle  of  state  comity, 
too,  demands  that  a  citizen  of  another  state,  who  submits  to 
the  jurisdiction  of  our  courts,  and  here  wages  his  forensic  con- 
test, should  not  be  compelled  to  do  so  under  the  limitation  and 
obUgation  of  submitting  to  the  jurisdiction  of  our  courts  in 
every  case  that  may  be  brought  against  him.    While  coming - 
and  departing,  as  well  as  while  actually  in  necessary  attendance 
at  oourt^  he  should  be  fiee  from  the  hazard  of  being  compelled 
to  answer  in  other  actions.    It  is  an  evidence  of  respect  for 
our  laws  and  confidence  in  our  courts  that  he  comes  here  to  liti- 
gate, and  the  laws  he  respects  should  give  him  protection.    If 
he  can  come  only  under  the  penalty  of  yielding  to  our  jurisdic- 
^on  in  every  action  that  may  be  brought  against  him,  he  is 
deprived  of  a  substantial  right,  because  he  is  willing  to  trust 
our  courts  and  laws  without  removing  his  case  to  the  federal 
courts,  or  refusing  to  put  himself  in  a  position  where  personal 
judgment  may  be  rendered  against  him.    High  considerations 
of  public  policy  require  that  the  law  should  encourage  him  to 
freely  enter  our  forums  by  granting  immunity  from  process  in 
other  dvil  actions,  and  not  discourage  him  by  burdening  him 
with  the  obligation  to  submit  to  the  writs  of  our  courts  if  he 
comes  within  our  borders.'*    See,  also,  excerpts  from  numerous 
decisions  collected  in  note  to  25  L.  B.  A.  721.    Of  course,  there 
may  *•*  be  exceptions,  as  Mullan  v.  Sanborn,  79  Md.  364,  47 
Am.  St  Bep.  421,  29  Atl.  622,  26  L.  E.  A.  721,  where  a  plain- 
tiff  in  an  attachment  suit  came  from  another  state  to  testify, 
and  was  held  not  to  be  privileged  from  the  service  of  summons 
while  there  in  an  action  for  maliciously  bringing  the  attach- 
ment suit     Having  resorted  to  this  drastic  remedy,  the  equal 
administration  of  justice  seemed  to  demand  recoupment  of  the 
resulting  damages  in  the  same  jurisdiction. 

It  is  also  to  be  noted  that  the  decisions  with  reference  to 
immunily  of  witnesses  of  parties  from  service  of  process  or  sum- 
mons within  the  same  skite,  but  in  counties  other  than  their 
lesidenoe^  are  in  confiict:  See  Christian  v.  Williams^  111  Mo. 
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429,  20  S.  W.  96.    Though  that  question  is  not  involved,  il 
may  be  obeerved  that  it  is  probably  settled  by  the  statutes  oi 
this  state.    Unless,  then,  the  privilege  is  obviated  by  some  pro 
vision  of  our  code,  the  defendant  was  entitled  to  the  iminiinit) 
claimed.     Section  3541  provides  that  ^^the  mode  of  api>earancc 
may  be:  ....  1.  By  delivering  to  the  plaintiff  or   the  clerk 
of  the  court  a  memorandum  in  writing  to  the  effect  that  de- 
fendant appears,  signed  either  by  the  defendant  in  person  or  his 
attorney,  dated  the  day  of  its  delivery,  and  to  be  filed  in  the 
case;  2.  By  entering  an  appearance  in  the  appearance  docket 
or  judge's  calendar,  or  by  announcing  to  the  court  an  appear- 
ance which  shall  be  entered  of  record;  3.  By  an  appearance 
even  though  especially  made,  by  himself  or  attomej^  for  any 
purpose  connected  with  the  cause,  or  for  any  purpose  connected 
with  the  service  or  insufiSciency  of  the  notice;  and  an  appearance, 
special  or  other,  to  object  to  the  substance  or  service  of  the 
notice,  shall  render  any  further  notice  unnecessary,  but  may 
entitle  the  defendanii;  to  a  continuance,  if  it  shall  appear  to  the 
court  that  he  has  not  had  the  full  timely  notice  required  of  the 
substantial  cause  of  action  stated  in  the  petition.'^    The  object 
had  in  enacting  this  statute  was  te  do  away  with  allowing  a 
party  to  specially  appear  ^•^  for  the  sole  purpose  of  advising 
the  court  that  he  is  not  there:  See  Hodges  v.  Brett,  4  G.  Greene 
(Iowa),  345.    It  relates  to  the  acquirement  of  jurisdiction 
of  the  person,  and  not  what  shall  be  done  with  him  after  juris- 
diction has  been  obtained.    No  exception  was  taken  by  the  de- 
fendant to  the  manner  of  service  or  to  the  character  of  the  no- 
tice, and  he  admits  having  been  brought  into  court    What  he 
objected  to  was  being  detained  therein  and  compelled  to  plead 
to  plaintiff's  petition  and  litigate  the  issues  in  a  jurisdiction 
into  which  the  plaintiff  had  no  right  to  bring  him.      The 
sesvioe  is  merely  the  method  of  invoking  jurisdiction.     The 
immunity  extends  further,  and  shields  him  from  litigating  the 
controversy  in  the  place  where  he  was  exempt  from  service.    If 
he  had  failed  to  app!ear,  this  would  have  been  a  waiver  of  his 
privilege,  and  a  valid  and  binding  judgment  might  have  been 
rendered  against  him :  Thornton  v.  American  Writing  Machine 
Co.,  83  Ga.  288,  20  Am.  St  Eep.  320,  9  S.  E.  679 ;  Freeman  on 
Judgments,  sec.  296;  note  to  25  L.  R.  A.  721.    In  enacting 
the  above  statute,  and  in  authori2dng  suit  against  a  nonresi- 
dent in  any  county  of  the  state  where  found,  the  legislature 
had  no  thought  of  interfering  with  a  rule  concerndng  exemption 
from  service  of  notice:  Wilson  v.  Donaldson,  117  Ind.  366, 10 
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Am.  St  Sep.  48,  20  N.  E.  250,  3  L.  B.  A.  266;  Fisk  v.  Westover, 
4  S.  Dak.  39,  46  Am,  St  Bep.  780,  65  K  W.  961.  These  sUt- 
utes,  like  athers,  were  enacted  with  reference  to  the  great  body 
of  law  as  it  existed,  and  ahonld  not  be  isolated  therefrom  when 
being  constmed. 

The  snit  contemplated  is  such  as  may  be  properly  instituted, 
and  against  which  the  defendant  is  not  shielded  by  the  privileges 
of  his  situation.  The  ciicumstanoes  were  such  as  to  bring  the 
esse  clearly  within  the  rule  announced.  The  defendant  waa 
boond  to  be  in  attendance  of  court  to  avoid  the  forfeiture  of  his 
bond.  He  came  also  as  a  witness  in  his  own  behalf.  His  stay 
TO  not  unreasonable,  ^^  and  he  should  have  been  allowed  to 
go  henoa  from  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court,  which  had  been 
ill^ally  invc^ed  against  him.  The  remedy  by  motion  of  which 
defendant  availed  himself  wss  that  generally  recognized  by  the 
aalhoritiea  as  appropriate.  Indeed,  it  would  seem  that  no  other 
▼OQld  have  been  effective  in  relieving  him  from  in  some  way 
lesponding  to  the  petition  and  in  diflmismng  him  from  the 
eonrt's  jnrisdiction. 

Ee^ersed. 


A  NfmreHdent  Suitor,  whether  plaintiff  or  defendant,  eoming  Into 
a  state  for  the  sole  purpose  of  attending  the  trial  of  his  case,  sneh 
attendance  being  shown  to  be  necessary,  is,  aecordinfi^  to  the  better 
Tnle,  priYlleged  from  the  service  of  civil  process.  Some  authorities, 
however,  take  a  contrary  view:  See  the  monographic  note  to  Worth 
▼.  Norton,  76  Am.  St.  Bep.  536-538;  Chiynn  v.  McDaneld,  4  Idaho, 
W5,  95  Am.  St.  Eep.  158,  43  Pac.  74;  State  v.  Kennan,  33  Wash.  247, 
99  Anu  St.  Sep.  949,  74  Pac.  381;  Greenleaf  v.  People's  Bank,  133 
K.  C.  292,  98  Am.  St.  Bep.  709,  45  a  E.  638. 
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COWAN  T.  WESTERIT  UNION  TELEGRAPH  COMPANT. 

[122  Iowa,  379,  98  N.  W.  281.] 

TEUESOKAFH  OOBPOBATIONS.— DamagM  are  Becoveralil* 
for  Mental  Angolsli  and  Suffering  resulting  from  the  failure  of  • 
telegraph  corporation  to  properly  transmit  a  message,     (p.    270.) 

DAMAOES— Mental  Suffering.— In  an  Action  Soundinsr  tn  Tout 
the  rule  allowing  recovery  for  mental  suffering  ia  much  more  liberal 
than  in  actions  on  contract,     (p.  272.) 

DAMAGES,  When  not  Iklmited  to  the  Damages  Arisliiff  rrom 
fha  Breach  of  a  Contract* — ^Though  the  failure  of  a  telegrapb  cor- 
poration to  eorrectly  transmit  a  message  is  a  breach  of  a  eontraet, 
the  damages  to  which  it  is  liable  are  not  limited  to  the  plaintiff's 
damages  for  such  breach.  The  negligence  in  the  performance  of  the 
obligation  by  which  injury  resulted  to  him  is  a  tort,  damagree  for 
which  are  not  restricted  by  the  rules  applicable  to  ordinary  actions 
for  breach  of  contract,     (p.  273.) 

ACTIONS,  When  may  be  Treated  as  Ez  Delicto  Thoui^h  Based 
on  Contracts. — An  allegation  by  the  plaintiff  of  contractual  rela- 
tions with  him  in  an  action  against  a  telegraph  corporation  for  the 
failure  to  correctly  transmit  a  message  does  not  necessarily  make  the 
action  one  upon  contract.  These  matters  may  properly  be  pleaded 
by  way  of  inducement  preliminary  to  the  alleg^ation  of  facts  constitat- 
in^  a  tort,  and  the  action  may,  therefore,  be  treated  as  ex  delicto 
rather  than  ex  contractu,     (p.  273.) 

DAMAOES,  Consequential  in  Actions  of  Tort. — One  who  com- 
mits a  trespass  or  other  wrongful  act  is  liable  for  all  the  direct  in- 
juries resulting  from  such  act,  although  such  injury  could  not  have 
been  contemplated  as  a  probable  result  of  the  act  done.  Hence,  io 
this  class  of  actions,  recovery  may  be  had  for  mental  suffering,  (pk 
274.) 

DAMAGES — ^Mental  Suffering. — ^The  impossibility  of  providing 
any  exact  standard  or  measure  of  compensation  for  injured  feelings 
does  not  constitute  a  sufficient  reason  for  refusing  to  award  damages 
for  mental  anguish  resulting  from  the  incorrect  transmission  of  a  tele- 
gram,    (p.  275.) 

PUBADINO,  Contributory  Negligence,  Failure  to  Kegatlye. — 
A  complaint  against  a  telegraph  corporation  to  recover  damages  for 
its  negligently  failing  to  transmit  a  message  correctly,  need  not  allege 
the  absence  of  contributory  negligence  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff, 
where  the  statute  provides  that  such  a  corporation  is  liable  for  all 
mistakes  or  delays  in  transmitting  or  receiying  messages  over  its 
lines,  and  that  in  actions  to  recover  damages  thus  caused,  the  burden 
is  on  the  corporation  to  prove  that  the  mistake  or  delay  was  not 
due  to  its  negligence,     (p.  275.) 

Action  to  recover  damages  for  the  incorrect  transmiasion  of 
a  telegram  claimed  to  be  due  to  the  negligence  of  the  defendant 
corporation.  Verdict  and  judgment  for  the  plaintiff,  and  the 
defendant  appealed. 
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George   H.  Fearons,  Carr,  Hewitt,  Parker   &   Wright   and 
Caidcadden  &  Bnrk,  far  the  appellant 

ComtB  &  Tomlinaon  and  W.  E.  Blake,  for  the  appellee. 


WEAVEE,  J.    The  evidence  tends  to  estahlish  the  fol- 
lowing Bt&te  of   facts:  James   Henry   Cowan   died  in   Louisa 
county,  Iowa,  on  or  about  January  12,  1901.    Immediately 
upon  his  death,  his  widow,  the  plaintiff  herein,  prepared  to  take 
his  body  to  the  home  of  his  parents  and  other  family  relatives, 
nsMT  SeatoQ,  Illinois,  for  bnriaL    To  apprise  these  friends  of 
the  decease  of  her  husband,  and  to  insure  their  meeting  her  at 
flie  station  upon  her  arrival  with  the  body  and  accompanying 
her  to  the  family  home,  some  miles  in  the  country,  she  sent  a 
measage  by  the  defendant  to  one  Robert  Swearinger,  who  was 
aa  acquaintance  of  the  family,  and  the  manager  of  a  telephone 
exdiange  at  Seaton,  as  follows:  '^Harry  dead.    Arrive  with 
OMrpee  at  6  A.  M.    Tell  Thomas.     [Signed]  Edith  Cowan." 
THie  message  was  received  by  Swearinger  in  the  evening,  in  time 
to  have  notified  the  parties;  and  he  would  have  given  the  no- 
tice, aitd  plaintiff  would  have  been  met  at  the  station  and  cared 
for  as  expected  by  her  but  for  the  mistake  or  negligence  of  the 
tel^;raph    company.     As   delivered    by   the    telegraph    com« 
pany,  the  message  was  signed,  *TEdith  Erwin,"  and  Swear- 
inger, not  knowing  and  being  unable  to  learn  of  any  per- 
son of  that  name,  and  not  knowing  for  whom  the  message 
was  in  fact  intended,  did  nothing  with  it^    The  relatives  of  the 
deceased,  having  received  no  notice  of  his  death  or  of  the  coming 
of  the  widow,  did  not  meet  her  at  the  station.    Arriving  there, 
and  finding  none  of  the  friends  in  waiting,  and  no  preparation 
made  for  the  conveyance  of  herself  and  the  body  of  her  husband 
to  their  destination  in  the  country,  plaintiff  was  much  dis- 
tressed in  mind,  end,  to  some  extent,  broken  down  in  bodily 
strength.     She  was  tiiereupon  taken  to  a  hotel  by  a  brother, 
who  accompanied  her,  aiid  placed  upon  a  couch,  where  she  re- 
mained three  or  four  hours,  until  her  friends  had  been  notified, 
and  arrived  with  conveyance  for  her  accommodation.    These 
allegations  are  not  in  serious  dispute,  and  upon  them  plaintiff 
seelffl  to  recover  damages.    The  jury  return^  a  verdict  in  her 
favor  for  two  hundred  and  seventy-fiive  dollars,  and  from  the 
judgment  entered  thereon  defendant  appeals. 

•®*  It  will  be  observed  that  the  basis  of  plaintiff^s  claim  for 
damages  is  mental  anguish  and  suffering  resulting  to  her  from 
the  failure  of  defendant  to  properly  transmit  the  message  to 
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SweariBger.  That  such  damages  are  recoverable  in  a  proper 
case  was  held  by  this  court  in  Mentzer  v.  Western  Union  Tel. 
Co.,  93  Iowa,  762,  67  Am.  St  Bep.  294,  62  N.  W.  1,  28  L.  R. 
A.  72,  and,  unless  we  abandon  that  precedent,  plaintiff^s  right 
of  action  must  be  conceded.  Anticipating  this  suggestion,  coun- 
sel for  appellant  submit  an  able  and  elaborate  argument  in  sup- 
port of  their  contention  that  the  Mentzer  case  should  be  over* 
ruled.  The  decision  of  that  case  was  reached  only  after  much 
deliberation  and  a  careful  review  of  the  authorities.  Most  of 
the  cases  now  so  exhaustively  marshaled  were  then  called  to 
our  attention,  and  their  bearing  and  valuo  duly  considered. 
We  are  still  satisfied  with  the  result  there  announced,  and  recog* 
nize  its  authority  as  a  precedent  in  the  case  before  us.  The 
opinion  accompanying  that  decision  sets  forth  very  fully  the 
principles  upon  which  it  is  founded,  and  there  is  no  occasion' 
for  their  restatement  at  this  time. 

We  are  reminded  by  counsel  that  Beese  v.  Western  Union 
TeL  Co.,  123  Ind.  294,  24  N.  E.  163,  7  L.  E.  A.  683,  cited  by 
us  in  support  of  our  decision  in  the  Mentzer  case,  has  since  been 
overruled  by  the  Indiana  court  This  appears  to  be  the  case,, 
but  we  must  be  permitted  to  say  that,  being  satisfied  with  the 
strength  of  the  reasoning  and  soundness  of  the  principles  an- 
nounced in  the  first  case,  we  are  not  disposed  to  concur  in  their 
reoantation.  Uniformity  in  judicial  holdings  throughout  the 
various  jurisdictions  of  the  nation  is  much  to  be  desired,  and, 
where  it  prevails,  no  court  should  lightly  disregard  it,  or  intro- 
duce confusion  into  the  precedents.  But  where,  as  upon  the 
questions  raised  by  this  appeal,  there  is  an  irreconcilable  con- 
flict in  the  decisions,  and  respectable  courts  are  arrayed  upon 
either  side  of  the  controversy,  we  feel  at  liberty  to  adopt  the 
theory  which  seems  to  wa  most  logical,  reasonable  and  just^ 
without  special  reference  to  the  numerical  preponderance  of  the 
authorities.  As  suggested  in  the  Mentzer  case:  '^One  of  the 
crowning  glories  of  the  ^^^^  common  Uw  has  been  its  elasticity 
and  adaptability  to  new  conditions  and  new  states  of  fact.  •  .  •  . 
Should  it  ever  fail  to  be  adjustable  to  the  new  conditions  which 
age  and  experience  bring,  then  its  usefulness  is  over,  and  a 
new  social  compact  must  be  entered  into.''  It  is  nevertheless 
true  that  every  demonstration  of  this  elastic  quality  of  the 
common  law,  and  every  readjustment  made  necessary  by  chang- 
ing conditions,  has  been  accomplished  over  the  insistent  protest 
and  opposition  of  those  who  have  professed  to  find  in  it  a  subtle 
and  dangerous  attack  upon  fundamental  principles.    The  recog- 
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idtioii  of  the  right  of  a  pftrtj  iiiid€T  certain  circnmstancee  to 
reooyer  substantial  dianiages  for  phTBical  and  mental  suffering 
has  been  no  exception  to  this  rule^  and  even  yet  it  is  the  subject 
of  much  controYersy.  Becovery  of  snch  damages  was  at  first 
SDUgfat  to  be  confined  to  cases  of  nental  suffering  arising  from 
physical  injury  wrongfully  or  negligently  inflicted.  So  strictly 
and  literally  has  this  rule  been  applied,  that  in  some  jurisdic- 
tions it  has  been  held  that  a  wrongful  act  producing  nervous 
shock  or  frigbt,  which  results  in  physical  prostration,  insanity^ 
and  death,  affords  no  cause  of  action  against  the  wrongdoer: 
MitAeU  y.  Rochester  etc  R  R.  Co.,  161  N.  Y.  107,  66  Am.  St 
Bep.  604,  46  N.  E.  364,  34  L.  R.  A.  781 ;  Haile  y.  Texas  etc. 
By.  Co.,  60  Fei  667,  9  C.  C.  A.  134,  23  L.  R.  A.  774 ;  Ewing 
T.  Kttsburgh  etc  Ry.  Co.,  147  Pa.  St.  40,  30  Am.  St.  Rep.  709, 
23  AtL  340^  14  L.  R.  A.  666.  The  doctrine  thus  approyed  is 
m  manifestly  unjust^  and  so  out  of  harmony  with  the  general 
qnrit  of  the  law,  that  many  courts  haye  wholly  repudiated  it, 
while  still  others  bave  limited  and  modified  it  by  important 
eiceptions.  In  direct  opposition  to  the  cases  aboye  cited  as  to 
damages  arising  from  fright  or  neryous  shock  in  the  absence  of 
immediate  physical  injury,  we  may  note  Gulf  etc.  Ry.  Co.  y. 
Hayter,  93  Tex.  239,  77  Am.  St  Rep.  866,  64  S.  W.  944,  47 
L  H.  A.  325;  Pupoell  y.  St  Paul  etc.  Ry.  Co.,  48  Minn.  134, 
50  N.  W.  1034,  16  L.  R.  A.  203 ;  HiU  y.  Kimball,  76  Tex.  210, 
13  8.  W.  59,  7  L.  R.  A,  618;  OHyer  y.  La  Valle,  36  Wis.  696; 
Statz  y.  C9ii<»go  etc.  Ry.  Co.,  73  Wis.  147,  9  Am.  »»  St  Rep. 
769,  40  N.  W.  663 ;  Watkins  y.  Kaolin  Co.,  131  N.  C.  636,  42 
S.  B.  983,  60  L.  R.  A.  617;  Waiaon  y.  Dilts,  116  Iowa,  249,  93 
Am.  St  Rep.  239,  89  N.  W.  1068,  67  L.  R.  A.  669. 

Becoyery  has  also  been  permitted  for  the  mental  suffering  of 
a  hnBband  on  account  of  the  illness  of  his  wife,  occasioned  by 
the  negligent  act  of  a  railroad  company  in  causing  them  to 
ftlight  from  the  train  at  an  unreasonable  distance  from  the 
proper  station  (Brown  y.  Chicago  etc.  Ry.  Co.,  64  Wis.  342,  41 
Am.  Bep.  41,  11  N.  W.  356,  911) ;  also  for  mental  suffering 
oocanoned  by  the  malicious  prosecution  of  a  ciyil  action  (Cohn 
V.  Saidel,  71  N.  H.  568,  63  AtL  800) ;  for  mental  and  bodily 
suSering  sustained  by  a  sick  person  while  awaiting  the  arriyal 
of  a  physician,  whose  coming  had  been  delayed  by  failure  of  a 
tel^raph  company  to  deliyer  a  message  sent  him  (Western 
Union  TeL  Co.  y.  Church,  3  Neb.  (Unofficial)  22,  90  N.  W. 
878,  57  L.  R.  A.  906)  ;  for  neryous  shock  and  mental  distress  of 
a  woman  who  was  wrongfully  required  to  leaye  the  train  upon 
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which  she  was  a  passenger^  though  no  physical  force  or  yiolence 
was  used  in  excluding  her  (Sloane  v.  Southern  Cal.  By.  Co., 
Ill  Cal.  668,  44  Pao.  320,  32  L.  R.  A.  193) ;  for  humiliation 
by  wrongful  arrest  in  the  presence  of  family  and  friends  (Flam 
V.  Lee,  116   Iowa,   289,  93   Am.  St  Bep.  242,  90   N.  W.  47 ; 
Shatto  V.  Crocker,  87  CaL  629,  26  Paa  921) ;  and  for  injury 
to  feelings  of  one  whoee  property  ha6  been  wrongfully  attached 
(City  Bank  v.  Jeffries,  73  Ala.   183).    Under  a  California 
statute,  permitting  the  father  to  mainftain  an  action  for  the 
death  of  a  minor  diild,  and  providing  that  such  damages  may 
be  given  as,  under  all  the  circumstances,  may  be  just,  it  is  held 
that  the  parent's  mental  anguish  may  be  considered  by  the  jury 
in  finding  its  verdict.    Practically  parallel  in  point  of   fact 
with  this  case  is  Western  Union  TeL  Co.  v.  Qiffen,  27  Tex.  Civ. 
App.  306,  65  S.  W«  661,  and  a  recovery  of  substantial  damages 
is  there  sustained.    For  further  reaffirmation  of  the  same  prin- 
ciple, see  Bennett  v.  Western  Union  Tel.  Co.,  128  N.  C.  103, 
38  S.  E.  249 ;  Western  Union  Tel.  Co.  v.  Van  Cleave,  107  Ky. 
464,  92  Am.  St.  Rep.  366,  22  Ky.  Law  Rep.  63,  64  S.  W.  827 ; 
Western  Union  Tel.  Co.  v.  Fisher,  107  Ky.  413,  21  Ky.  Law  Rep. 
1293,  64  S.  W.  830;  Western  Union  Tel.  Co.  v.  Crocker,  135 
^^  Ala.  497,  33  South.  45,  69  L.  R.  A.  398.     Some  of  the  fore- 
going  cases  go  much  further  than  is  necessary  for  us  to  go  in 
disposing  of  this  appeal,  and  we  cite  them  not  as  adopting  all 
their  conclusions,  but  as  indicating  that  the  rule  asserted  by  the 
appellant  is  not  to  be  considered  as  of  xmiversal  application. 

In  the  case  now  sought  to  be  overruled  we  call  attention  to 
the  proposition  (often  overlooked  in  discussing  this  much-vexed 
question)  that  in  an  action  sounding  in  tort,  the  rule  allowing 
recovery  for  mental  suffering  is  much  more  liberal  than  in  ac- 
tions on  oontract  Many  of  the  decisions  which  deny  the  sound- 
ness of  the  rule  adopted  in  the  Mentzer  case  expressly  plant 
their  finding  upon  the  principle  that  mental  suffering  cannot 
be  presumed  to  have  been  within  the  contemplation  of  the  parties 
to  the  contract  as  a  necessary  or  natural  result  of  its  breach. 
For  instance,  the  supreme  court  of  Minnesota,  in  an  action 
for  damages  on  account  of  nondelivery  of  a  telegram,  says: 
"This  action  is  not  one  of  tort,  but  on  contract.  ....  We  are 
therefore  left  to  determine  the  question  here  presented  accord- 
ing to  the  rules  of  common  law  applicable  to  damages  for  breach 
of  contract*':  IVancis  v.  Western  Union  TeL  Co.,  68  Minn. 
262,  49  Anu  St.  Rep.  607,  69  N.  W.  1078,  26  L.  R  A.  406.  If 
this  premise  be  admitted,  it  must  aleo  be  conceded  that  the  con- 
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elusion  announoed  by  that  eminent  court  is  supported  by  many 
precedents.     We  caonot  agree^  however,  that,  in  a  ca4se  of  this 
kind,  plaintiff  is  limited  to  his  damages  as  for  a  breach  of  con* 
tract   Tme,  appellant^s  undertaking  to  transmit  the  message  was 
a  contract  obligation;  but  n^ligence  in  the  performance  of  that 
obligati(»i,  by  which  injury  results  to  the  sender,  is  a  tort,  dam« 
ages  for  which  are  not  restricted  by  rules  applicable  to  ordinary 
actions  for  breach  of  contract    The  appellant  company  is  en- 
gaged in  a  public  employment^  and  is,  within  certain  limits,  to 
be  considered  and  treated  as  a  common  carrier:  Gillis  y.  West- 
em  Union  TeL  Co.,  61  Vt  461,  15  Am.  St.  Hep.  917,  17  Atl. 
736,  4  L.  R.  A*  611;  Parks  v.  Alta  California  Tel.  Co.,  13  CaL 
"•  422,  73  Am.  Dec.  689.    As  such,  it  is  charged  with  a  com- 
mon-law duty,  and  ^'an  action  may  be  brought  in  tort,  although 
the  breach  of  duly  is  the  doing  or  not  doing  of  something  con- 
trary to  an  agreement  made  in  the  course  of  such  employment^' : 
Southern  Express  Co.  v.  McVeigh,  20  Qratt  264.    "A  breach 
of  duty  of  a  common  carrier  is  a  breach  of  the  law,  for  which 
an  action  lies,  and  which  wants  not  a  contract  to  support  it^' : 
Bretherton  ▼.  Wood,  3  B.  &  B.  54,  6  Moore,  141,  9  Price,  408 ; 
Burkle  v.  Ells,  4  How.  Pr.  288;  McPeek  v.  Western  Union 
TeL  Co.,  107  Iowa,  362,  70  Am.  St  Eep.  205,  78  N.  W.  63, 
43  L.  S.  A.  214.    This  principle  is  discussed  with  great  clear- 
ness and  thoroughness  in  Brown  y.  Chicago  etc.  By.  Co.,  54 
Wis.  342,  41  Am.  Rep.  41,  11  N.  W.  356,  .911,  where  it  is 
flaid  in  reference  to  the  facts  pleaded  as  constituting  action- 
able negligence:  '^All  these  matters  are  a  breach  of  contract  to 
carry  the  passenger  safely,  yet  the  carrier  is  held  liable  in  an 
action  for  tort  •  •  .  •  All  the  cases  hold  that  the  person  in- 
JTiied  through  the  negligence  or  carelessness  of  the  carrier  may 
proceed  eith^  upon  contract,  alleging  the  negligent  acts  of  the 
defendant  as  a  breach  of  the  contract,  or  he  may  proceed  in 
tort,  making  the  negligence  of  the  company  the  ground  of  his 
right  of  recovery.** 

The  allegations  by  the  plaintiff  of  contractual  relations  with 
the  defendant  does  not  necessarily  make  the  action  one  upon  con- 
tract, for  these  matters  are  often  properly  pleaded  by  way  of 
inducement  preliminary  to  an  allegation  of  facts  constituting 
a  tort  Nor  is  this  rule  peculiar  to  actions  against  carriers ; 
Britt  V.  Pitts,  111  Ala.  401,  20  South.  484;  Fordyce  v.  Nix,  58 
Ark.  136,  23  S.  W.  967;  Leeds  v.  Richmond,  102  Ind.  372,  1  N. 
E.  711 ;  Carter  v.  Glass,  44  Mich.  154,  38  Am.  Rep.  240,  6  N. 
W.  200 ;  Stanley  v.  Bircher,  78  Mo.  245 ;  Ashmore  v.  Pennsyl- 
wnia  Steam  Towing  Co.,  28  N.  J.  L.  180;  Dungan  v.  Bead, 
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167  Pa.  St  393,  31  AtL  639 ;  Harvey  v.  Skipwith,  16  Gratt.  393 ;: 
Nelfion  V.  Harrington,  72  Wis.  691,  7  Am.  St  Eep.  900,  40  N. 
W.  228,  1  L.  R  A.  719. 

If,  then,  we  may  treat  this  action  bs  one  ex  delicto,  rather 
than  ex  oontracta,  it  becomes  important  to  note  the  enlarged 
•®®  scope  of  the  claim  for  recoverable  damages.    In   an  ac- 
tion upon  oontract  it  is  usually  laid  down  that  no  damages^ 
can  be  recovered  save  those  which  may  reasonably  be  supposed 
to  have  been  contemplated  by  the  parties  as  the  probable  result- 
of  a  breach  of  the  agreement,  and  this  is  the  principle  almost 
invariably  appealed  to  or  relied  upon  by  the  courts  which  deny 
the  liability  of  telegraph  companies  for  damages  on  account  of 
mental  suffering.    Eecovery  in  tort  is  not  thus  limited.     The 
rule  applicable  to  such  cases  is  that  ^^a  party  who  commits  a 
trespass  or  other  wrongful  act  is  liable  for  all  the  direct  in'- 
jury  resulting  from  such  act  although  such  resulting  injury 
cotdd  not  have  been  contemplated  as  a  probable  result  of  the 
act  done*' :  Brown  v.  Chicago  etc.  Ry.  Co.,  64  Wis.  342,  41  Am* 
Bep.  41, 11  N.  W.  366,  911;  Keenan  v.  Cananaugh,  44  Vt  268;. 
Meballic  etc.  Co.  v.  Pitchburg  R.  R.  Co.,  109  Mass.  277,  12  Am. 
Bept  689;  Hill  v.  Winsor,  118  Mass.  261;  1  Sedgwick  on  Dam- 
ages, 130,  note;  Bowas  v.  Pioneer  T.  L.,  2  Saw.  21,  Fed.  Cas. 
No.  1713.    Under  this  rule  it  has  often  been  held  that  damages- 
for  mental  suffering  may  be  recovered,  and  such  allowance  ha» 
not  been  strictly  confined  to  wrongs  involving  bodily  injury. 
The  Minnesota  court,  which,  as  we  note  in  the  Francis  case, 
denies  the  right  of  such  recovery  against  a  telegraph  company 
on  the  theory  that  the  action  is  ex  contractu,  has  not  hesitated 
to  allow  damages  of  this  nature  in  certain  actions  in  tort :  Lar-^ 
eon  V.  Che«e,  47  Minn.  307,  28  Am.  St.  Rep.  370,  60  K  W. 
238,  14  K  R.  A.  86.    In  the  cited  case,  plaintiff  alleged  the 
wrongful  dissection  by  the  defendant  of  the  dead  body  of  her 
husband,  and  asked  for  damages  on  account  of  mentid  suffer- 
ing alone.     The  court  after  noting  the  confusion  which  has 
arisen  in  the  cases  ^'as  to  when,  if  ever,  mental  suffering,  as  a 
distinct  element  of  damages,  is  a  subject  for  compensation,^^ 
says:  'T5ut  where  the  wrongful  act  constitutes  an  infringe- 
ment on  a  legal  right,  mental  suffering  may  be  recovered  for, 
if  it  is  the  direct,  proximate,  and  natural  result  of  a  wrongful 
act  ....  That  mental  suffering  would  ordinarily  be  the  nat- 
ural and  proximate  result  of  knowledge  that  *®^  the  remains  of 
the  deceased  husband  had  been  mutilated  is  too  plain  to  admit  of 
argument    The  decisions  which  recognize  the  right  to  recover 


Jan*  1904.]     Cowan  v.  Westebk  TJkiok  Tbl.  Co.  275 

damages  for  mental  pain  and  anxiety  caused  by  negligence  of  a 
iel^raph  company  in  transmitting  messages  involving  matters 
of  life  ajod  death  need  no  better  justification  than  is  found  in 
the  principles  here  so  clearly  stated. 

The  thought  urged  upon  our  attention^  that  claims  of  this 
nature  should  be  disallowed  because  of  the  impossibility  of  pro- 
viding any  exact  standard  or  measure  of  compensation  of  in- 
jured feelings^  and  that  recognition  of  such  right  of  recovery 
will  be  followed  by  an  enormous  increase  of  litigation^  does  not 
impress  us  as  a  persuasive  consideration.  It  is  no  more  diffi- 
cult to  fix  a  compensation  for  mental  anguish  in  cases  like  the 
one  at  bar  than  in  cases  of  mental  suffering  arising  from  physical 
injury,  and  very  few  persons,  we  think,  will  be  found  ready  to 
say  tiie  latter,  when  wrongfully  occasioned,  should  not  afford 
a  ground  of  recovery.  As  to  the  prospect  of  vastly  increased 
litigation,  the  fears  expressed  by  the  appellant  find  little  foun- 
dation in  the  judicial  history  of  the  state.  The  Mentzer  case 
was  decided  ten  years  ago,  and  the  present  is  the  first  occasion 
we  have  had  in  that  decade  to  again  consider  the  precise  ques- 
tion there  presented.  This  showing  is  a  pretty  fair  indication 
that  the  doctrine  there  affirmed  has  not  proved,  and  is  not 
likely  to  prove,  the  opening  of  a  Pandora's  box  of  evil  for  the 
vexation  or  destruction  of  legitimate  business. 

2.  It  is  finally  insisted  that  plaintiff's  petition  does  not  state 
a  cause  of  action,  because,  while  it  allies  the  negligence  of  de- 
fendant, it  does  not  allege  the  absence  of  contributory  negli- 
gence on  her  own  part  We  think  the  rule  contended  for  is  not 
applicable  in  this  case.  Our  statute  provides  (Code,  section 
2164)  that  a  telegraph  company  is  liable  for  all  mistakes  or 
delays  in  transmitting  or  receiving  messages  over  its  lines,  and 
tliat,  in  actions  brought  to  recover  damages  thus  caused,  the 
burden  is  upon  the  company  to  prove  that  the  mistake  or  delay 
is  not  due  to  its  own  negligence.  *®®  This,  we  think,  relieves 
the  plaintiff  from  the  necessity  of  alleging  that  she  did  not  con- 
tribute to  her  own  injury. 

We  find  no  error  in  the  record,  and  the  judgment  of  the 
district  court  is  affirmed. 


Menial  AnguUh  as  an  element  of  damages  is  considered  in  the 
monographic  note  to  West  ▼.  Western  Union  Tel.  Oo.,  7  Am.  St.  Bep. 
534-537.  And  damages  for  mental  pain  resulting  from  negligence  in 
sending  a  telegram  is  considered  in  the  monographic  notes  to  Western 
Union  Tel.  Co.  ▼.  Cooper,  10  Am.  St.  Rep.  788-790;  Western  Union 
TeL  Co.  y.  Lnek,  66  Am.  St.  Bep.  873-875.    On  this  question  the  au- 
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thorities  are  conflicting:  See  the  recent  cases  of  Western  Union  TeL 
Co.  V.  Waller,  96  Tex.  589,  97  Am.  St.  Rep.  936,  74  a  W.  751;  Gray  v. 
Telegraph  Co.,  108  Tenn.  39,  91  Am.  St.  Eep.  706,  64  S.  W.  1063,  56 
L.  R.  A.  301;  Connelly  v.  Western  Union  TeL  Co.,  100  Va.  51,  40  &  E. 
618,  56  L.  R.  A.  663,  93  Am.  St.  Rep.  919,  and  cases  cited  in  the  cross- 
reference  note  thereto.  Damages  for  fright  are  discussed  in  the 
monographic  note  to  Gulf  etc.  Ry.  Co.  y.  Hayter,  77  Am.  St.  Bep. 
862-865;  Sanderson  y.  Northern  Pac.  Ry.  Co.,  88  Minn.  162,  97  Am. 
St.  Rep.  509,  92  N.  W.  542,  60  L.  R.  A.  403. 


COOLET  y.  BARKER. 

[122  Iowa,  440,  98  N.  W.  289.J 

JUDGMENTS  of  Justices  of  tbe  Peace — Jurisdiction  Based  on 
Forgery. — When  a  contract  as  sued  upon  contains  a  stipulation  mak- 
ing it  payable  at  a  specified  place,  which  stipulation,  if  genuine,  wonld 
giye  the  justice  of  the  peace  at  that  place  jurisdiction,  and  it  is 
there  sued  upon  and  judgment  rendered  by  default,  such  judgment  is 
yoid  if  such  stipulation  was  in  fact  a  forgery,  being  added  to  the 
contract  after  its  execution  without  the  authority  of  the  maker,  (p. 
278.) 

JUDGMENT,  Belief  from  In  Equity — ^Laches. — A  party  cannot 
be  denied  relief  from  a  yoid  judgment,  because  of  laches,  where  there 
has  been  no  attempt  to  enforce  it,  because,  until  then,  the  complainant 
had  no  occasion  to  act.     (p.  278.) 

JUDGMENT,  Belief  Against,  Though  It  is  Shown  that  the 
Defendant  was  not  Indebted. — ^In  a  suit  to  enjoin  the  enforcement 
of  a  judgment  on  the  ground  that  it  is  yoid,  the  complainant  ia  not 
required  to  show  that  he  is  not  indebted  on  the  cause  of  action  which 
was  the  basis  of  the  suit.     (p.  278.) 

Suit  to  enjoin  the  levy  of  an  execution  and  the  enforoement 
of  a  judgment  of  a  justice  of  the  peace  of  Pottawattamie  county 
rendered  against  a  nonresident  of  that  county.  Plaintiff's  peti- 
tion was  dismissed  and  he  appealed. 

John  Lindt  and  Temple,  Hardinger  &  Temple,  for  the  ap- 
pellant. 

J.  B.  Sweet  and  Stone  &  Tingley,  for  the  appellees. 


.1- 


^^  DEEMER,  C.  J.    Plaintiff  is  a  resident  of  Clarke  county,  : 

Iowa.    In  the  year  1898  he  gave  an  order  for  lightning-rods  :? 

***  to  an  agent  of  Cole  Brothers,  a  copartnership  doing  busi-  i 

ness  at  Council  Bluffs,  in  Pottawattamie  county.    The  rods  •; 

were  erected,  and  plaintiff  refusing  to  pay  therefor,  an  assignee  :j 

of  the  contract  brought  action  for  the  contract  price  before  a  ^ 
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justice  of  the  peace  in  and  for  Pottawattamie  county^  and  exhib- 
ited an  inBtnunent  which,  on  ita  f ace^  made  the  contract  price 
payable  at  Council  BlnfEs,  Iowa.  A  notice  of  the  action^  reciting 
that  the  contract  was  by  its  terms  to  be  performed  at  Conncil 
BluSsj  was  served  upon  plaintiff  in  Clarke  county^  Iowa;  and, 
as  he  failed  to  appear  before  the  justice  of  the  peace  on  return 
day^  a  judgment  was  rendered  against  him  for  the  contract 
price,  which  was  afterward  transcripted  to  the  district  court  of 
Pottawattamie  county.  Thereupon  an  execution  issued,  which 
vas  about  to  be  leyied  upon  plaintiff's  property  ia  Clarke  county, 
whezeupon  this  action  was  commenced  in  Pottawattamie  county 
against  the  plaintiff  in  the  judgment  and  the  officer  having  the 
execution,  to  enjoin  the  levy  thereof  and  to  restrain  the  en* 
forcement  of  the  judgment. 

Claim  is  made  that  the  justice  who  rendered  the  judgment 
vas  without  jurisdiction,  for  the  reason  that  while  the  contract, 
as  presented  to  him,  was  made  payable  at  Council  Bluffs,  yet 
this  provision  was  not  in  the  contract  when  he  signed  it,  and 
that  it  is  in  fact  a  forgery.  This  is  denied,  and  this  denial 
raises  an  issue  of  fact,  which  must  first  be  determined  before 
we  reach  the  legal  propositions  involved.  An  examination  of 
ihe  record  leads  us  to  the  conclusion  that  plaintiff^s  contention 
as  to  the  facts  is  true,  and  that  the  instrument,  when  signed  by 
him,  did  not  contain  this  provision  for  payment  at  Council 
Bluffs.  It  was  this  provision  which,  under  our  statute,  gave  the 
justice  jurisdiction  of  the  case.  Without  it,  he  had  no  juris- 
diction of  a  resident  of  another  county.  Even  if  the  defendant 
W  appeared,  this  would  not,  under  our  decisions,  have  given 
the  justice  jurisdiction.  But  as  he  did  not  appear,  but  made 
default,  that  question  is  out  of  the  case.  A  court  which  in  fact 
has  no  jurisdiction  cannot,  by  deciding  that  it  has,  confer  upon 
itself  the  right  ^'^  to  adjudicate  a  controversy.  This  is  funda- 
mental doctrine,  although  there  are  exceptions  in  some  cases 
which  come  dangerously  near  overthrowing  the  rule.  With 
ftese  exceptions  we  have  nothing  to  do  in  this  case,  save  to  say 
that  they  do  not  apply. 

Appellees  contend  that  the  justice  was  required  to  determine 
this  matter  before  rendering  judgment,  and  that  his  finding 
is  conclusive.  This  contention  has  support  in  a  few  jurisdic- 
tions, notably  in  New  York,  but  to  our  minds  is  unsound  in 
theory  and  vicious  in  its  application.  If  the  court  in  fact  has 
no  jurisdiction,  its  judgment  is  subject  to  attack  whenever  and 
wherever  the  question  arises,  and  it  is  permissible  in  such  cases 


278  American  Stats  Bepobts^  Vol.  101.        [Iowa, 

to  show  by  parol  evidence  that  the  facts  which  apparently  gave 
jurisdiction  were  untrue.  If  this  were  not  true^  one  might  be 
concluded  by  a  court  having  no  right  to  take  cognizance  of  the 
subject  matter.  In  Porter  v.  Welch,  117  Iowa,  144,  90  N.  W. 
582,  we  held  that  a  justice  has  no  jurisdiction  over  a  resident 
of  another  county,  even  upon  appearance  by  that  party,  and 
that  the  objection  o{  want  of  power  or  right  in  such  cases  goes 
to  the  subject  matter,  rather  than  to  the  parties.  But  we  need 
not  go  that  far  here.  The  provision  for  performance  at  Coun- 
cil Bluffs  was  the  only  thing  that  gave  the  justice  jurisdiction^ 
and,  if  there  was  no  such  provision  when  plaintiff  herein  signed 
the  contract,  then  the  justice  had  no  right  to  consider  the  case. 
Plaintiff,  knowing  that  fact,  might  very  well  have  given  no 
attention  to  the  notice  which  was  served  upon  him,  for  he  knew 
that,  whatever  the  justice  might  do,  the  conclusion  would  not 
be  binding  upon  him :  Hamilton  v.  Millhouse,  46  Iowa,  74.  Of 
course,  if  the  justice  had  jurisdiction  and  the  right  to  decide, 
and  plaintiff  herein  was  relying  simply  on  his  defense  of  altera- 
tion of  the  instrument  to  defeat  recovery,  a  different  question 
would  be  presented.  In  such  a  case  he  should  have  made  his 
defense  b^ore  the  justice,  and,  in  the  event  of  faUure  to  do  so, 
would  be  concluded  by  the  judgment  This  clearly  illustrates 
the  distinction  between  a  right  decision  and  the  right  to  decide. 
In  one  case  the  judgment  is  conclusive,  and  in  ***•  the  other 
it  is  not  This  feature  of  the  case  is  ruled  by  Gregory  v. 
Howell,  118  Iowa,  26,  91  K  W.  779. 

Appellees  also  contend  that  plaintiff  is  not  entitled  to  relief 
because  of  laches,  and  for  the  further  reason  that  he  does  not 
show  that  he  was  not  in  fact  indebted  to  the  plaintiff  in  the 
judgment.  There  is  no  foundation  either  in  fact  or  law  for  the 
first  proposition.  Plaintiff  had  no  occasion  to  act  until  some 
attempt  was  made  to  enforce  the  void  judgment.  When  that 
was  done,  he  brought  his  action.  It  was  timely,  and  defend- 
ants were  in  no  manner  prejudiced  by  the  delay.  As  to  the 
second  point  the  cases  heretofore  decided  by  this  court  are 
against  appellees'  claim.  If  the  judgment  is  absolutely  void, 
as  this  one  was,  the  plaintiff  was  not  required  to  show  that  he 
was  not  indebted  on  the  cause  of  action  which  was  the  basis 
of  the  suit:  Arnold  v.  Hawley,  67  Iowa,  313,  25  N.  W.  259; 
Henkle  v.  Holmes,  97  Iowa,  695,  66  N.  W.  910;  Spencer  v. 
Bems,  114  Iowa,  26,  98  N".  W.  209,  and  cases  cited. 

We  do  not  set  out  the  evidence  on  which  we  rely  for  our 
conclusion  on  the  issue  of  fact     Suffice  it  to  say  that  it  strongly 
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preponderates  in  favor  of  the  plaintLFs  contention^  and  is  snfflh 
<aent,  we  think,  to  justify  the  relief  asked. 

The  case  will  be  reversed  and  remanded  to  &e  lower  court 
for  a  decree  in  harmony  with  this  opinion. 

^  If  a  Judgment  ia  void  for  want  of  jaiiBdietion  over  the  parties, 
it  generally  may  be  vacated  on  motion,  no  matter  what  length  of 
^ime  haa  elapsed  since  Its  entry:  See  the  monographic  note  to  Forman 
▼.  Forman,  60  Am.  St.  Bep.  642,  660.  Gonsnlt,  also  Heppe  y.  Szeze< 
pai&flki,  209  HI.  88,  70  N.  E.  737,  ante,  p.  221,  and  authorities  cited 
in  the  cross-reference  note  thereto.  The  question  of  extrinsic  evi* 
-deuce  for  and  against  jurisdictional  infirmities  in  snch  cases  is  coa- 
«idered  at  pages  644-647  of  the  aboye  note. 


BNGBRETSON  v.  SEIBBRLING. 

[122  Iowa,  622,  98  N.  W.  819.] 

ACOOED  AMD  SATISFAOTION,  PsTment  In  Part,  WlMn 
JUnemifes  to^ — ^The  acceptance  from  an  insolyent  debtor  of  part  pay 
ment  in  full  satisfaction  of  a  claim  is  founded  on  such  a  eonsidera- 
tion  that  the  entire  debt  is  discharged*    (p.  282w} 

Suit  to  enjoin  the  enforcement  of  an  ezecntion  on  the 
Sronnd  that  ilie  judgment  had  been  satisfied.  Judgment  for 
the  defendants^  and  the  plaintiff  appealed. 

E.  P.  Jdmson,  for  the  appellant 

E.  W.  Cutting;  for  the  appellees. 


McCLAIN^  J.  It  appears  from  the  all^gationa  of  plain- 
tiff's petition,  which  are  in  accordance  with  the  evidence  intro- 
duced on  the  trial,  that  J.  F.  Seiberling  &  Co.,  being  the 
owners  of  a  judgment  recovered  by  them  against  tiiis  plaintiff 
for  two  hundred  and  fifty-six  dollars^  aocepted  from  such  judg- 
ment debtor  the  sum  of  sixty-five  dollars  in  cash  and  his  prom- 
issory note  for  twenty-five  dollars,  in  full  satisfaction  of  said 
judgment.  J.  F.  Seiberling  &  Go.  subsequentiy  assigned  the 
judgment  to  W.  H.  Garter,  who  caused  execution  to  issue  there* 
on.  It  is  furth^  averred  and  proved  that  at  the  time  the  agree- 
ment was  made  to  accept  the  partial  payment  in  full  satisfaction 
Engbretson  was  insolvenl  The  sole  question  for  our  oansid* 
oration  is  whether  the  acceptance  ****  from  an  insolvent  debtor 
of  part  payment  in  full  satisfaction  of  a  claim  is  founded 
upon  such  consideration  that  the  entire  debt  ia  thereby 
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charged.    The  general  rule  that  an  agreement  to  accept  part 
payment  in  full  satisfaction  is  invalid  for  want  of  considera- 
tion, and  the  usual  exceptions  to  that  rule,  have  heen  often  con- 
sidered by  this  court,  and  a  general  citation  of  authorities  oik 
the  subject  is  unnecessary:  See  Marshall  v.  Bullard,  114  Iowa, 
4G2,  87  N".  W.  427,  64  L.  R.  A.  862;  Lamed  v.  Dubuque,  8e 
Iowa,  166,  63  N.  W.  105 ;  Stroutenberg  v.  Huisman,  93  Iowa, 
213,  61  N.  W.  917;  Ruddleedin  v.  Smith,  36  Iowa,  669.     But 
in  none  of  these  cases,  nor  in  any  others  decided  in  this  state^ 
do  we  find  an  express  exception,  such  as  that  insisted  upon 
by  the  plaintiflE  in  this  case.    We  do,  however,  find  suggestiona 
in  each  of  those  cases  indicating  the  existence  of  the  thought 
that  perhaps  such  an  exception  should  be  made  in  a  proper  case* 
In  Marshall  v.  Bullard,  114  Iowa,  462,  87  N.  W.  427,  54  L.  B- 
A.  862,  it  is  said:  "If,  however,  such  an  agreement  is  supported 
by  any  new  consideration,  though    insignificant  or  technical 
merely,  if  valuable,  it  will  be  upheld.    Thus,  if  a  part  is  to 
be  and  is  paid  before  due,  or  at  a  place  other  than  that  at 
which  the  obligor  was  legally  required  to  pay,  or  a  payment  is 
made  in  property,  no  matter  what  its  value,  or  by  the  debtor 
in  composition  with  his  creditors  generally,  in  which  they  agree 
to  accept  less  than  their  demands,  the  consideration  is  held  to 
be  sufficient^'    And  it  was  decided  in  that  case  that  if  the 
debtor,  having  no  other  way  of  obtaining  the  money  which  he 
was  to  pay  in  satisfaction  of  the  debt,  induced  another  to  pay 
it  for  him,  the  acceptance  of  a  less  sum  than  the  full  amount 
of  the  debt  thus  procured  to  be  paid  by  another  would  support 
an  agreement  to  discharge  the  entire    debt.    In    Lamed  y* 
Dubuque,  86  Iowa,  166,  63  N.  W.  105,  the  court  adverted  to 
the  fact  that  the  defendant,  relying  on  part  payment  in  satis- 
faction of  the  entire  indebtedness,  might,  in  one  sense  at  leasts 
be  said  to  have  been  an  insolvent  debtor,  and  the  court  in  that 
case  says  that  an  agreement  to  accept  part  payment  in  full 
satisfaction  of  a  judgment,  if  fully  executed,  is  valid  as  a  dis- 
charge of  the  entire  judgment.    And  in  Stroutenberg  v.  Huis- 
man, 93  Iowa,  213,  61  N.  W.  917,  it  is  said,  as  a  reason  for 
sustaining  the  full  release  *®*  of  a  judgment  on  part  payment,, 
that  '^the  settlement  avoided  litigation,  settled  the  dispute,  can- 
celed the  judgment,  and  secured  the  payment  of  seventy-five 
dollars  from  the  insolvent  debtor.*'    In  Ruddleedin  v.  Smith, 
36  Iowa,  669,  this  language  is  used :  ''It  is  true  that  the  amount 
realized  by  the  judgment    plaintiffs  was  less  than  half  the 
amoimt  of  their  judgment,  but  the  defendant  therein  was  in* 
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eolventy  and  the  real  property  ihej  had  purchased  tinder  their 
execution  sale  was  subject  to  a  prior  encumbrance.^^ 

It  cannot  be  claimed  that  these  cases  are  by  any  means  con- 
clusive upon  us  in  the  determination  of  the  question  now  for 
the  first  time  squarely  and  clearly  presented,  but  they  certainly 
indicate  a  predisposition  to  regard  the  insolvency  of  the  debtor 
as  a  matter  which  might  be  considered  in  determining  the  valid- 
ity of  an  agreement  to  accept  part  payment  in  full  discharge. 
There  is  some  support  for  such  a  proposition  in  the  decisions  of 
other  courts.    In  Curtiss  v.  Martin,  20  111.  657,  the  court,  after 
stating  the  general  rule,  says  (at  page  577) :  ^^But  if  a  smaller 
sum  be  taken  by  way  of  a  compromise  of  a  controverted  claim, 
or  from  a  debtor  in  failing  circumstances,-  in  full  discharge  of 
the  debt,  no  reason  is  perceived  why  it  should  not  be  binding 
on  the  parties.^^    In  Dawson  v.  Beall,  68  Ga.  328,  it  is  held  that 
an  agreement  by  a  debtor  not  to  go  into  bankruptcy,  and  .there- 
by be  discharged  from  the  payment  of  the  debt,  furnishes  a 
sufficient  consideration  to  support  a  contract  by  the  debtor  to 
take  less  than  the  full  amount  thereof,  and  substantially  the 
same  conclusion  is  reached  in  Hinckley  v.  Arey,  27  Me.  362. 
So,  in  Pettigrew  Machine  Co.  v.  Harmon,  45  Ark.  290,  it  was 
held  that  part  payment  by  an  assignee  for  the  benefit  of  cred- 
itoiBy  accepted  in  full  satisfaction,  was  binding.    In  Kice  v. 
London  etc.  Mtg.  Co.,  70  Minn.  77,  72  N".  W.  826,  it  was  held 
that  acceptance  from  the  administrator  of  an  estate  of    part 
payment  in  full  satisfaction  of  a  claim  against  the  estate  was 
binding,  althou^  it  subsequently  appeared  that  the  estate  was 
not  insolvent.    The  only  case  which  we  have  been  able  to  find 
to  flie  contrary  is  that  ***  of  Pearson  v.  Thomason,  15  Ala.  700, 
50  Am.  Dec.  159,  in  which  the  court  squarely  holds  that  the 
fact  of  the  debtor^s  insolvency  can  have  no  influence  in  deter- 
mining whether  the  agreement  of  the  creditor  to  accept  a  less 
Bom  than  the  entire  debt  in  full  satisfaction  is  without  con- 
sideration ;  for  it  is  said,  whether  the  debtor  is  insolvent  or  not, 
the  obligation  to  pay  is  not  impaired,  and  the  moral  duty  to 
make  payment  remains  in  full  force.    In  view  of  the  fact  that, 
as  indicated  by  the  prior  decisions  on  the  question  in  this  state, 
the  rule  that  an  agreement  to  accept  part  payment  in  full 
satisfaction  is  without  consideration  is  purely  technical,  and 
subject  to  many  exceptions  which  the  courts  have  ingrafted  upon 
it  from  time  to  time  in  order  to  avoid  to  some  extent  the  injus- 
tice which  is  recognized  as  frequenfly  resulting  from  its  strict 
application,  we  are  led  to  adopt  as  valid  and  reasonable  the 
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exception  which  has  been  hinted  at  or  suggested,  rather  than 
authoritatively  announced,  in  the  cases  already  cited.  Oiir  con- 
clusion is,  therefore,  that  plaintiff  in  this  case  had  a  g^ood  de- 
fense to  the  enforcement  of  the  judgment  against  him,  and  that 
his  action  to  enjoin  the  further  enforcement  of  the  judgment 
should  not  have  been  dismissed  as  being  without  equity. 
Beversed. 


The  Principal  Case  is  cited  and  eonoidered  with  other  Bimilar  da- 
clBiona  in  the  monographic  note  to  Harrison  y.  Henderson.  100  Awi, 
8t.  Bep.  890-46e. 


n:^Ml}; 


BAXTER  V.  PEITCHARD. 

[122  Iowa,  590,  98  K.  W.  372.] 

.-,  Parol  Sozrender  of  a  Bight  to  Badeem  from  a  I>e6d 

Absolute  on  Its  Face. — ^When  a  deed  absolute  on  its  face  is  given 
with  a  parol  agreement  that  it  is  given  and  received  as  security  for 
a  debt,  the  grantor  may,  by  parol  agreement,  surrender  his  right  of 
redemption,  and  yest  complete  title  in  the  grantee,     (p.  283.) 

Suit  by  a  judgment  creditor  of  John  B.  Pritchard  to  have 
a  conveyance  made  by  him  to  William  C.  Pritchard  declared  a 
mortgage,  and  that  plaintiff  be  permitted  to  redeem  as  a  judg- 
ment creditor  of  the  grantor.  Judgment  for  the  defendants, 
from  which  the  plaintiff  appealed. 

Charles  S.  Macomber  and  William  C.  Miller,  for  the  appellant. 

Frank  H.  Gains,  J.  G.  Walters,  and  Gains,  Kelby  &  Storey, 
for  the  appellees. 

*®®  SHBEWIN,  J.  At  the  time  this  conveyance  was  made 
the  land  was  encumbered  for  all  or  more  than  its  market  yalua 
There  were  two  mortgages  on  the  land,  and  a  judgment  against 
John  E,  Pritchard  which  was  a  lien  thereon.  The  **^  deed  to 
WiUiam  G.  Pritchard  was  in  fact  given  as  security  against  pos- 
sible future  liability  on  account  of  the  grantor,  but  in  terms  it 
was  an  absolute  deed,  and  vested  in  the  grantee  the  legal  title 
to  the  land:  Richards  v.  Grawford,  50  Iowa,  496.  No  other 
writing  was  executed  by  them,  and  the  vendor's  right  of  redemp* 
tion,  tiierefore,  rested  in  paroL  The  evidence  is  quite  conclu- 
sive that  afterward,  and  before  the  plaintiff  obtained  his  judg* 
ment  against  John  B.  Pritchard,  the   latter    surrendered  to 


Teb.  1904.J  Saylob  v.  Pabsoks.  28a 

William  C.  Pritchard  his  right  of  redemption  and  the  poesession 
of  the  land  nnder  an  agreement  whereby  the  latter  assumed  the 
prior  encmnbrance  upon  the  land  and  relieved  the  former  from 
personal  liability  thereon.  This  surrender  waa  in  parol,  it  is 
tme,  but  it  has  repeatedly  been  held  in  this  state— and^  indeed^ 
it  is  the  general  rule — ^that  it  may  be  so  made^  and  that,  when 
60  made,  the  title  of  the  grantee  becomes  absolute :  Haggerty  v. 
Brower,  105  Iowa,  395,  75  N.  W.  321 ;  Caruthers  y.  Hunt,  18 
Iowa,  676 ;  Vennnm  v.  Babcock,  13  Iowa,  194.  There  is  noth- 
ing in  the  claim  that  the  title  was  held  by  William  C.  Pritchard 
in  trust  for  other  creditors.  No  such  issue  was  made,  and  there 
is  no  evidence  tending  to  prove  il  We  also  think  the  plea  of 
former  adjudication  good^  but  we  need  not  discuss  it,  inasmuch 
as  we  shall  affirm  the  case  on  its  mmta. 
The  judgment  is  affirmed. 

'When  an  Ahsolute  Deed  is  glvon  as  seenritj  for  an  Indobtedness,  a 
hoDti  fide  agreement  may  be  made  between  the  mortgagor  and  mort- 
gagee for  the  eztingnishment  of  the  equity  of  redemption,  and  the 
Testing  of  the  entire  title  in  the  latter,  but  such  an  agreement  will 
never  be  sustained  unless  the  transaction  is  fair  and  nnaeeompanied 
bj  oppreesion,  fraud  or  undue  influence:  Gassem  y.  Heutis,  201  111. 
^OS,  94  Am.  8t.  Bep.  160,  66  N.  E.  283.  See,  however,  the  mono- 
graphic note  to  Bradburj  y.  Davenport,  55  Am.  St.  Bep.  102,  103,  oa 
contraets  to  waive  or  release  the  equity  of  redemption* 


SAYLOB  T.  PABSONS. 

n22  Iowa,  679,  98  N.  W.  600.] 

NEGLZOEKOE,  Oontrlbntory  in  Attempting  a  Besena.— -One 
vho  seeks  to  recreue  another  from  imminent  danger,  thereby  imperil* 
ing  his  own  life,  is  not  necessarily  guilty  of  contributory  negligence. 
He  who  springs  to  the  rescue  of  another,  encountering  great  danger 
to  himself,  is  not  to  be  denounced  as  negligent,  but  the  propriety  of 
bit  conduct  is  to  be  left  to  the  judgment  of  the  jury.     (p.  284.) 

NBOZJOENOB,  Becovery  for  Injiiries  Suffered  In  Attempting 
ft  Sescoe. — ^An  employ^  who,  in  attempting  to  rescue  one  of  his  em- 
ployers from  immediate  danger,  is  himself  injured,  cannot  recover 
from  his  employers  or  the  one  rescued,  unless  it  appears  that  he  or 
tkey  were  gMtj  of  some  negligence  toward  such  rescuer,     (p.  287.) 

NBOUOENOB  in  Pladng  One's  Self  In  Peril  Basoltlng  In  In- 
Jozy  to  tlio  Besenar. — One  who  places  himself  in  peril  is  not  guilty 
of  negligence  toward  another  which  entitles  the  latter  to  recover 
for  injury  suffered  in  'attempting  to  rescue  the  former  from  his  periL 
(pp.  287,  288.) 
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Action  against  0.  W.  Parsons  and  Parsons^  Rich  &  Co. 
to  recover  for  personal  injuries  sustained  by  the  plaintiff.  The 
trial  court  directed  a  verdict  for  the  defendants^  and  the  plain- 
tiff appealed. 

E.  J.  Salmon,  N.  T.  Guernsey  and  Graham  &  Morgan,  for 

the  appellant. 

W.  0.  McElroy  and  C.  0.  McLain,  for  the  appellees. 

®^  LADD,  J.    The  plaintiff  had  been  employed  by  PaiBons, 
Bich  &  Co.  as  a  blacksmith.    That  firm  had  concluded  to  en- 
large its  factory,  and  on  the  eleventh  day  of  November,  1898, 
directed  plaintiff,  with  others,  to  assist  in    removing    a  one- 
story  addition  thereto.     This  addition  was  about  twenty-four 
feet  square,  with  brick  walls   running   against,  not   into,  the 
main  building.    After  the  roof  had  been  removed  they  pro- 
ceeded to  take  down  the  north  and    east   walls.    The    south 
wall  was  to  be  extended  as  a  part  of  a  larger  building.     Af- 
ter a  portion  of  the  east  wall  had   been   removed,  the    other 
employes  went  to  work  elsewhere,  but  plaintiff  continued  un- 
til the  brick  had  been  taken  away  within  a  few   feet  of    the 
ground.    He  then  took  out  a  window  frame,  and  in  return- 
ing ®®®  through  a  doorway  in  the  east  wall   after   setting   it 
aside,  noticed  that  Parsons,  who  had  been  overseeing  the  work, 
and  also  working  with  the  men,  bent  over  next  to  the  north  wall 
undermining  it  at  the  bottom  with  a  five-foot  iron  bar.     He 
was  but  twelve  or  fourteen  feet  distant,  and  the  wall  appeared 
to  be  toppling  over   toward   him.     Believing    Parsons    to    be 
in  imminent  danger,  plaintiff  seized  a  piece  of  scantling  two 
inches  by  four  or  six  inches  and  about  seven  feet  long,  rushed 
over  and  threw  it  against  the  wall  about  two   feet   from   the 
top,  and  over  a  window,  to  prevent  the  wall   from   falling. 
Parsons  immediately  rose  up  and   withdrew   without   serious 
injury.    But  the  brick    against    which    plaintiff^s    prop  had 
been  placed  gave  way,  letting  plaintiff  forward,  and  he  wa& 
caught  by  the  falling  wall,  and  his  leg  so  crushed  that  am- 
putation was  necessary.    The  wall  was  then    about   ten   feet 
high  at  one  end  and  eight  feet  at  the  other,  with  an  aperture 
for  a  window  about  two  and  one-half  feet  wide  and  five  feet 
high.     Parsons  was  about  three  or  four  feet  west  of  this  win- 
dow.    Subsequently,  in  expressing  his  sympathy  with  plain- 
tiff, he  said  to  him   that   but   for  his   coming   as  he  did,  he 
(Parsons)   might  have  been    crushed    and  killed.    Upon   the 
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oondusicai  of  the  evid^ioe  in  behalf  of  plaintiff  tending  to 
iablish  facts  as  stated^  the  jury^  on  motion^  was  directed  to  re- 
turn a  verdict  for  the  defendants. 

1.  A  person  who  seeks  to  rescue  another  from  imminent  dan- 
ger, thereby  imperiling  his  own  life,  is  not  necessarily  guilty  of 
contributory  negligence.  ''The  law  has  so  high  a  regard  for 
human  life  that  it  will  not  impute  negligence  in  an  effort  to 
preserre  it,  unless  made  under  such  circumstances  as  to  con- 
stitute rashness  in  the  judgment  of  prudent  persons'':  Eckert 
T.  Ixmg  Island  B.  B.  Co.,  43  N.  Y.  602,  3  Am.  Hep.  721.  In 
Cottrill  V.  Chicago  etc.  By.  Co.,  47  Wis.  634,  32  Am.  Bep.  796, 
3  N.  W.  376,  an  engineer  had  continued  at  his  post  in  order 
to  save  life,  and  the  court,  in  reversing  the  finding  of  a  jury  that 
he  was  negligent  in  not  jumping  from  the  engine,  said:  ''Ac- 
cording to  the  common  appreciation  of  human  conduct  and 
character,  this  eyidence  ^^  presents  an  example  of  heroic 
braTcry  and  fidelity  of  duty  at  the  post  of  danger  most  praise- 
worthy and  commendable,  and  an  occurrence  worthy  of  lasting 

record  in  the  book  of  heroic  deeds To  hold  as  a  matter 

of  law  in  this  case  that  the  deceased  was  guilty  of  want  of  ordi- 
nary care  and  prudence,  as  the  engineer  in  charge  of  the  loco- 
motive and  train,  in  not  jumping  off  at  this  crisis  and  aban- 
doning his  engine,  from  the  mere  apprehension  of  uncertain 
danger,  woxdd  make  a  legal  precedent  very  dangerous  to  the 
railway  service  in  life  and  property,  and   by  which   it  would 
be  exceedingly  difficult,  if  not  impossible,  to  distinguish    the 
cases  and  the  circumstances  in  which  it  would  or  would   not 
be  ihe  duty  of  an  engineer  to  jump  off  and  desert  his  engine, 
or  to  determine  in  point  of  time  when  he  should  do  so,  and 
the  necessity  or  prudence  for  him  to  do  so'':  See,  also,  Cen- 
tral By.  Co.  v.  Crosby,  74  Qa.  737,  58  Am.  Bep.  463.     Cases 
involving  the  rescue  of  adults  as  well  as  infants  from  immi- 
nent danger  are  numerous,  and  the  principle  seems  to  be  well 
established  that  he  who  springs  to  the  rescue  of  another,  en- 
countering great  danger   to  himself,  is  not   to  be  denounced 
8S  negligent,  but  that  the  propriety  of   his  conduct   is  to  be 
left  to  the  judgment  of  the  jury :  Pennsylvania  Co.  v.  Lang- 
endorf,  48  Ohio  St  316,  29  Am.  St  Bep.  653,  28  N.  B.  172, 
13  L.  B.  A.  190;  linnehan  v.  Sampson,  126  Mass.  506,  30  Am. 
Bep.  692;  Becker  v.  liOuisville  etc  By.  Co.,  110  Ky.  474,  96 
Am.  St  Bep.  469,  22  Ky.  Law  Bep.  1893,  61  S.  W.  997,  53  L. 
R.  A.  267 ;  Maryland  Steel  Co.  v.  Mamey,  88  Md.  482,  71  Am. 
St.  Bep.  441,  42  Atl.  60,  42  L.  B.  A.  842 ;  Thompson's  Com- 
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mentaries   on  N^ligence^  sec.  198.    See   liiniiig    y.  Illinois 
Cent  E.  Co.,  81  Iowa,  246,  47  N.  W.  66. 

2.  But  negligence  on  the  part  of  the  defendant  either  toward 
ihe  person  rescued  or  the  parfy  making  the  rescue  after  the 
attempt  has  been  begun  is  essential  to  a  recovery  in  all  cases* 
This  was  illustrated  in  Evansville  etc  B.  B.  Co.  t.  Hiatt^  17 
Ind.  102,  where  a  son  undertook  to  rescue  his  father  from  in 
front  of  a  moving  train  on  a  bridge,  and  recovery  was  d^iied 
for  that  the  ^^®*  employ^  of  the  railroad   company   did  not 
observe  either  in  time  to  avoid  a  collision.    In  Donahoe  v.  Wa* 
bash  etc.  By.  Co.,  83  Mo.  560,  53  Am.  Bep.  594,  the  coiirt,  in 
considering  the  liability  of  the  company  for  injury  to  a  mother 
in  attempting  to  rescue  her  child,  perspicuously  states  the  prin^ 
ciples  governing  cases  of  this  character:  '^It  is  to  be  observed 
that  only  when  the  railroad,  by  its  own  negligence,  created  the 
danger,  or  through  its  negligence  is  about  to  strike  a  person  in 
danger,  that  a  third  person  can  voluntarily  expose  himself  to 
danger  in  an  effort  to  rescue  such  person,  and  recover  for  an 
injury  he  may  sustain  in  that  attempt.    For  instance,  a  man 
is  lying  on  the  track  of  a  railroad,  intoxicated  or  asleep,  but 
in  such  a  position  that  he  cannot  be  seen  by  the  men  manage 
ing  an  approaching  train,  and  they  had  no  warning    ot   bis 
situation,  and  another,  seeing  his  danger,  should  go  upon  the 
track  to  save  his  life  and  be  injured   by   the  train,  he  could 
not  recover   unless   the  trainmen   were   guilty   of  negligence 
with  respect  to  the  rescuer,  occurring  after  the  beginning  ot 
his  attempt.    If  the  railroad  company  is  not  chargeable  with 
negligence  with  respect  to  the  person  in  danger,  the  case  of 
the  person  who   attempted  to  rescue   him   and   was   injured 
must  be  determined  with  reference  to  the  negligence   of   the 
company  in  its  conduct  toward  him  and   his  making  the  at* 
tempt.    In  other  words,  the  negligence  of  the  company  as  to 
the  person  in  danger  is  imputed  to  the  company  with  respect 
to  him  who  attempts  the  rescue,  and,  if  not  guilty   of  neg* 
ligence  as  to  such  person,  then  it  is  only  liable  for  negligence 
occurring  with  regard  to  the  rescuer  after  his  efforts   to  res* 
cue   the    person   had    commenced'*:    See,    also,    Gramlich  v. 
Wurst,  86  Pa.  St  74,  27  Am.  Bep.  684.    It  is  not  pretended 
that  plaintiff  was  not  assigned  a  safe  place  to  do  his   work, 
nor  is  it  claimed  there  was  any  want  of  care  with  respect  to 
him  after  he  began  his  efforts  to  sustain  the  wall   with  the 
stick.    But  was  there   any  negligence  on  the  part  o£  defend- 
ants toward  Parsons,  the  person  rescued?    The  law  of  negli*" 
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gence  is  based  on  the  relative  rights  and  duties  of  one  per- 
son toward  another.  Says  Judge  Thompson,  in  his  Com- 
mentaries ^^^  on  the  Law  of  Negligence,  section  3 :  '^An  essen- 
tial ingredient  of  any  conception  of  the  law  of  negligence  is 
that  it  iuYolyes  the  violation  of  a  legal  duty  which  one  person 
e»e8  another — the  duty  to  take  care  for  the  safety  or  prop- 
erty of  the  other;  and  the  converse  proposition  is  that,  where 
there  is  no  legal  duty  to  exercise  care,  tiiere  can  be  no  action- 
able negligence.  Therefoze,  it  is  reasoned  that  a  plaintiff 
vho  grounds  his  actions  upon  the  negligence  of  the  defend- 
ant must  show  not  only  that  the  conduct  of  the  defendant 
¥88  n^ligent,  but  also  that  it  was  a  violation  of  some  duty 
the  defendant  owed  to  him.''  These  principles  are  of  uni- 
versal recognition  in  text-books  and  decisions. 

Undoubtedly  Parsons  owed  the  moral   duty   of   protecting 
his  own  person  from  harm.    But  the  love  of  life  is  regarded 
as  a  sufficient  inducement   to    self-preservation,    all   that   is 
deemed    essential   for  the   government  of  persons  in  matters 
affecting   themselves   alone.    Where  no  one  else  is  concerned, 
the  individual  may  incur  dangers  and  risks  as  he  may  choose, 
and  in  doing  so   he  violates   no  legal   duty.    He   cannot   be 
guilty  legally,  though  he  may  be  morally,  of  neglecting  him- 
aelt    It   matters   not   whether   he    (Parsons)  was   vice-prin- 
cipal or  fellow-servant,  as  he  voluntarily    imdertook    on   his 
own  motion    to    undermine    the  wall.    This    endangered    no 
one's  life  but  his  own.    If  he  was  in  peril,  it  was  because  he 
placed  himself  there.    There  was  no  negligence  on  the  part 
of  either  defendant  as  to  him,  and  for  this  reason  there  could 
have  been  none  as  to  his   rescuer.    To   illustrate:   suppose   a 
person  with  intent  to  suicide  should  jump  into  the  river,  and 
another,  seeing  his  peril,  but  without  knowledge  of  Jiis  intent, 
should  leap  in  after  him  and  in  attempting  to  save  him   be 
iiijnred.     Would  anyone  contend  that  the  latter  could  recover 
ttie  damages -resulting  from  the  former  or  his  administrator? 
Certainly  not,  and  for  the  reason  that  negligence   could   not 
W  imputed  to  the  suicide.    His  was  the  dereliction  of  a  moral, 
iiot  a  legal,  duty  to  himself;  for  to  take  one's  own  life,  though 
a  crime  at  the  common  law,  is  not  so  declared  bv  our  code. 
It  may  be  said,  however,  that  Parsons  ought,  •**  in  placing 
himself   in   peril,  to   have   anticipated   that   someone   would, 
^pon  discovering  his  danger,  undertake  to  shield  him  from 
hann.    But  this  was  a  contingency  which,  as  it   seems  to  us, 
"Would  not  be  likely  to  be  contemplated.    In  the  first  place. 


288 


Akebioan  State  Bepobts^  Vol.  101. 


[Iowa, 


there  is  nothing  in  the   record   to  indicate   that    Farsonfi^  in 
the   exercise   of   ordinary    care^   could  not  have   undermined 
the  wall  with  safety  to  himself.    That   he  so   intended  must 
be   presumed,   for   the   presumption   in  favor  of  prudence    is 
always  to  be  indulged  until  the  contrary  appears.     If,    then, 
he  might  have  performed  the  work   with   safety   to    himself, 
neither  he  nor  the  company  is  chargeable  with  negligence  for 
not  anticipating  that  he  would  do   it  otherwise,  and    that^  if 
he  so  did,  somebody  would   attempt  to  rescue   him.     Nor    is 
the  probability  of  receiving  such  assistance  a  matter  which    a 
person  of   ordinary   diligence,  in  imdertaking  a  perilous  en- 
terprise, would  be  likely  to  take  into   consideration.     Men  do 
not  expose  their  lives  to  danger  with  the  idea  that  othera   will 
protect  them  from  harm  by  risking  their  own  lives.     Though 
history  teems  with  accoimts  6f  heroic  conduct  and  self-eacri- 
fice,  deeds  of  this  kind  have  not  become  so  common  that  thej 
are  to  be  anticipated   as  likely  to  occur  whenever  opportun- 
ity   is    afforded.    The    instincts    of   self-preservation  etill  so 
dominate  human  conduct  that  acts  like  that  under   consider- 
ation^ in  which  Ufe  itself  was   risked   for  the   protection    of 
another,  are  of  such  rare  occurrence  as  always   to   command 
the  special  attention  and  admiration  of  the  entire  commimity, 
and  by  the  common  voice  of   mankind   those   who   do    them 
are  singled  out  as  worthy  of  enrollment  on  the  scroll  of  heroes. 
Because  of  their  infrequency,  however,  it  cannot  be  said  they 
should  enter  into  the  calcidations  of  men  as   at  all  likely   in 
the  ordinary  transactions  of  life.    As  they  spring  from  mag- 
nanimity, magnanimity  must  be  relied  upon  in  cases  like  this 
for  reparation. 
Affirmed. 


The  OanditUma  Neoessarp  to  Entitle  One  to  Recover  for  injariM 
suffered  in  reseaing  another  from  danger  are:  That  the  peril  of  th« 
person  whose  rescue  is  sought  shall  be  due  to  the  negligence  of  the 
defendant,  and  that  the  rescue  shall  not  be  attempted  in  such  a  maa- 
ner,  or  under  such  circumstances,  as  to  constitute  recklessness.  Whea 
these  two  conditions  are  present,  a  recovery  can  be  had:  Pittsburg 
etc.  By.  Co.  ▼.  Lynch,  69  Ohio  St.  123,  63  L.  ed.  504,  68  N.  E.  703,  100 
Am.  St.  Bep.  658,  and  eases  cited  in  the  cross-referenee  note  thereto* 
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HOPP  V.  SHOCKLET. 

[122  Iowa,  720,  98  N.  W.  573.] 

INBSFSNDENT  CX>KTKAOTOB»  LUbility  of  IdAd  Owner  for 
IfegUgenoo  of. — if  the  owner  of  property  employs  another  to  build 
a  house  thereon,  and  the  latter  causes  sand  to  be  hauled  and  piled 
up  in  the  street  in  front  of  the  premises,  and  negligently  leaves 
the  pile  of  sand  unmarked  by  danger  signals  of  any  lund,  whereby 
another  driving  along  the  street,  at  night,  in  a  buggy,  is  overturned 
and  injured,  the  land  owner  is  not  liable,  because  the  negligence  is 
not  that  of  a  servant,  but    of  an  independent  contractor,     (p.  293.) 

APPEAIi  AKD  EBBOS.— The  Failure  to  Perfect  an  Appoal  at 
tbe  Tenn  specified  in  the  notice  does  not  entitle  the  respondent  to 
a  dismissal,  nor  prevent  the  notice  from  being  operative  to  give 
the  appellate  court  jurisdiction,     (pp.  295,  296b) 

Action  to  recover  for  pereonal  injuries.    Yerdict  and  judg- 
ment for  the  plaintiff;  the  defendant  appealed. 


James  A.  Merritt  and  J.  K.  Macomber^  for  the  appeUant 
Can;  Hewitt^  Parker  &  Wright^  for  the  appellee. 

"^  MeCLAIN,  J.  The  defendant^  Mrs.  Shockley,  procured 
a  building  permit  from  the  proper  cily  authorities  for  the  ereo- 
tion  of  a  dwelling-house  on  her  lot  abutting  upon  a  paved  street, 
and  then  made  a  written  contract  with  one  Wynibum  to  con- 
fltmct  such  house,  the  contractor  to  furnish  all  the  labor  and 
material,  except  brick,  which  was  to  be  furnished  by  defendant. 
In  the  course  of  the  work,  Wynbum  caused  sand  to  be  hauled 
and  piled  up  in  the  stieet  in  front  of  defendant's  lot,  the  place 
for  depositing  it  being  selected  with  the  approval  of  defendant's 
husband.  This  pile  of  sand  being  left  unguarded  and  unmarked 
by  danger  signals  of  any  kind^  the  plaintiff,  driving  along  the 
street  at  night  in  a  buggy  with  his  wife,  drove  upon  it  and  the 
buggy  was  overturned,  and  plaintiff's  wife  was  thrown  out  and 
injured.  Wynbum  and  two  others  were  made  codefendants 
with  Mrs.  Shockley,  but  the  action  was  dismissed  oar  abated  with 
reference  to  the  two  other  defendants,  and  verdict  and  judgment 
for  four  thousand  seven  hundred  dollars  were  returned  and  en- 
tered  against  Mrs.  Shockley  and  Wynbum.  As  Wynbum  does 
not  appeal,  the  case  will  be  treated  as  one  against  Mrs.  Shock- 
ley  alone. 

The  sole  question  necessary  to  consider  is  whether,  und^ 
the  facts,  as  to  which  there  is  practically  no  dispute,  defend* 
ant  is  liable  for  what  may  be  conceded  to  have  been  the  neg« 
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ligence  of  Wynbum  in  allowing  the  pile  of  sand  to  remain  in 
the  street  unguarded^  and  in  such  condition  that  plaintiff^  in 
the  exercise  of  reasonable  care,  drove  his  buggy  upon  and  over 
it,  and  the  injury  complained  of  resulted  proximately  therefrom. 
It  is  clearly  established  by  the  evidence  that  Wynbum  was  an 
independent  contractor,  and  it  is  unnecessary  to  cite  authorities 
to  the  general  proposition  that  one  ^*"  who  employs  another  to 
do  a  piece  of  work  according  to  the  methods  to  be  adopted  by 
the  latter,  and  without  reservation  of  control  on  the  part  of 
the  employer,  except  as  to  the  result  of  the  work  done,  is  not 
liable  for  injuries  suffered  by  a  third  person  by  reason  of  tho 
negligence  of  the  contractor  in  carrying  on  the  work.  There 
are  qualifications  of  the  rule  thus  broadly  stated,  which  need 
not  be  here  discussed.  This  case  does  not  fall  within  any  such 
qualifications  or  exceptions,  unless  it  be  some  exception  or  quali- 
fication predicated  upon  the  fact  tliat  defendant  was  the  owner 
of  the  premises  on  which  the  improvement  was  being  made^  and 
allowed  a  dangerous  obstruction,  created  through  the  con- 
tractor's negligence,  to  exist  in  the  street  in  front  of  such  prem- 
ised. 

Such  a  state  of  facts  was  held  in  Bush  v.  Steinman,  1  Bos. 
&  P.  404,  to  render  the  owner  of  the  premises  liable,  and  if 
the  doctrine  there  announced  has  been  adhered  to  in  subse- 
quent decisions,  and  remains  a  correct  exposition  of  the  law, 
then  the  judgment  against  Ihe  defendant  is  well  founded.  As 
the  case  cited  is  typical,  it  will  facilitate  the  discussion  to  quote 
the  statement  of  facts  from  the  report:  *^The  defendant,  hav- 
ing purchased  a  house  by  the  roadside  (but  which  he  had  never 
occupied),  contracted  with  a  surveyor  to  put  it  in  repair  for 
a  stipulated  sum;  a  carpenter,  having  the  contract  under  the 
surveyor  to  do  the  whole  business,  employed  a  bricklayer  under 
him;  and  he,  again,  contracted  for  a  quantity  of  lime  with  a 
lime  burner,  by  whose  servant  the  lime  in  qu^ion  was  laid  in 
the  road.'*  Under  this  state  of  facts,  the  lord  chief  justice  of 
the  English  court  of  common  pleas,  before  whom  the  case  was 
tried,  was  of  opinion  that  the  defendant  was  not  answerable  for 
the  injury  sustained  iby  the  plaintiflE  by  reason  of  the  lime  being 
piled  in  the  highway.  But  to  get  the  case  before  the  full  bench,. 
a  verdict  was  taken  for  the  plaintiff,  with  leave  to  defendant 
to  move  for  a  nonsuit  After  full  consideration,  the  court 
agreed  that  the  action  could  be  maintained,  although  the  chief 
justice  still  entertained  doubts  as  to  the  precise  principle  on 
which  the  verdict  should  be  sustained.     The  rule  adopted  by 
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the  court  is  '^^  most  clearly  stated  by  Booke;^  J.,  who  says :  'lEe 
who  has  work  going  on  for  his  benefit  and  on  his  own  premiaea 
miifit  be  civilly  answerable  for  the  acts  of  those  whom  he  employs. 
According  to  the  principle  of  the  case  in  2  Lev.  (Michal  y.  Ales- 
tree)^  it  diall  be  intended  by  the  court  that  he  has  a  control 
over  all  those  persons  who  work  on  his  premises^  and  he  shall 
not  be  allowed  to  discharge  himself  from  that  intendment  of 
law  by  any  act  or  contract  of  his  own.    He  ought  to  reserve 
luch  control,  and,  if  he  deprive  himself  of  it^  the  law  will  not 
permit  him  to  take  advantage  of  that  circumstance  in  order  to 
screen  himself  from  an  action.  .  •  .  .  The  person  from  whom 
the  whole  authority  is  originally  derived  is  the  person  who 
oag^t  to  be  answerable,  and  great  iiKK>nv6nience  would  follow 
if  it  were  otherwise/'    It  will  be  noticed  that  the  learned  judge 
r^dering  the  opinion  substantially  ignores  the  distinction  be- 
tween the  case  of  master  and  servant  and  one  of  independent 
contractor.     But  in  view  of  the  full  recognition  which  the  doc- 
trine of  independent  contractor  has  received  in  the  modem  cases, 
the  condusion  of  Ihe  court  in  Bush  v.  Steinman,  1  Bos.  &  P. 
404,  is  to  be  supported,  if  at  all,  as  establishing  an  exception 
to  the  effect  that  the  owner  of  fixed  property  owes  a  duty  to  make 
the  premises  safe,  regardless  of  whether  the  unsafe  condition 
complained  pf  results  from  the  negligence  of  himself  or  his 
servants,  or  from  the  n^ligence  of  an  independent  contractor 
and  his  servanta    But,  as  applied  to  a  case  of  a  dangerous 
nmsance  in  the  highway  in  front  of  the  owner's  premises,  not 
caiused  by  tbe  act  of  the  owner,  nor  of  persons  for  whose  acts 
be  is  responsible  as  master  or  employer,  this  doctrine  has  not 
been  accepted  by  the  authorities.    The  courts  of  England  have 
eipTessly  refused  to  foUow  the  case  of  Bush  v.  Steinman,  1 
Bos.  &  P.  404,  and  it  has  been  distinctly  and  unanimously  difr- 
daimed  as  authority  in  this  country :  Hilliard  v.  Bichardson,  3 
Gray,  349,  63  Am.  Dec.  743 ;  Boswell  v.  Laird,  8  Cal.  469,  494, 
68  Am.  Dec.  345 ;  King  v.  New  York  Cent.  etc.  By.  Co.,  66  N. 
T.  181,  23  Am.  Bep.  37.    As  is  said  in  Hilliard  v.  Bichardson, 
ITist  cited:  '^Bush  v.  Steinman  is  no  longer  law  in  England. 
If  ever  a  case  can  '**  be  said  to  have  been  overruled,  indirectly 
and  directly,  by  reasoning  and  by  authority,  this  has  been.    No 
one  can  have  examined  the  case  without  feeling  the  difiBculty  of 
the  clear-headed  judge.  Chief  Justice  Eyre,  of  knowing  on  what 
gnmnd  its  decision  was  put.    It  could  not  stand  on  the  re- 
lation of  master  and  servant.    That  relation  did  not  exist.    It 
ccmld  not  stand  upon  the  ground  of  defendant  having  created 
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or  suffered  a  nidsaiice  upon  his  own  land,  to  the  injury  of  his 
neighbor's  property.  The  lime  was  on  the  highway.  There  ia 
no  rule  to  include  it  but  the  indefinitely  broad  and  loose  one  that 
a  person  shall  be  answerable  for  any  Injury  which  arifies  in 
carrying  into  execution  that  which  he  has  employed  another  to 
do — a  rule  which  ought  to  have  been,  and  was,  expressly  repudi- 
ated.'^ 

The  contention  of  counsel  for  the  appellee  seems  to  be  this: 
Defendant  should  have  known  that  the  carrying  on  of  the  work 
by  the  contractor  would  involve  the  deposit  of  sand  in  the 
street,  and,  while  this  would  not  necessarily  and  of  itself  con- 
stitute a  nuisance,  it  might  become  a  nuisance  by  reason  of 
failure  to  properly  guard  it  or  warn  against  it,  and  the  defend- 
ant should  have  taken  pains  to  see  that  the  contractor  took 
proper  precautions.    But  such  an  argument^  if  acceded  to,  would 
require  conclusions  which  are  wholly  untcmable.    The  defend- 
ant must  have  known  that  it  would  be  necessary  for  the  con- 
tractor to  drive  his  wagons  along  the  street  in  front  of  de- 
fendant's premises,  and  thereby,  to  some  extent,  obstruct  the 
use  of  the  street  while  they  were  being  unloaded.    And  yet 
could  it  be  claimed  that  the  negligence  of  the  contractor  in  so 
driving  his  wagons  or  managing  them  as  to  injure  persons  using 
the  street  would  render  the  defendant  liable?    The  street  was 
a  public  highway,  and  the  contractor  used  the  street  in  carrying 
out  his  contract  subject  to  the  same  limitations  as  those  imposed 
upon  others  in  the  use  of  a  public  highway.    But  it  was  not  the 
concern  of  the  defendant  how  the  contractor  used  the  street, 
nor  did  defendant  have  any  control  over  the  use  which  the  con- 
tractor should  make  of  the  street    He  might>  perhaps,  have 
gotten  permission  to  ^^^^  use  the  adjoining  lot  for  the  purpose  of 
piling  his  material  thereon,  or  he  might  have  mixed  his  sand 
and  lime  at  another  place,  and  transported  the  mortar  to  de- 
fendant's premises  as  it  was  needed,  or  he  might  have  carried 
out  his  contract  in  any  other  manner  which  seemed  to  him 
feasible  and  proper.    It  was  not  incumbent  on  the  defendant 
to  stipulate  how  he  should  do  his  work.     The  real  negligence 
complained  of  was  the  failure  to  put  out  barriers  or  warning 
lights,  and  this  was  not  an  act  as  to  which  the  defendant  had 
any  responsibility,  or  over  which  defendant  had  any  control 
Even  if  defendant's  husband  acted  as  her  agent  in  approving  the 
placing  of  the  sand  in  the  street,  his  assent  did  not  render  her 
liable,  for  the  placing  of  the  sand  in  the  street  was  not  a  wrong 
in  itself:  Callanan  v.  Oilman,  107  N.  Y.  360,  1  Am.  St  Bep. 
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831,  14  N.  E.  264.  Such  an  act  may  be  entirely  proper,  and 
does  not  necessarily  give  rise  to  a  nuisance.  The  wrong  was 
in  leaving  the  pile  of  sand  in  the  street  at  night  without  bar- 
ricade or  danger  signals,  so  as  to  imperil  the  safety  of  those 
using  the  street  in  the  usual  way.  For  this  neither  defendant 
nor  her  husband  was  responsible. 

The  conclusion  which  we  reach — ^that    defendant    was    not 
chargeable  with  the  consequences   of   the   contractor's   negli- 
gence— 18  supported  by  the  great   weight   of   authority.    For 
instance^  in  Wright  v.  Big  Bapids  Door  etc.  Mfg.  Co.,  124  Mich. 
91,  82  N.  W.  829,  60  L.  R.  A.  495,  it  was  held  that  a  property 
owner  was  not  liable  for  the  act  of  an  independent  contractor 
in  negligently  piling  lumber  near  the  owner's  premises.    In 
Sanford  v.  Pawtucket  Street  R  Co.,  19  R.  T.  537,  35  Atl.  67, 
33  Li.  B.  A.  564,  it  was  held  that  the  defendant,  a  street-car 
company,  wajs  not  liable  for  negligence  of  an  independent  con- 
tractor in  stretching  a  rope  or  wire  across  a  public  street  in  the 
construction  of  the  road.    In  Leavitt  v.  Bangor  etc.  Ry.  Co., 
89  M&  509,  36  AtL  998,  36  L.  R  A.  382,  it  was  held  that  the 
defendant  company  was  not  liable  for  damages  by  fire   com- 
municated from  the  cooking-car  used  by  an  independent  con- 
tractor engaged  in  cutting  wood  for  the  company,  although  the 
car  '^^^  stood  on  the  company's  track.    In  Berg  v.  Parsons,  156 
N.  T.  109,  66  Am.  St  Rq>.  542,  50  N.  E.  957,  41  L.  R.  A.  391, 
it  was  held  that  the  negligence  of  a  contractor  in  blasting  rock 
on  defendant's  premises,  causing  damages  to  a  building  upon 
the  adjoining  lot,  did  not  make  the  defendant  responsible.    In 
Smith  V.  Benick,  81  Md.  610,  41  Atl.  56,  42  L.  R.  A.  277,  it 
was  held  that  the  proprietor  of  a  public  resort  employing  an 
independent  contractor  to  make  a  balloon  ascension  to  attract 
visitors,  was  not  liable  for  injury  to  a  visitor  by  a  pole  which 
fell  because  of  the  negligence  of  the  contractor  in  endeavoring 
to  raise  the  pole  for  use  in  inflating  his  balloon.    In  Louthan 
V.  Hewes,  138  Cal.  116,  70  Pac.  1065,  it  was  held   that  the 
owner  of  a  public  building  was  not  liable  for  the  negligence 
of  a  contractor  in  putting  a  stairway  into  such  temporary  con- 
dition that  it  was  dangerous  to  persons  using  it.    In  City  of 
Richmond  v.  Sitterding  (Va.),  43  S.  E.  562,  it  was  held  that 
the  owner  of  premises  was  not  liable  for  injuries  resulting  from 
the  negligence   of   an   independent   contractor   in    placing    a 
plank  in  the  street  in  front  of  the  premises  so  as  to  create  an 
unlawful  obstruction.    In    Emmerson   v.  Fay,  94  Va.  60,  26 
8.  E.  386,  it  was  held  that  the  owner  of  a  building   was   not 
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liable  for  the  negligence  of  the   servant   of   an   independent 
contractor  at  work  on  the  building  in  dropping  an  iron  ball 
from  the  roof  to  the  street  below.     Similarly,  in  Hexamer  v. 
Webb,  101  N.  Y.  377,  64  Am.  Kep.  703,  4  N.  E.  755,  it  was 
held  that  the  owner  of  a  building  was  not  liable  for  the  negli- 
gence of  a  contractor  in  allowing  a  plank  to  fall  from  the  cor- 
nice of  the  building^  which  was  in  process  of  erection,  to  the 
sidewalk  below.    In  Frassi  v.  McDonald,  122    Cal.    400,    65 
Pac.  139,  772,  it  was  held  that  the  owner  of  a  building  in  pro- 
cess of  erection,  intrusting  to  an  independent  contractor  the 
work  of  laying  pipes  in  the  street,  connecting  with  the  building; 
was  not  liable  for  the  negligence  of  the  contractor  in  tearing  up 
the  sidewalk  in  the  prosecution  of  his  work,  and  leaving  it  in 
such  condition  as  to  be  dangerous  to  persons  passing  by.     In 
'^'^  Harrison  v.  Collins,  86  Pa,  St.  153,  27  Am.  Bep.  699,  it 
was  held  that  the  owner  of  premises  was  not  liable  for  an  injury 
resulting  from  the  negligence  of   an   independent   contractor 
in  leaving  open  for  a  short  time  a  coal-hole  in  the  sidewalk 
in   front  of   the  premises.    And   in   Hilliard  v.   Richardson, 
3  Gray,  349,  63  Am.  Dec.  743,  which  has  already  been  cited, 
it  was  held  that  the  owner  of  land,  employing  a  carpenter  as 
an  independent  contractor  to  alter  and  repair  a  building  and 
furnish  the  materials  for  the  purpose,  was  not  liable  for  dam- 
ages resulting  to  a  third  person  from  boards  deposited  in  the 
highway  iu  front  of  the  land  by  a  teamster  in  the  employ  of 
the  contractor.     Other  illustrations  are  furnished  by  cases  which 
are  cited  in  1  Thompson's  Commentaries  on  the  Law  of  Neg- 
ligence, section  620  et  seq.    The  conclusions  which  we  reach 
are  in  harmony  with  the  doctrine  as  announced  by  this  author. 
This  court  has  recognized  the  same  principle  in  Brown  v.  Mo- 
Leish,  71  Iowa,  381,  32  N.  W.  385,  in  which  the  court  reverses 
on  account  of  an  instruction  extending  the  rule  of  respondeat 
superior  to  the  act  of  a  servant  or  employ^  when  the  master  or 
employer,  by  the  terms  of  the  employment,  has  no  authority  to 
control  and  direct  the  manner  of  the  execution  of  the  work; 
and  the  court  says  that  if  the  employer  has  no   control   over 
the  workmen,  or  the  manner  of  doing  the  work,  he  is  not  li- 
able for  their  negligence — such  as  the  throwing  of  earth  from 
a  ditch  onto  a  public  street,  or  the  leaving  of  an  unfinished 
ditch  open  during  the  night. 

In  tiie  view  which  we  take  of  the  case  before  us,  the 
authorities  relied  on  by  appellee  are  not  in  point.  They  are 
cases  where  a  person   is  charged  with  maintaining  premises 
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in  a  safe  conditioii  for  others — bb,  for  instance^  where  the 
owner  of  a  building  is  required  to  have  his  premises  safe,  or 
a  cil^,  haviog  control  of  its  streets,  is  required  to  maintain 
them  in  a  safe  condition  for  the  use  of  the  public  If  the 
thing  contracted  to  be  done  involves,  as  a  direct  consequence, 
a  danger  which  the  owner  of  the  premises  or  the  city  is  bound 
to  avoid  or  to  provide  against,  then  the  delegation  of  the  work 
to  an  independent  contractor  will  not  relieve  from  liability 
^^^  for  consequences  proximately  resulting  from  negligence  in 
doing  the  thing  thus  contracted  to  be  done.  As  furnishing 
illustrations  of  this  rule  of  liability,  which  is  wholly  distinct 
from  the  rule  as  to  the  negligence  of  an  independent  contrao- 
tor  in  carrying  on  the  work  contracted  for,  see  Bailroad  Co.  v. 
Morey,  47  Ohio  St  207,  24  N.  E.  269,  7  L.  E.  A.  701 ;  Wood- 
man T.  Metropolitan  By.  Co.,  149  Mass.  335,  14  Am.  St.  Sep. 
427,  21  N.  B.  482,  4  L.  B.  A.  213 ;  Colgrove  v.  Smith,  102  Cal. 
220,  36  Pac.  411,  27  L.  B.  A.  690;  Wiggin  t.  SL  Louis,  135 
Mo.  558,  37  S.  W.  528;  Chicago  y.  Bobbins,  2  Black  (IT.  S.), 
418,  17  L.  ed.  298;  Storrs  v.  Utica^  17  N.  Y.  104,  72  Am.  Dec. 
437.  The  cases  of  Van  Winter  v.  Henry  Co.,  61  Iowa,  685,  17 
N.  W.  94,  and  Wood  v.  Independent  Dist,  44  Iowa,  27,  illus- 
trate this  distinction  and  it  is  clearly  pointed  out  in  Bobbins 
T.  Chicago,  4  WalL  657,  18  L.  ed.  427,  in  which  this  language 
is  used :  '^Where  the  obstruction  or  defect  caused  or  created  in 
the  street  is  purely  collateral  to  the  work  contracted  to  be  done, 
and  is  entirely  the  result  of  wrongful  acts  of  the  contractor  or 
his  workmen,  the  rule  is  that  the  employer  is  not  liable.  But 
where  the  obstruction  or  defect  which  occasioned  the  injury  re- 
sults directly  from  the  acts  which  the  contractor  agrees  and  is 
authorized  to  do,  the  person  who  employs  the  contractor  and 
authorizes  him  to  do  those  acts,  is  equally  liable  to  the  injured 
party."  And  see  Palmer  v.  City  of  Lincoln,  5  Neb.  136,  25 
Am.  Bep.  470,  where  the  same  distinction  is  made. 

The  trial  court  therefore  erred  in  submitting  the  case  to 
the  jury  on  the  theory  that  the  defendant  was  liable  for  the 
negligence  of  Wynbum  in  not  suflBciently  protecting  the  pub- 
lic, including  the  plaintiff  and  his  wife,  from  the  danger  in- 
cident to  putting  the  pile  of  sand  in  the  street  in  front  of  de- 
fendant's premises,  and  leaving  it  unguarded. 

Counsel  for  appellee  urge  the  insufSciency  of  the  notice  of 
appeal,  on  the  ground  that  no  appeal  was  perfected  at  the 
tenn  of  the  supreme  court  to  which,  by  the  terms  of  the  notice, 
ihe  appeal  was  taken.    But  we  have  never  held  that  failure 
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"'"  T.  ■^•^^-   ^     '  ,-  ^-^  T,v[i«i.  and  that  thereupon 

■  •-  ■  —' ^^        ,  ^,n.5«!  hy  laiv,  r.-!u\-li  m- 

-r^infJ  ™  January  ],  IDOO. 

^.-a,:   rn'pirwi  and  tflot  tlif 

e  li«.icoo;  of  said  contest  iii 
-t   -.fW."    On  JanuarT  2, 

«,"*wal  De  Long  ^^^  ^"'^^ 
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^Qiajority  of  the  Totes  and  was  izlj  ^eciiL    Jr.:a  i-ff  — - 
mm  plaintiff  appealed  to  the  c^sir^:.!  ac^r^  inis*  '^s  i-  .- 
iDg  in  favor  of  De  Long  vas  Mfr.nzKrL  in  is.  fin:=r  ."    — 
to  this    eoart    the   finding   of    the   c-^rir-.i    i-.  in    ^l^      -t. 
«f  contest  was    reversed.    On  beir.y  PKujiiri  ^  "iii*   — ^r-Ji 
«)urt  the  case  was  again  triei.  am  £=j1  Ti^irzi't!!::  -li.  - -^  -a 
jlaintiff's  favor  on  Jnne  21,  19jL     Thrae  i^;-  uttf--..-   -  '  -2^ 
tfs  bond  was  approved  by  the  br-Ari  :f  fit^t::^^  r=.  *^  — r  Sr^ 
tered  npon  the  dnties  of  the  o^-:e-    F-j^t  r  i^l— j«*  ":-  -    :'  '- 
-fcfe  \ieginning  of  his  torn — Jan-trj  1,  Ir  1 — ^i**    ▼-.=•    j^    -^ 
^Tfies  ready  and  able  and  wihirg  xo  ult  T'T-^^s-t^l  i  :f  :  -?   --  :? 
«nd  discharge  its  duties,  and  vas  prE^-rz::-!  f_-  »n.  «.   i.  ^^ 
the  contest  aforesaid.    He  farther  stss  iuz,  lzthl-  i —  ^- 
terval  De  liong  was  actuallj  eczagod  ir  ii*  jtsrf .  'Trg:,^  ii  «i-i 
duties  an  aggregate  of  four  L:;i:ired  fcii  fijz^-'iir'^  l*^    :  :r- 
ing  all  of  which  time  plainti^  was  e^m^^i  '^ 
and  emolumenta  of  said  o£5ce,  mrr,  wrili  i 


iormed  the  labors  and  dT^iea  therecf  hiii  Je  3i  ^  :• 
vented  by  the  wrongful  etyzrjs^  abi'r*  iifim.  c^rh  Z>  i  r*- 
fore  demands  judgment  a^aii:?*  :he  ^rszi-^  t  r  i.-  >!r  l--2S 
'^'^  compensation  provided  rj  Itw  :»t  "Zu*  :t?L3  tf  -.-  Trir  -r* 
of  days'  services  perfonce*!  bj  lie  Icc^r  r^-^^r  "i~-^  ^-^rr  .  r 
which  plaintiff  was  e>cic-L  Aru*:*<ri  -i:  "!:.•»  T«*r-rL  i  i  l  .  - 
of  plaintiff's  bill  or  daim,  as  p*aErfci  17  '•  -n  -ii  i_r  _  —  : 
enpervisoiB  before  the  instii-iix.  ct  ^la  an-Ti^  jt  4-*»  —  s 
itemized  statement  of  the  tii^e  zztjii  ^1^  r.  Zt  Z^-^r  ^  —  r-  ■ 
to  have  been  engaged  in  perf or: 
ent  of  schools  after  pLiirt 
verified  by  an  affidavit  as  foIlTW: 
**The  above  and  forezofrg  i:_ 
ia  whidi  one  C.  A.  Be  Lou  wai 

formanee  of  the  duties  of  c^j^i^t  ¥ryEr:n::^ii'j-r:sz  it  *:- 
Tama  conntj,  lova,  as  a  de  far% 
IdOO,  nnta  June  U,  1901^  a=.; 


■  1 1 1  ^ 


fees,  salary,  and  emolTnaects  cf  seji  T^f:!  ♦    f  r   -:  -.r    •; 
that  during  said  period  this  t^Jt^^ 

titied  to  said  office  and  w»  t^  Je  ;ir»  t*!:.  —   :  zr  ▼— 

fiJW  <>rrladed  from  said  ofiee  it  -^  «L.i   1    -£-!*►  1  -:  r     • 

^ntest  wroczf^T  ii:tr:.-r>fi    *•'   "ij*    -^        .    s- 

[  carried  ok  ia  tbe  esrir^  mnl  %^  1  'rr 

ined  on  the  tl^  of  Jizi»^  !-«  '^     .^. 

11  known  to  the  sfla&prf  ^  -'^ ^s  I'^ii  n. 

s  bofli  aetcEallj 


-» i* 
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"State  of  Iowa,) 

Tama  county.) 

"I,  D.  E.  Brown,  on  oath  do  say  that  the  above  accovtnt  is  just 
and  true  and  the  service  rendered  as  herein  aet  forth,  and  that 
tiie  same  has  not  been  paid,  or  any  part  thereof,  to  eaid  D.  £>. 
Brown.  D.  E.  BHOWN." 

To  this  pleading  the  defendant  interposed  a  demurrer  sub- 
stantially as  follows:  1.  It  shows  that  plaintiff  did  not  qualify 
or  become  entitled  to  the  office  until  June  24,  1901 ;  2.  It 
ehowB  that,  during  all  the  time  for  which  plaintiff  demands  pay, 
l>e  Long  was  the  actual  incumbent  of  the  office,  and  performed 
all  its  duties,  and  plaintiff  performed  no  official  service  what- 
ever; 3.  While  it  shows  that  plaintiff  received  a  majority  of  the 
votes  and  was  given  a  certificate  of  election  by  the  board  of  can- 
vassers, it  does  not  show  a  sufficient  "^^^  at  legal  excuse  for  his 
failure  to  qualify  and  take  poesesBion  of  the  office  and  perform 
its  duties;  and  4.  It  states  no  fact  showing  that  plaintiff  was 
wrcmgfully  excluded  from  the  office,  or  prevented  from  per- 
forming the  duties  thereof. 

This  demurrer  was  sustained  by  the  trial  court,  and  plaint!^ 
electing  to  stand  upon  his  petition  without  amendment,  judg- 
ment was  entered  against  him  for  costs,  and  he  appeals. 

To  better  define  the  issue  of  law  thus  presented,  tiie  parties 
Etipulate  that  the  defendant  county  had  paid  De  Long  the  full 
per  diem  compensation  allowed  by  law  to  superintendents  of 
schools  for  each  and  every  day  of  service  rendered  by  him  in 
said  office  during  the  period  between  January  1,  1900,  and 
June  24,  1901,  and  that  such  payments  were  made  by  order 
of  the  defendant  board  of  supervisors  with  full  knowledge  on 
their  part  of  the  pendency  of  the  contest  on  appeal.  It  is  also 
agreed  that  the  demurrer  be  considered  and  disposed  of  as  if 
the  stipulated  facts  were  set  out  in  the  petition. 

1.  County  superintendents  of  schools  are  regularly  elected 
each  odd-numbered  year,  and  ere  entitled  to  hold  office  for 
two  years:  Code,  sec.  1072.  The  term  of  office  regularly  begins 
upon  the  first  Monday  in  January  after  an  _  election  is  had : 
Code,  sec.  1060.  Each  superintendent  is  required  to  give  an 
official  bond  in  a  sum  to  be  fixed  by  the  board  of  supervisors. 
Except  when  prevented  by  sickness  or  inclemency  of  wealiier, 
he  is  required  to  qualify  before  noon  of  the  first  Monday  is 
January  after  his  election  by  taking  the  prescribed  oath  of  office 
and  giving  the  required  bond:  Code,  sec.  1177.     It  is  made  a 


ftb.  1904.]  Bbown  t;.  Tama  Countt.  299 

misdemeanor  for  any  officer  who  is  required  to  give  bond  to  act 
in  such  official  capacity  without  having  first  given  such  bond: 
Code,  sec  1197.  The  right  to  hold  a  county  office  to  which 
«  person  has  been  declared  elected  may  be  contested  before  a 
tribunal  duly  organized  for  that  purpose:  Code,  tit  6,  c.  7. 
From  the  decision  of  this  tribunal  an  appeal  may  be  taken, 
but,  if  the  party  appealing  is  already  in  '^^^  possession  of  the 
office,  the  appeal  will  not  prevent  his  ouster  under  the  judgment 
appealed  from^  unless  he  gives  bond^  in  at  least  double  the 
probable  compensation  of  the  office  for  six  months,  conditioned 
that  he  will  prosecute  his  appeal  without  delay,  and  if  the  judg- 
ment appealed  from  be  afBrmed  he  will  pay  over  to  tlie  sucoess- 
ful  party  all  compensation  received  by  him  while  in  possession 
of  said  office  after  said  judgment  was  rendered :  Code,  sec.  1222. 
The  foregoing  constitutes  all  the  statutory  provisions  which 
need  be  looked  to  in  determining  the  legal  rdations  of  plain- 
tiff and  contestant,  in  respect  to  the  office,  pending  the  litiga^ 
tion  between  thenL  We  have  cited  them,  not  because  they  af- 
ford any  specific  remedy  for  the  wrongs  of  which  plaintiff  com- 
plains, but  to  make  clear  that  this  state  has  no  statute  which 
prevents  due  consideration  by  us  of  the  rules  and  principles 
vhich  have  been  recognized  in  this  class  of  cases  by  courts  of 
other  jurisdictions. 

2.  With  the  admitted  facts  and    the    statutory    provisions 
appUcable  thereto  thus  before  us,  the  central  question  to  be 
considered  may  be  stated  as  follows :  Where,  during  the  incum- 
bency of  a  county  officer  de   facto   under  color  of  title,  the 
comity  pays  him  the  salary  provided  by  law,  can  the  officer  de 
jure,  after  obtaining  possession  of  the  office  under  final  judg- 
ment of  ouster,  maintain  an  action   against   the   county   for 
payment  to  himself  of  the  salary  for  the  same  period?    The 
decision  of  the  courts  upon  this  and  cognate  questions  have 
developed  a  marked  lack  of  harmony,  and  have  been  said  by 
Mr.  Freeman  to  be  ''incapable  of  reconciliation.''    The  same 
distinguished  annotator,  while  expressing  his  own  dissent  from 
the  rule,  says :  "If,  during  the  incumbency  of  an  officer  de  facto, 
and  before  any  judgment  of  ouster  has  been  rendered  against 
bim,  the  city  or  county  of  which  he  is  such  an  officer  de  facto 
pays  him  the  salary  of  the  office,  a  very  decided  preponderance 
of  authorities  sustains  the  position  that  by  means  of  such  pay* 
ments  the  right  of  the  officer  de  jure  to  collect  his  salary  from 
auch  city  or  county  is  lost" :  See  note  to  Andrews  v.  Portland, 
10  Am.  St.  Bep.  280,  '^^  which  cites  Auditors  v.  Benoit,  20 
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dfich.  176,  4  Am.  Bep.  382 ;  State  v.  Clark,  52  Mo.  508 ;  Smith 
V.  Mayor,  37  N.  Y.  618;  Westberg  v.  City  of  Kansas,  64  Mo. 
493 ;  McVeaay  v.  Mayor,  80  N.  Y.  185,  36  Am.  Eep.  600 ;  Dolan 
V.  Mayor,  68  N.  Y.  274,  23  Am.  Rep.  168;  Steubenville  v.  Gulp, 
38  Ohio  St.  23,  43  Am.  Eep.  417 ;  Shannon  v.  Portsmouth,  54 
N.  H.  183;  Commissioners  v.  Anderson,  20  Kan.  298,  27  Am. 
Bep.  171.  The  only  cases  noted  by  Mr.  Freeman  as  sustaining 
the  opposmg  view  are  Andrews  v.  Portland,  10  Am.  St.  Eep. 
280,  note ;  Memphis  v.  Woodward,  12  Heisk.  499,  27  Am.  Eep. 
750;  Savage  v.  Pickard,  14  Lea,  46;  People  v.  Smyth,  28  CaL 
21 ;  Carroll  v.  Siebenthaler,  37  Cal.  193. 

It  is  to  be  said  of  several,  if  not  all,  of  the  cases  last  cited, 
that  they  present  a  materially  different  state  of  facts  than  we 
have  here  to  pass  upon.    For  instance,  the  plaiQtiff   in  the 
Andrews  case  was  duly  appointed  and  qualified  city  marshal, 
and  had  long  been  in  the  actual  possession  of  the  office,  when 
he  was  wrongfully  excluded  therefrom  by  the  action  of  the  dty 
officers,  after  which  he  not  only  remained  ready  to  perform,  but 
offered  to  perform,  the  duties  to  which  he  had  been  appointed; 
and  it  was  held  that  he  was  entitled  to  recover  his  salary  for 
the  full  term,  although  the  marshal  de  facto  had  also  been  paid. 
So,  also,  in  the  Memphis  case,  a  person  had  been  duly  elected 
hospital  physician,  had  taken  the  oath,  and  his  official  bond 
had  been  accepted,  and  thereafter  when  calling  upon  his  prede- 
cessor to  take  possession  of  the  office,  the  latter  asked  and  was 
granted  a  few  hours'  delay  for  the  purpose  of  removing  his 
family  from  the  building,  and  improved  the  opportunity  thus 
given  to  obtain  a  writ  of  injunction  by  means  of  which  he  kept 
the  rightful  claimant  out  of  possession  for  several  months.     As- 
suming, for  the  present  argument,  that  under  such  exceptional 
circumstances  the  city  or  county  cannot  avoid  liability  to  the 
rightful  officer  by  paying  the  salary  of  the  office  to  a  flagrant 
usurper,  we  think  a  different  rule  may  obtain  where  the  officer 
de  facto  is  in  possession  under  a  prima  facie  good  title.    In  the 
case  before  us  the  plaintiff  never  took  possession  of  the  office 
till  after  ''**  the  final  decision,  June  21,  1901,  nor  had  ever 
tendered  his  official  bond  or  demanded  possession  of  the  office 
until  April  12,  1901,  after  the  decision  of  his  appeal  to  this 
court.    During  all  this  period  De  Long  was  in  the  actual  occu- 
pancy of  the  office  under  the  judgment  of  the  court  of  contest 
and  of  the  district  court,  giving  him  an  apparently  good  title 
(subject,  of  course,  to  the  decision  of  the  appeal).     So  far  as 
is  shown,  while  all  knew  of  the  pendency  of  the  appeal,  De 
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Long  and  the  board  of  anperyisoiB  and  the  diflbnrsing  officers 
of  the  county  acted  in  entire  good  faith^  believing  him  the 
rightful  occupant  of  the  office.  Under  such  circumstanceB,  is 
there  any  sound  principles  of  law  or  policy  requiring  the  court 
to  compel  the  public,  which  had  once  in  good  faitih  paid  the 
full  yalue  of  the  services  to  the  person  who  performed  thern^ 
to  again  pay  the  same  debt,  for  the  same  services,  to  one  who 
confesBedly  did  not  perform  them? 

The  opinion  by  Andrews^  J.,  in  the  Dolan  case  (68  N.  Y.  274, 
23  Am.  Bep.  168)  is  instructive  on  this  point.    Speaking  of  the 
officer  de  facto  who  received  the  salaiy  of  the  office  before  being 
finally  ousted^  it  says:  ''The  appointment  of  Keating  was  not 
a  plain  usurpation,  without  legal  pretext  or  color  of  right.    The 
statute  was  obscure,  and  Ihe  power  of  the  justice  to  remove  an 
incumbent  at  pleasure  and  make  a  new  appointment  was  a 
qnestion  upon  which  the  courts  differed,  and,  although  it  has 
been  finally  decided  that  it  did  not  ezist^  Keating  was  an  offi- 
cer de  facto  within  the  authorities.'^    After  conceding  that 
tile  de  facto  officer  had  no  right  to  the  salary,  and  could  not 
have  compelled  payment  to  himself  by  suit,  the  opinion  proceeds : 
''But  it  does  not  follow  from  the  conclusion  that  defendant 
could  have  successfully  defended  an  action  brought  by  Keating 
to  recover  the  salary  of  assistant  clerk  that  it  was  not  justified 
in  treating  him  as  an  officer  de  jure  when  claiming  it  and  pay- 
ing it  upon  that  assumption.    It  is  dear  that  if  the  ciiy  could 
rightfully  pay  the  salary  to  Keating  during  his  actual  incum- 
b^cy,  and  has  paid  it,  it  cannot  be  reqxdred  to  pay  it  again 
to  the  plaintiff.    We  are  of  the  opinion  that  payment  to  a  de 
&cto  public  officer  of  the  salary  of  the  (^ce,  '^'^  made  while 
he  ia  in  possession,  is  a  good  defense  to  an  action  brought  by 
the  de  jure  officer  to  recover  the  same  salary  after  he  has 
acquired  or  regained  possession.  •  •  .  •  It  is  plain  that  in  many 
cases  the  duty  imposed  upon  the  fiscal  officers  of  the  state^ 
counties,  or  cities  to  pay  official  salaries  could  not  be  safely 
performed  unless  they  are  justified  in  acting  upon  the  apparent 
title  of  claimants.    The  certificate  of  boards  of  canvassers  cer- 
tifying the  election  of  a  person  to  an  elective  office  is  prima 
facie  evidence  of  the  title  of  the  person  whose  election  is  certi- 
fied.   But  it  often  happens  that,  by  reason  of  irregularities  in 
conducting  the  election,  or  the  admission  of  disqualified  voters, 
the  apparent  title  is  overthrown,  and  another  person  is  adjudged 
to  be  rightfully  entitled  to  the  office.    This  can  seldom,  if  ever, 
be  ascertained  except  after  judicial  inquiry.  •  •  •  •  If  fiscal  offi- 


1 


802  American  Statb  Eeports,  Vol.  101.        [Iowa, 

cers  upon  whom  is  imposed  the  duty  to  pay  official  salaries  are 
only  justified  in  paying  them  to  the  officer  de  jure,  they  must 
act  at  the  peril  of  being  held  accountable  in  case  it  turns  out 
that  the  de  facto  officer  has  not  the  true  title;  or,  if  they  are 
not  made  responsible,  the  department  of  the  government  they 
represent  is  exposed  to  the  danger  of  being  compelled  to  pay 
the  salary  the  second  time.  It  would  be  unreasonable,  we  think, 
to  require  them,  before  making  payment,  to  go  behind  the  com- 
mission, and  investigate  and  ascertain  the  real  right  and  title. 
Disbursing  officers  charged  with  the  payment  of  salaries  have, 
we  think,  the  right  to  rely  upon  the  apparent  title  and  treat 
the  officer  who  is  clothed  with  it  as  an  officer  de  jure,  without 
inquiring  whether  another  has  a  better  right    Public  policy 

accords  with  this  view This  does  not  deprive  the  party 

who  has  been  wrongfully  deprived  of  the  office  of  a  remedy. 
He  may  recover  his  damage  for  the  wrong  against  the  usurper/' 

Entirely  parallel  in  all  material  facts  with  the  case  at  bar  is 
Commissioners  v.  Anderson,  20  Ean.  298,  27  Am.  Sep.  171, 
decided  by  the  supreme  court  of  Kansas.  The  contest  there 
was  over  the  election  to  the  offikse  of  county  derk.  Anderson 
received  the  certificate  of  election,  and  took  possession  of  the 
office.  The  contest  *"^  court  decided  for  the  contestant,  Wild- 
man,  who  then  ousted  Anderson.  On  final  decision  of  the 
appeal  the  judgment  of  the  contest  court  was  reversed  and 
Anderson's  title  to  the  office  was  sustained.  Meanwhile,  during 
the  pendency  of  the  appeal,  Wildman  held  possession  of  the 
office,  and  drew  the  salary  accruing  from  time  to  time.  After 
being  restored  to  the  office,  Anderson  brought  suit  to  compel 
payment  to  himself  of  the  salary  during  the  time  he  was  out 
of  possession.  The  court,  by  Valentine,  J.,  in  holding  there 
was  no  right  of  recovery,  says:  *'Now,  as  Wildman  was  an  offi- 
cer de  facto,  holding  under  color  of  title,  every  person  had  a 
right  to  recognize  him  as  a  legal  and  valid  officer  and  treat  him 
as  such.  The  public,  the  county,  and  private  individuals  had 
a  right  to  do  business  with  him  as  an  officer,  and  to  pay  him 
for  his  services,  if  they  chose,  without  taking  any  risk  of  having 
to  pay  for  such  service  a  second  tima  ....  It  is  not  their  fault 
that  he  is  wrongfully  in  possession  of  the  office,  and  how  are 
they  to  know  whether  he  is  in  possession  of  the  office  rightfully 
or  wrongfully?" 

In  Auditors  v.  Benoit,  20  Mich.  176,  4  Am.  Bep.  382,  another 
case  of  similar  character,  the  Michigan  court,  after  a  very 
thorough  examination  of  the  question  both  upon  principle  and 
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precedent^  reach  the  aame  conclusioiL    In  still  another  parallel 
case— State  t.  Milne,  36  Neb.  301,  38  Am.  St.  Rep.  724,  54 
X.  W.  521,  19  L.  R.  A.  689 — the  authorities  are  again  mar- 
shaled with  the  same  result^  the  court  saying:  ''The  doctrine 
that  the  acts  of  a  de  facto  officer  are  valid,  as  far  as  they  affect 
third  parties  and  the  public,  is  so  familiar  that  no  citation  of 
authorities  is  necessary  to  show  it    The  acts  of  such  officer 
are  sustained  upon  the  ground  that  to  question  them  would 
devolve  upon  any  person  transacting  business  with  the  officer 
the  duty  of  determining  at  his  peril  the  right  of  the  incumbent  to 
the  office  he  holds.    Third  parties  assume  no  such  risk.    They 
are  not  bound  to  know  that  the  person  exercising  the  functions 
of  a  public  office  under  color  of  authority  is  rightfully  in  pos- 
aession  of  the  office,  but  are  warranted  in  '^^^  recognizing  him 
aa  the  legal  and  valid  officer,  and  are  justified  in  dealing  with 
hha  as  such.     If  a  person  pays  to  a  de  facto  officer  fees  allowed 
hj  law  for  his  services^  he  is  protected^  and  will  not  be  required 
to  pay  them  a  second  time  to  the  officer  de  jure.    We  think  the 
aame  principle  should  govern  cases  like  the  one  at  bar.     Cash- 
man  was  the  de  facto  county  treasurer  of  Greely  county,  and 
performed  the  duties  of  the  office  under  color  of  title  from  Jan- 
uary 9,  1900,  to  October  28,  1901,  during  which  time  he  re- 
ceived all  the  emoluments  which  attached  to  the  office.    He  took 
poBBeasion  of  the  office  in  good  faith  by  virtue  of  the  decision  in 
his  favor  by  the  contest  court,  and  continued  to  occupy  the 
office  until  the  respondent  was  declared  to  be  entitled  to  the 
same  by  virtue  of  a  judgment  of  ouster  obtained  by  him  against 
Cashman  on  the  final  determination  of  the  content  case.    The 
county  board,  in  settling  with  Cashman,  and  allowing  him  the 
leea  and  salary  provided  by  law  for  the  period  during  which 
he  performed  the  duties  of  the  office,  the  same  having  been 
made  before  respondent  came  into  possession,  had  a  right  to 
^ely  upon  the  apparent  title  of  Cashman,  and  to  treat  him  as 
«a  officer  de  jure.    The  board  was  justified  in  allowiug  him  the 
emoluments  of  the  office  upon  that  assumption,  and  the  county 
«nnot  be  compelled  to  pay  them  twice.*'    Bearing  in  the  same 
direction,  also,  are    Shaw  v.  County  of  Prima,  2  Ariz.  399,  18 
Pac.  273 ;  Gorman  v.  Boise  County,  1  Idaho,  665 ;  Parker  v. 
J)akota,  4  Minn.  69  (Gil.  30) ;  Michel  v.  New  Orleans,  32  La. 
Ann.  1094;  McAffee  v.  Bussell,  29  Miss.  84;  Chandler  v.  Hughes 
Co.,  9  S.  Dak.  24,  67  N.  W.  946.      . 

It  is  not  to  be  denied  that  this  rule  may  sometimes  result  in 
luttdship  to  one  who  has  been  wrongfully  excluded  from  an 
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ofiBce  to  which  he  has  been  duly  elected  or  appointed^  but  thti 
hardship  comes  not  from  any  wrong  which  has  been  done  hinii 
by  the  state,  county,  or  city  whose  oflBcer  he  is,  but  from  the 
wrong  or  fault  of  the  individual  who,  without  sufficient  grounds, 
has  disputed  his  right  and  taken  the  emoluments  which  right- 
fully he  should  have  received.    The  public  is  interested  in  hav- 
ing the  offices  provided  by  law  filled  at  all  times  by  persons  to 
whose  official  acts  full  faith  and  credit  '^^^  may  be  given.     In- 
dividual citizens  and  other  officers  having  business   with  any 
given  offioe  should  be  and  are  protected  in  dealing  with  the 
person  actually  and  notoriously  in  possession  of  the  same  under 
color  of  title,  and  peaceably  exercising    its  functions.     Even 
though  it  be  well  known  that  a  contest  is  pending^  the  de  facto 
officer  may  go  on  discharging  the  duties  of  the  office,  and  third 
persons  and  the  public  may  deal  with  him  as  the  officer  de  jure. 
They  are  not  required  to  enter  into  the  contest,  nor  to  feel  that 
the  validity  of  the  officer's  acts  in  the  performance  of  the  duties 
of  the  office  hangs  in  suspense  upon  the  outcome  of  the  contest. 
If  the  compensation  of  the  office  be  one  like  that  of  the  office 
of  justice  of  the  peace  or  constable,  to  which  no  salary  is  at- 
tached, but  consists  wholly  of  items  of  fees  and  costs  earned 
and  collected  from  day  to  day,  the  person  who  is  liable  therefor 
may  pay  them  to  the  officer  who  performs  the  service,  without 
fear  of  being  required  to  pay  them  again  to  a  successful  con- 
testant who  afterward  establishes  his  right  to  such  office.     This 
proposition  we  presume  no  one  will  dispute;  and  it  is  difficult  to 
conceive  why  a  different  principle  should  be  applied  to  a  case 
where  the  de  facto  officer  receives  his  compensation  by  way  of 
a  per  diem  allowance  out  of  the  public  treasury.    Neither  the 
county  which  pays  the  officer's  charges  from  its  public  treasury, 
nor  the  private  citizen  who  pays  the  officer's  fees  from  his  pri- 
vate purse,  is  a  party  to  the  contest,  and  neither  is  bound  to 
anticipate  the  outcome,  or  to  deal  with  the  de  facto  officer  at 
its  peril.    The  litigation  is  the  private  and  individual  concern 
of  the  parties  thereto,  and  not  until  they  have  fought  their  con- 
test to  a  finish  and  a  final  adjudication  is  had,  and  the  rightful 
claimant  is  in  position  to  assume  the  actual  occupancy  of  his 
office,  need  the  citizen  or  county  refuse  to  treat  with  the  de 
facto  incumbent  as  if  he  were  an  officer  de  jure.    Any  other 
rule  would  tend  to  uncertainty,  confusion,  and  endless  litigation 
in  the  conduct  of  public  affairs.    The  party  to  whom  such  a  con- 
test brings  undeserved  injury  or  loss  must  look  for  his  damages 
to  the  person  who  caused  it. 
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'^  We  do  not  attempt  any  geaieral  review  of  these  emeu     Ae 
indicated  at  the  outset^  they  are  not  to  be  harmonized;  and 
belieying,  as  we  do^  that  the  rale,  which  is  conceded  even  by 
its  critics  to  be  sustained  by  a  preponderance  of  autbority^  is 
also  consonant  with  soimd  reasoning  and  with  public  policy^ 
we  adopt  and  apply  it    That  rule  is  not  inconsistent  with  any 
prenouB  decision  of  this  court    The  case  of  McGue  y.  Wapello, 
^6  Iowa,  698,  41  Am.  Eep.  134,  10  N.  W.  248,  cited  by  appel- 
lant, is  no  exception  to  this  statement    The  action  there  waa 
brought  by  one  who  had  been  an  officer  de  facto,  but  had  been 
ousted,  to  recover  for  serrices  rendered  while  serving  in  such 
de  facto  capacity.    A  recovery  under  such  circumstances  would 
1)6,  we  think,  wholly  without  precedent    The  New  York  court, 
in  the  Dolan  case,  recognizes  this  principle,  and,  while  holding 
that  the  ofiScer  de  jure  cannot^  after  obtaining  possession  of  his 
oflSce,  compel  payment  to  himself  of  a  salary  which  has  once 
been  paid  to  the  oiBSoer  de  facto  while  actually  in  possession, 
distinctly  affirms  the  rule  of  the  McCue  case,  that  an  officer 
cannot  compel  the  payment  of  the  salary  to  himself  without 
showing  good  title  to  tiie  office,  and  that  all  salary  and  charges 
for  official  services  by  said  officer  accruing  during  the  de  facto 
incumbency,  and  remaining  unpaid  when  the  wrongf  id  occupant 
is  finally  ousted,  are  payable  oidy  to  the  <^cer  de  jure.    The 
lule,  to  which  we  adhere,  is  not  to  be  invoked  by  the  de  facto 
oflScer  for  his  own  advantage,  as  MoCue  sought  to  do  in  the 
<a8e  referred  to.    As  the  court  there  says:  "These  doctrines 
operate  only  for  the  protection  of  the  public.    They  cannot  be 
invoked  to  give  him  ihe  emoluments  of  the  office  as  against  the 
officer  de  jure.''    In  the  McCue  case  plaintiff  had,  while  still 
in  possession  of  the  office,  received  payment  from  the  county  in 
a  considerable  sum  for  official  services,  and  had  Stewart^  the 
officer  de  jure,  brought  suit  after  his  restoration  to  compel  the 
oounty  to  pay  this  sum  a  second  time,  then  .we  should  have  a 
<^W  in  point  with  the  <Mie  at  bar.    The  distinction  is  in  our 
judgment  a  proper  one,  and  the  principle  of  the  earlier  case 
can  well  he  adhered  to  without  in  any  manner  calling  for  a 
reversal  in  the  case  before  us. 

"^^  We  have  also  held  that  the  right  to  recover  the  compen- 
sation or  salary  attached  to  an  office  "depends  upon  the  per- 
iormance  of  the  duties,  or,  at  least,  there  must  be  possession  of 
the  ofiSce  in  fact,  as  distinguished  from  the  mere  right  of  pos- 
^W:  Jayne  v.  Drorbaugh,  63  Io\7a,  717,  17  N.  W.  436. 
^e  county  is  something  more  than  a  mere  stakeholder  between 
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the  contending  parties,  and  its  rights  in  the  premises  are  no^ 
necessarily  dependent  upon  the  adjudication  between  the  eon- 
tending  claimants.  It  is  to  the  public  interest  that  it  shall  be 
permitted  to  recognize  officers  de  facto  in  possession  of  their 
offices  under  color  of  right,  and  until  a  final  adjudication  in 
favor  of  a  contestant  it  may  treat  the  occupants  as  officers  de 
jure,  by  an  action  in  their  own  behalf,  could  not  compel  such 
recognition.  In  the  language  of  Campbell,  C.  J.,  in  Auditors 
V.  Benoit,  20  Mich.  176,  4  Am.  Hep.  382 :  "Nothing  but  actual 
incumbency  can  make  a  legal  officer,  however  much  he  may  be 

entitled  to  obtain  the  office The  only  valid  proceedings 

in  the  name  of  the  office  must  be  those  of  the  actual  incumbent.^' 
If  the  public  generally  are  entitled  to  deal  with  the  incumbent 
(even  pending  contest)  without  fear  that  such  dealings  will 
be  invflJidated  by  a  subsequent  adjudication  of  the  right  to  the 
office  in  favor  of  a  contestant,  it  is  equally  proper  and  impor- 
tant that  the  organized  public — state,  county,  or  city — may  also 
deal  with  him  with  equal  safety.    As  said  by  Chief  Justice 
Campbell  in  the  case  above  cited:  "There  may  be  cases  where 
the  redress  of  the  aggrieved  party  will  be  difficult     But  the 
public  convenience  is  not  on  tiiat  account  to  be  sacrificed.     It 
is  important  to  have  the  right  man  in  office,  but  it  is  more 
important  to  deal  safely  with  those  who  are  actually  in  place. 
And  there  would  be  a  great  hardship  in  allowing  public  inter- 
ests to  be  thrown  into  confusion  whenever  a  contest  arises  for 
office.    It  would  invite  rather  than  prevent  litigation  if  eveiy 
claimant  understood  that  by  setting  up  a  claim  to  an  office 
he  could  stop  the  salary  of  the  incumbent*' 

The  conclusion  thus  reached  renders  unnecessary  the  consid- 
eration of  other  questions  presented  in  argument. 

The  judgment  of  the  district  court  is  affirmed. 

The  Principal  Oaw  seems  to  liave  the  snpport  of  the  weight  of 
authority.    There  are  decisions  however,  wherein  a  different  view  is 
taken:  See  Conghlin  v.  McElroy,  74  Conn.  897,  60  AtL  1026,  92  Am.    . 
8t.  Bep.  224,  and  eases  cited  in  the  cross-reference  note  thereto;  note 
to  Andrews  y.  Portland,  10  Am.  St.  Bep.  284. 
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STATE  V.  POB. 

[123  Iowa»  118,  98  K.  W.  587.] 

BOBBEBT— IiidJcfeiiiMit>-AS0PaTmtloiL— If  aa  indieimeiit  for 
nbbery  aiates  the  esaential  facts  of  the  erime,  it  is  not  noeoHarj 
that  it  further  allege  eircumstanees  of  aggrayation  in  order  to  war- 
lut  the  imposition  of  a  penalty  provided  by  statute  for  the  eom- 
■usBon  of  a  robbery-  nnder  aggraTated  eireomstaneea.     (pp.  808|  809.) 

EVmENGE  OF  OXIILT.-— FliiM  i*  not  PresninptlTa  Bridanca, 
but  ii  only  a  eirenmstanee  to  be  considered  in  connection  with  the 
ether  eyidence  in  arriving  at  the  goiit  or  innocence  of  the  aeeoaed. 
(pp.  312^  313.) 

Stiver  &  Slaymak^  and  J.  S.  Banker^  for  fhe  appeUant. 
C.  W.  Mnllan,  attorney  general,  for  the  etate. 

^^  McCIiAIN,  J.    The  indictment  charged  that  defendants 
made  an  assanlt  upon  one  Charles  BiUington  and  put  him  in 
bodily  fear  and  danger  of  his  life,  and  that  said  defendants^ 
being  tiien  and  there  armed  with  revolver  and  knife,  the  same 
bang  dangeions  weapons,  feloniously  and  nnlawfolly  did  rob, 
iteal,  and  carry  away  from  the  person  of  said  BiUington,  against 
bis  will,  certain  property  described.    The  court  charged  the 
jvy  that  if  it  found  the  defendants,  or  either  of  them,  was 
umed  with  ^^*  a  revolver  and  knife,  or  either  of  sudi  weapons, 
with  intent,  if  resisted,  to  kill  of  maim  the  said  Charles  BiUing- 
ton, or  if  the  defendants,  or  either  of  them,  being  so  armed, 
>trDck  or  wounded  the  said  Charles  BiUington,  then  the  defend- 
^ts,  or  either  of  them,  so  found  guUty,  might  be  punished  as 
specified  in  Code,  section  4764,  which  provides  that  *'if  such 
offender  at  the  time  of  such  robbery  is  armed  with  a  dangerous 
v^pon  with  intent,  if  resisted,  to  kill  or  maim  the  person  robbed, 
^  if  being  so  armed,  he  wound  or  strike  the  person  robbed,'' 
be  may  be  punished  by  a  term  of  imprisonment  in  the  peniten- 
^^  not  exceeding  tweniy  years  nor  less  than  ten  years. 

This  instruction  is  obJ€X3ted  to  on  the  ground  that  the  indict- 
ment does  not  charge  the  aggravated  degree  of  the  offense  de- 
scribed in  the  section  of  the  code  aibove  referred  to,  and  it  is 
WMitended  that  it  was  error  to  submit  to  the  jury  the  question 
▼befcher  defendants  were  armed  with  intent,  etc.,  or  did,  being 
^  «rmed,  wound  or  strike  the  person  robbed.  But  it  is  to  be 
lioticed  that  the  statute  does  not  describe  different  offenses  in 
4e  nature  of  robbery.  In  Code,  section  4753,  the  crime  is  fully 
^^scribed,  without  reference  to  the  circumstances  of  being  armed. 
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etc.,  while  the  two  following  sections  prescribed  punishmentsy 
depending  on  the  presence  or  absence  of  the  aggravating  cir- 
cumstances under  which  the  crime  is  shown  to  have  been  com- 
mitted. Therefore  it  was  not  necessary  in  the  indictment  to 
ch€Lrge  the  circumstances  of  aggravation,  which  affect  only  the 
measure  of  punishment  that  may  be  inflicted.  This  conclosicm 
has  been  reached  in  Massachusetts,  where  the  statutory  pro- 
visions are  very  similar  to  those  found  in  our  code :  Conunon- 
wealth  V.  Mowry,  11  Allen,  20;  Commonwealth  v.  Cody,  165 
Mass.  133,  42  N.  E.  575. 

Although  this  court  may  not  have  expressly  passed  on  tha 
question,  yet  in  State  v.  Brewer,  53  Iowa,  735,  .6  N.  W.  62,  it 
approved  an  indictment  similar  to  the  one  now  before  jib,  while 
in  State  v.  Callihan,  96  Iowa,  304,  65  N.  W.  150,  and  in  State  v. 
Osborne,  96  Iowa,  281,  65  N.  W.  159,  it  treated  an  indictm^^ 
charging  the  essential  ^^^^  facts  of  robbery,  and  also  an  assault 
with  intent  to  kill,  as  not  describing  more  than  one  offense,  and 
deemed  the  peculiarities  of  the  assault  as  unneoeesary  and  sur- 
plusage.   We  think  it  not  required  that  an  indictment  which 
states  the  essential  facts  of  the  crime  of  robbery  shall  further 
state  the  circumstances  of  aggravation,  in  ord^  to  warrant  the 
imposition  of  the  penalty  provided  for  in  Code,  section  4764. 

In  one  paragraph  of  the  charge,  the  jury  was  instructed  as 
follows :  ^^It  is  claimed  by  the  state  that  the  defendants  Decker 
and  Poe  at  once  fled,  and  endeavored  to  escape  arrest  by  such 
flight  If  you  find  said  defendants  at  once  after  the  alleged 
offense  ded  to  Missouri,  and  endeavored  to  avoid  arrest  and 
prosecution  by  sach  flight,  such  fact  would  be  presumptive  evi- 
dence of  guilt;  and  if  such  fact  is  explained,  the  jury  wonld 
be  justified  in  considering  such  flight  as  evidence  of  guilt.*^ 
The  objection  urged  to  this  instruction  is  that  the  jury  may  have 
reasonably  understood  it  as  authorizing  them  to  give  undue 
weight  to  the  fact  of  flight,  and  to  convict  on  proof  of  that  fact 
alone. 

The  fact  that  defendant  fled  from  the  vicinity  where  the 
crime  was  committed,  having  knowledge  that  he  was  likely  to 
be  arrested  for  the  crime,  or  charged  with  its  commission,  or 
suspected  of  guilt  in  connection  therewith,  may  be  shown  as  a 
circumstance  tending  to  indicate  guilt,  and  may  be  considered 
by  the  jury  with  other  circumstances  tending  to  connect  the 
defendant  with  the  commission  of  the  crime,  to  authorise  the 
inference  of  the  guilt  of  defendant,  the  corpus  delicti  being 
proven.    To  this  proposition  there  is  general  assent  among  the 
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authorities,  aad  it  is  well  settled  that  evidence  of  flight  is  ad- 
missible: 1  Bishopf's  New  Criminal  Procedure,  sec.  1250;  Ab- 
bott's Trial  Brief^  458.  The  admissibiUI^  of  such  evidence  de- 
pends npon  the  assumption — ^which  is  in  accordance  with  usual 
human  experience — that  a  guiltj  person  will,  and  an  innocent 
person  will  not^  attempt  to  avoid  an  investigation  of  a  charge 
of  dime;  and  yet  it  is  well  ***  recognized  as  a  fact  that  guilty 
persons  do  not  nniversally  attempt  to  escape;  for,  recognising 
the  danger  of  audi  attempt,  or  relying  on  tiie  inability  of  the 
prosecution  to  connect  them  with  the  crime  charged,  they  may 
▼ell  tiiink  it  to  be  to  their  advantage  to  defy  suspicions  or  accu- 
sations; while,  on  the  other  hand,  innocent  persons,  through 
mere  timidity^  or  by  reason  of  a  fear  that  they  may  not  be  able 
to  meet  appai^eni  evidence  of  guilt,  may  seek  to  elude  arrest  for 
the  purpose  of  escaping  or  postponing  investigation  until  the 
exdtemoiit  has  subsided,  or  facts  establishing  their  innocence 
may  have  developed.  It  is  therefore  usual  and  proper,  not  only 
to  instruct  the  jury  that  thejr  may  consider  evidence  of  flight 
▼ith  other  circumstances  tending  to  show  defendant's  guilt, 
bat  also  to  advise  them  as  to  the  weight  which  should  be  given 
to  such  evidence:  Commonwealth  v.  Berchine,  168  Pa.  St.  603, 
32  AtL  109 ;  Elmore  v.  State,  98  Ala.  12, 13  South.  427;  Sewell 
V.  State,  76  6a.  836. 

In  State  v.  Thomas,  58  Ean.  805,  51  Pac.  228,  the  court 
approved  an  instruction  tiiat  flight  of  defendant  is  '^a  dxcum- 
rtanee  to  be  considered,  in  connection  with  all  the  other  evi- 
dence, to  aid  you  in  determining  the  question  of  his  guilt  or 
iimoeenoe/'  The  weight  of  such  circumstances  is  frequently 
greatly  modified  by  the  conditionfi  shown  to  have  existed  as 
bearing  upon  the  conduct  of  the  defendant;  and  under  such  cir- 
cumstanoes,  such  as  that  the  defendant  was  of  immature  years 
or  thought  himself  to  be  in  danger  of  violence,  such  evidence 
18  of  very  little  probative  force :  Mathews  v.  State,  19  Neb.  330, 
27  N.  W.  234;  Eyan  v.  People,  79  N.  Y.  593. 

In  the  case  last  cited  the  court  says :  ^^The  evidence  that  the 
defendants  made  an  effort  to  keep  out  of  the  way  of  the  ofiScer 
▼as  very  slight^  if  any,  indication  of  guilt.  There  are  so  many 
reasons  for  such  conduct^  consistent  with  innocence,  that  it 
acarcely  comes  up  to  the  standard  of  evidence  tending  to  estab- 
lish guilt;  but  this  and  similar  evidence  has  been  allowed 
^^  upon  the  theory  that  the  jury  will  give  it  such  weight  as 
it  deserves,  depending  upon  the  surrounding  circumstances.*' 
And  in  Scheffield  v.  State,  43  Tex.  378,  this  language  is  used : 
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'^t  was  a  majdm  of  the  ancieiit  common  law  that  flight  from 
justice  was  equivalent  to  guilt.  This  effect  is  not  now  given  to 
flight  in  the  modem  law  of  evidence.  Numerous  examples  are 
to  be  found  in  which  some  other  motive  can  he  assigned  than 
that  of  guilt,  and  which  form  exceptions  to  the  general  rule, 
and  require  consideration  by  the  jury  in  coming  to  a  conclusion 
as  to  the  real  motive  for  flight.*'  It  is  clear  that  the  circum- 
stance of  flight  alone  will  not  justify  conviction  of  the  defend- 
ant, in  the  absence  of  other  evidence  tending  to  connect  him 
with  the  commission  of  the  crime,  although  the  corpus  delicti 
may  have  been  sufficiently  shown :  Elmore  v.  State,  98  Ala.  12, 
13  South.  427 ;  Sylvester  v.  State,  71  Ala.  17. 

Indeed,  it  has  been  held  that  the  court  should  not  say  to  the 
jury,  in  such  cases,  that  flight  is  evidence  of  guilty  but,  rather, 
that  it  is  only  evidence  tending  to  prove  guilt,  and  accordingly 
it  is  said  that  the  court  should  not  instruct  the  jury  that  if 
flight  is  proved  it  must  be  satisfactorily  explained,  consistently 
with  the  innocence  of  the  defendant:  Fox  v.  People,  95  111.  71. 

The  last  sentence  of  the  instruction  above  quoted  is  open  to 
criticism,  therefore,  in  that  it  might  have  been  reasonably  in- 
terpreted by  the  jury  as  authorizing  them  to  convict  the  defend- 
ant of  the  crime  charged,  without  other  evidence  of  defendant's 
guilt  than  that  he  had,  soon  after  the  commission  of  the  crim^ 
and  with  knowledge  that  he  was  suspected  thereof,  fled  from 
the  vicinity  where  the  crime  was  committed.  The  instruction 
does  not  incorporate  the  thought  that  such  circumstance  might 
be  explained,  but  it  leaves  the  jury  to  infer  that,  if  unexplained, 
it  is  sufficient  evidence  to  warrant  them  in  finding  that  de- 
fendant was  guilty  of  the  crime.  Even  if  unexplained,  such 
conduct  is  not,  as  already  pointed  out,  inconsistent  with  in- 
nocence, but  merely  a  circumstance  *^®  from  which,  with  other 
circumstances,  the  inference  of  guilt  may  be  drawn.  This 
sentence  cannot,  perhaps,  be  said  to  be  in  itself  erroneous  as 
stating  a  proposition  of  law;  but  as  the  instruction,  as  quoted, 
embodies  all  that  was  said  to  the  jury  on  the  subject,  and  in 
view  of  the  equivocal  nature  of  the  evidence  relating  to  the 
flight,  as  it  will  be  hereafter  more  fully  referred  to,  we  think 
that  it  was  calculated  to  mislead  the  jury  as  to  the  effect  which 
might  be  given  to  such  evidence. 

But  we  think  that  the  second  sentence  of  the  instruction, 
declaring  that  flight,  if  to  avoid  arrest  and  prosecution,  would 
be  presumptive  evidence  of  guilt,  was  erroneous  and  prejudicial 
It  is  sometimes  said,  for  the  purpose  of  explaining  why  evidence 
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of  flight  is  admissible  at  all,  and  not  for  the  purpose  of  determin* 
ing  what  weight  the  jury  should  giTe  to  such  eyidence,  that  a 
IffeBOBiption  of  guilt  arises  therefrom.    Dr.  Wharton,  in  an  ar* 
tide  on  Presumptions  in   Criminal   Cases    (1   Criminal   Law 
Magazine,  10),  uses  this  language:  ''All  evidence,  therefore, 
we  conclude,  consists  of  reason  and  fact  co-operating  as  co-or* 
dinate  factors.    The  facts  are  presented  to  us  either  by  inspec- 
tion, or  by  what  we  call  judicii^  notice,  or  by  our  knowledge  of 
everyday  life,    such  as  is  embraced  by  the  term  'notoriety,'  or 
by  the  descriptive  narrative  of  witnesses.    From  these  facts  we 
draw  certain  conclusions.    The  mode  by  which  we  draw  them 
is  induction,  and   the   processes  we  term   'presumption.'    In 
other  words,  a  presumption  is  an  inference  of  a  fact  from  a  fact. 
Of  this  we  may  take  the  following  illustration :  A  man  accused 
of  crime  hides  himself  and  then  absconds.    From  this  fact  of 
absconding  we  infer  the  fact  of  guilt.    This  is  a  presumption 
of  f act^  or  an  argument  of  a  fact  from  a  fact.''    But  in  his 
work  on.  Criminal  Evid^ice  (section  750),  this  author  explains 
the  whole  matter  in  language  so  pertinent  to  all  the  phases  of 
this  case  that  we  venture  to  quote  him  at  length:  "When  a 
cnspected  person  attempts  to  escape  or  evade  a  threatened  prose* 
cation,  it  may  be  urged  that  he  does  ^^^  so  from  a  conscious- 
ness of  guilt;  and  though  this  inference  is  by  no  means  strong 
enongh  by  itself  to  warrant  a  conviction,  yet  it  may  become  one 
of  a  series  of  circumstances  from  which  guilt  may  be  inferred. 
Hence  it  is  admissible  for  the  prosecution  to  e^ow  that  the 
prisoner  advised  an  accomplice  to  break  jail  and  escape,  or  that 
lie  offered  to  bribe  one  of  his  guards,  or  that  he  killed  an  officer 
of  justiee  when  making  such  attempt^  or  that  he  attempted  to 
bribe  or  intimidate  witnesses.    So  with  flighty  to  which  no 
proper  nuytive  can  be  assigned,  and  with  acts  of  disguise,  con- 
cealment of  person,  family,  or  goods,  and  similar  ex  post  facto 
indications  of  a  desire  to  evade  prosecution.    But  it  must  be 
remembered  that,  while  these  acts  are  indicative  of  fear,  they 
may  spring  from  causes  very  different  from  that  of  conscious 
gaili    'Many  men  are  naturally  of  weak  nerve,  and,  under 
certain  circumstances,  the  most  innocent  person  may  deem  a  trial 
too  great  a  risk  to  encounter.    He  may  be  aware  that  a  number 
of  suspicious,  though  inconclusive,  facts  will  be  adduced  in  evi- 
dence against  him;  he  may  feel  his  inability  to  procure  legal 
^vice  to  conduct  his  defense,  or  to  'bring  witnesses  from  a 
distance  to  establish  it;  he  may  be  assured  that  powerful  or 
wealthy  individuals  have  resolved  on  his  ruin,  or  that  witnessea 
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have  been  suborned  to  bear  fabe  teGtimony  against  him ;  added 
to  all  this,  more  or  less  vezation  must  necessarily  be  experiraiced 
by  all  vho  are  made  the  subject  of  criminal  charges,  which  vexa- 
tion it  may  have  beai  the  object  of  the  party  to  dude  by  con- 
cealment, with  the  intention  of  surrendering  himself  into  the 
hands  of  justice  when  the  time  for  trial  should  arrive' :  Best  on 
Evidence,  5th  ed.,  578.  The  question,  it  cannot  be  too  often 
repeated,  is  simply  cme  of  inductive,  probable  reosoniDg  from 
certain  established  facts.  All  the  courts  can  do,  when  such 
inferences  are  invoked,  is  to  say  that  escape,  disguise,  and  simi- 
lar acts  afford,  in  connection  with  other  proof,  the  basis  from 
which  guilt  may  be  inferred;  but  this  should  be  qualified  by  a. 
general  statement  of  the  oountervailing  considerations  inci- 
dental to  a  comprehensive  *"■  view  of  the  question.  To  this 
effect  is  the  charge  of  Abbott,  J.,  in  Donnall's  Case,  where  he- 
told  the  jury,  that  *a  person,  however  conscious  <d  innooenccv 
might  not  have  the  courage  to  stand  a  trial;  bat  mighty  al- 
though innocent,  think  it  necessary  to  consult  hia  safety  by 
flight'  So  it  is  proper  to  keep  in  mind,  as  we  have  seen,  the 
character  of  the  tribunal  before  whom,  and  the  mode  of  criminal 
procedure  in  the  country  where,  the  trial  is  to  take  ptace^ 
Hence  is  it  that  conduct  exhibiting  indications  of  gnilt  ^tould 
not  be  received  by  the  court,  unlcGs  there  be  satisfactory 
evidence  that  a  crime  has  been  committed.  And  in  all  cases  the 
drcumetances  explaining  or  excusing  flight  are  to  be  taken  into 
consideration." 

In  the  same  sense  Beet,  in  his  work  on  Evidence,  refers  to- 
the  effect  of  such  evidence  (Chamberlaine's  edition  of  1893)  : 
"The  evasion  of  justice  seems  now  nearly,  if  not  altogether,  t^ 
duced  to  its  true  place  in  the  administration  of  criminal  law^ 
namely,  that  of  a  circumstance,  a  fact  which  it  is  always  of  im- 
portance to  take  into  consideration,  and  which,  combined  with 
others,  may  supply  the  most  satisfactory  proof  of  guilt,  although, 
like  any  other  piece  of  presumptive  evidence,  it  la  equally  al>* 
Burd  and  dangerous  to  invest  with  infallibility." 

Judge  Thompson,  in  his  work  on  Trials  (volume  2,  section 
2543),  explains  the  matter  thus:  'It  is  often  inaccurately  said 
that  the  flight  of  the  accused  creates  a  presumption  of  his  guilt, 
and  this  presumption  is  Bometimes  inadvertently  dealt  with  as 
though  it  were  a  presumption  of  law.  But  it  belongs  to  that 
dasB  of  presumptions  which  are  generally  classified  as  'presump- 
tions of  fact.'    If  it  were  a  presumption  of  law,  the  jury  would 
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le  boand  to  draw  it  in  every  case  of  fligbt^  and  the  court  might 
80  instnici  them;  whereas  it  ia  merely  a  circumstance  tending 
to  increase  the  probability  of  the  defendant  being  the  guilty  per* 
son,  which,  on  sound  principle,  is  to  be  weighed  by  the  jury 
like  any  other  evidentiary  circumstance.  In  cases  where  the 
evidence  rendeis  it  **•  proper,  tiie  judge  is  at  liberty  to  give 
the  jury  advice  touching  the  nature  of  this  presumption.  The 
following;  approved  in  a  rec^it  case,  will,  with  some  correction 
of  phraseolc^,  be  a  good  model:  ^The  flight  of  a  person  im- 
mediately after  the  eommissioBi  of  a  crime,  or  after  a  crime  is 
committed  with  which  he  is  charged,  is  a  circumstance  in  estab- 
lishing his  guilt,  not  sufficient  of  itself  to  establish  his  guilt, 
bat  a  circumstance  whidi  ibe  jury  may  consider  in  determin- 
ing the  probabilities  for  or  against  him — ^the  probability  of  his 
guilt  or  innocence.  The  weight  to  whidi  that  circumstance  is 
entitled  ia  «  matter  for  the  jury  to  determine,  in  connection 
vith  all  the  facte  called  out  in  the  case' :  McClain  v.  State^  18 
Neb,  154,  158,  24  N.  W.  720.  The  following,  from  another  le- 
cent  case,  is  more  concise,  and  peihs^  better:  ^Evidence  has 
been  introduced  as  to  an  attempted  escape  from  jail,  by  the  de- 
fendant, while  in  the  custody  of  the  eherifl  of  this  county  on 
this  charge.  If  you  find  from  the  evidence  that  defendant  did 
thus  attempt  to  escape  from  custody,  this  is  a  circumstance  to 
be  cfNQsidered  by  you,  in  connection  with  all  the  other  evidence, 
to  aid  you  in  determining  the  question  of  his  guilt  or  innocence.^ 
Approved  in  Anderson  v.  State,  104  Ind,  467,  472,  4  N.  E. 
W,  5  N.  E.  711.'^  He  then  refers  to  the  peculiar  form  of  in- 
struction whidbi  has  been  approved  in  Missouri,  and  to  which  we 
vill  hereafter  revert  In  Murrell  v.  State,  46  Ala.  89,  7  Am. 
Bep.  592,  the  court,  reviewing  the  action  of  the  trial  court  in 
Admitting  evidence  of  escape  pending  trial,  speaks  of  flight  as 
one  of  the  most  common  grounds  for  a  presumption  of  guilt. 

But  in  respect  to  all  these  references  to  evidence  of  flight  as 
^Bing  a  presumption  of  guilt,  it  is  to  be  observed  that  it  is  one 
thing  to  say,  in  giving  a  legal  reason  for  the  admissibility  of 
cadence  of  flight,  that  guilt  may  be  presumed  therefrom,  and 
quite  another  thing  to  tell  the  jury  that  a  presumption  of  guilt 
vises  from  such  evidenoe.  To  prevent  such  an  instruction  be- 
ing misleading,  it  would  be  necessary  to  go  into  ^^  refined 
1^  distinctions  as  to  presumptions  of  fact,  presumptions  of 
law,  and  mixed  presumptions  of  fact  and  law,  which  are  intel- 
ligible, if  at  all,  only  to  a  mind  trained  in  legal  conceptions  and 
thcf  use  of  technical  language. 
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The  error  mvolved  in  directing  the  jury  that  evidence  ol 
flight  gives  rise  to  a  presumption  of  guilt  is  dearly  pointed 
out  in  the  cases  on  the  subject.  In  People  v.  Wong  All  NgoWj 
54  Cal.  151,  36  Am.  Eep.  69,  such  an  instruction  is  condemned 
In  Hickory  v.  United  States,  160  U.  S.  408,  16  Sup.  Ct  Rep 
337,  40  L.  ed.  474,  the  subject  is  fully  considered,  and  an  in- 
struction is  condemned  which  is  characterized  as  "tantamount 
to  saying  to  the  jury  that  flight  created  a  legal  presumption  of 
guilt  80  strcmg  and  so  conclusive  that  it  was  the  duty  of  the 
jury  to  act  on  it  as  an  axiomatic  truth,"  and  the  court  continues 
ad  follows:  "In  this  charge,  also,  it  is  true,  the  charge  thus 
given  was  apparently  afterward  qualified  by  the  statement  that 
the  jury  had  a  right  to  take  the  fact  of  flight  into  consideration, 
bat  these  words  did  not  correct  the  illegal  charge  already  given. 
Indeed,  taking  Uta  inetmction  that  flight  created  a  legal  p^^ 
ffomption  of  guilt,  with  the  qualifying  words  enbeequently  used, 
they  were  both  equivalent  to  saying  to  the  jury  that  they  wer% 
in  considering  the  facts,  to  give  them  the  weight  which,  as  a 
matter  of  law,  the  court  declared  they  were  entitled  to  have; 
that  is,  as  creating  a  legal  presumption  so  well  settled  as  to 
amount,  rirtually,  to  a  conclusive  proof  of  guilt,"  In  Alberty 
T,  United  Statca,  163  U.  S.  499,  16  Sup;  Ot.  Eep.  864,  40  Ii. 
ed.  1051,  the  court  approves  what  was  said  in  the  case  from 
which  we  have  just  quoted,  and,  with  reference  to  a  eimilar 
charge,  says :  "The  criticism  to  be  made  on  this  charge  is  that 
it  lays  too  much  stress  upcm  the  fact  of  flight,  and  allows  the 
jury  to  infer  that  this  fact  alone  is  sufficiwit  to  create  a  pre- 
sumption of  guilt.  It  certainly  would  not  be  contended,  as  a 
universal  rule,  that  the  fact  that  a  person  who  chances  to  be 
present  on  the  scene  of  &  murder  shortly  thereafter  left  the  <atf 
would,  in  the  absence  ***  of  other  testimony,  be  sufficient  in 
itself  to  justify  his  convictiOTi  of  the  murder." 

The  only  cases  whidi  we  have  been  able  to  find  sanctioning 
iostructions  to  the  jury  that  flight  is  presumptive  eridence  of 
guilt  are  those  in  Missouri,  as  to  which  Judge  Thompson  says 
(8  Thompson  on  Trials,  secticm  2643,  supra) :  "Often  in  Mis- 
souri, where  the  Ei^lish  idea  concerning  presumptions  in  crim- 
inal cases  generally  prevails,  the  following  fonn  of  inetmction 
upon  this  subject  is  used — ending,  it  is  perceived,  in  submitting 
the  fact  as  a  circumstance  to  the  oonsideration  of  the  jury :  The 
court  instructs  the  jury  that  fli^t  raises  the  preeumption  of 
guilt,  and  if  you  believe  from  the  evidence  that  the  defendant 
after  baring  shot  and  killed  Minnick,  as  charged  in  the  indict- 


Feb.  1904.],  Staje  v.  Fob.  815 

ment^  fled  the  country  and  tried  to  avoid  arrest  and  trial^  you 
may  take  that  fact  into  consideration  in  determining  his  guilt 
or  innocence/  '*  Snch  an  instruction  is  sanctioned  by  the  fol- 
lowing among  many  cases  in  that  state:  State  v.  Walker,  98 
Mo.  95,  9  S.  W.  646;  State  v.  Ma  Foo,  110  Mo.  7,  33  Am.  SL 
Rep.  414,  19  S.  W.  222 ;  State  v.  Hunt,  141  Mo.  626-633,  43 
S.  W.  389.  The  rule  in  Missouri  seems  to  be  peculiar,  and  we 
are  not  inclined  to  follow  it. 

On  principle  and  authority,  the  instruction  as  to  the  presump- 
tion to  be  drawn  from  proof  of  flight  is  erroneous,  and  should 
not  be  sustained,  unless  it  is  so  far  sanctioned  in  the  cases  in 
our  own  state  that  we  are  precluded  from  following  the  dictates 
of  reason  as  illustrated  by  the  weight  of  authority.    In  State 
T.  Bodman,  62  Iowa,  456, 17  N.  W.  663,  and  State  v.  Fitzgerald, 
63  lowa^  268,  19  N.  W.  202,  we  approved  instructions  to  the 
effect  that  evidCTce  of  flight,  or  attempt  to  escape,  should  be 
considered  as  tending  to  establish  guilt.    In  State  v.  Schaffer, 
70  Iowa,  371,  30  N.  W.  639,  and  State  t.  Stevens,  67  Iowa,  557, 
2p  N.  W.  777,  we  held  that  evidence  of  flight  was  properly  in- 
troduced, and  that  the  fact  of  flight  was  material.    In  State  v. 
Seymour,  94  Iowa,  699,  63  N.  W.  661,  an  instruction  was  ap- 
proved which  told  the  juiy  *^*  that  if  they  found  from  the 
evidence  that  defendant,  upon  being  informed  that  he  was  sus- 
pected of  or  charged  with  crime,  *^fled  to  avoid  arrest,  and  re- 
mained a^ay,  going  under  an  assumed  name,  such  fact  is  a 
circumstance  which  prima  facie  is  indicative  of  guilt.'*    In 
State  v.  James,  45  Iowa,  412,  a  similar  instruction  is  quoted, 
imt  without  discussion  of  its  correctness  as  a  proposition  of  law, 
the  only  question  considered  being  as  to  whetiier  there  was  suf- 
ficient eridence  of  flight  to  warrant  the  submission  of  the  ques* 
tion  to  the  jury.    In  State  v.  Arthur,  23  Iowa,  430,  an  in- 
struction is  condemned  which  told  the  jury  that  a  mere  attempt 
to  escape  raised  in  law  a  strong  presumption  of  guilt.    In  the 
lastrcited  case  the  court  says :  ''That  an  unexplained  attempt  to 
escape  is  a  circumstance  against  a  party  accused  of  crime  is 
imdouhtedly  true,  and  as  such  it  may  be  proven  to  and  con- 
sidered by  tiie  jury.    But  at  most  it  only  raises  a  presump- 
tion — a  presumption  ordinarily  inconclusive  rather  than  strong, 
and  one  which  is  variable  in  force,  dependent  upon  the  cir- 

cumstances  surrounding  the  prisoner The  true  course  is 

to  allow  the  fact  of  evading  or  attempting  to  evade  justice  to  be 
proved  to  the  jury  as  a  circumstance  which  prima  fade  is  in- 
dicative of  guilf    But  these  authorities  are  far  from  sufficient 
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to  jiutify  file  instnictiaD  given  in  this  cose.  To  aay  tha 
u  a  circumstance  prima  fade  indicative  of  guilt  is  a  v( 
ferent  tiling  tium  saying  that  "such  fact  would  be  preai 
eridenee  of  guilt." 

Altiiongh  the  term  "presumptive  evidence  of  guilt," 
plied  to  a  certain  state  of  facts,  may,  perhaps,  sometii 
dicate  no  more  than  that  the  facte  referred  to  may  be 
ered  by  tiie  jury  as  evidence  from  which  guilt  may  iye  r 
ae  a  matter  of  fact,  and  not  as  a  matter  of  law,  yet  i' 
ways  unwise,  in  giving  tiie  jury  inatnictionfl  as  to  the  ev 
to  say  tihat  from  any  particular  fact  a  presumption  o 
arises.  The  question  of  guilt  is  one  to  be  determined 
jury  on  all  the  facts.  In  State  v.  Brady,  121  Iowa,  " 
9?  N.  W.  63,  the  court,  referring  to  an  instruction  as  to  ei 
of  recent  poeaeesion  in  s  prosecution  for  burglary,  says: 
law  does  not  attach  a  'presumption  of  guilf  to  any  giy> 
cumstances,  nor  does  it  require  the  accused  to  'overcome  tl 
sumption  thereby  raised'  in  order  to  be  entitled  to  an  acq 
What  the  law  does  say  is  that  the  fact  of  poesession  is  ev 
of  guilt  upon  which  &  conviction  may  properly  be  retume 
less  the  other  facts  or  circumstances  developed  be  such  tha 
withstanding  the  recent  possession,  the  jury  still  oiterti 
reasonable  doubt  of  the  defendant's  participation  in  the  i 
It  >s  in  this  sense  the  words  'presumption'  and  'prima  faci 
deuce'  must  be  understood  when  employed  in  this  connec 
It  is  evid^  that  the  presumption  arising  from  the  recet 
explained  possession  of  stolen  property,  that  the  person 
found  in  possession  is  guilty  of  larceny  or  burglary,  as  th< 
may  be,  is  entitled  to  greater  weight  than  the  preaumpti' 
guilt  from  flight. 

The  prejudicial  and  misleading  character  of  the  instni 
given  in  tbia  case  is  manifest  when  it  is  considered  in  co 
tion  with  the  evidence  which  we  find  in  the  record.  So  i 
appears,  the  only  evidence  of  Sight  was  that  one  of  the  de 
ants,  who  was  still  in  Hie  nmghborhood  where  the  crim* 
committed,  two  days  after  the  commission  of  the  crime, 
that  he  was  charged  with  having  killed  and  robbed  a  man 
that  "they  were  after  him  for  it,"  and  be  would  get  away 
could;  that  some  time  afterward — how  long  does  not  app 
he  was  in  a  town  in  an  adjoining  county,  and  that  two  m' 
afterward  all  the  defendants  were  under  arrest  for  this  crii 
Missouri.  Defendants  were  roving  characters,  going  from 
to  place  and  getting  work  of  a  temporary  nature,  and  then 
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no  reafion  disclosed  why  it  slioxild  be  expected  that  they  woxild 
remain  in  the  place  where  they  were  boarding^  near  the  scene  of 
file  robbery,  as  they  had  no  permanent  employment  at  that  place. 
'Sow,  for  the  court  to  say  that  if  it  was  proven  that  these 
^*  two  defendants,  soon  after  the  commission  of  this  crime^ 
left  the  place  where  they  had  been  staying  as  boarders,  and  two 
months  afterward  were  f onnd  in  Missouri,  they  might  be  con* 
▼icted  of  the  ciime  charged,  withont  any  farther  evidence  what- 
ever of  their  connection  with  the  offense,  was  manifestly  erro- 
neous; and  this  is  exactly  what  the  jury  were  told.  As  a  matter 
of  fact^  tiiere  was  other  evidence  of  their  guilt,  although  the 
testimony  of  the  witnesses  was  conflicting;  but  the  jury  would 
have  been  warranted  under  this  instruction  in  finding  them 
goilly  on  the  evidence  of  flight  alone,  ambiguous  as  it  was>  al- 
tiiou^  the  jury  did  not  believe  that  the  other  evidence  even 
tended  to  connect  them  with  tiie  crime. 

For  error  in  giving  the  instmction  above  referred  to^  a  new 
trial  must  be  ordered. 

Bevereed. 

Kr.  OUef  Jostlce  Poamer  Dlssanted  and  after  quoting  the  iastrae- 
tion  in  qnestion,  said  that:  ''The  nae  of  the  word  'presumptive'  is 
Bftld  to  be  fatal  to  the  instmetion.    I  do  not  thinh  so.    It  is  agreed 
tluit  flight  is  evidenee  of  goilt,  but  the  majority  say  that  it  is  not 
prasunptiye  evidence.    If  it  is  not  I  should  hardly  know  what  quali- 
fying term  to  use  in  order  to  express  the  thought.    What  does  thia 
sdjeetive  meanf    The  Century  Dictionary  says:  'Baaed  on  a  proba- 
hUity;  probable;  grounded  on  probable  evidence;  proving  circam- 
itantially,  not  directly.'    Is  flight,  then,  evidence  baaed  upon  pre- 
vomption  or  probability  f    Does  it  tend  circumstantially  to  prove 
(oiHf    The  authorities  cited  by  the  majority  answer  these  questions 
in  the  aiflrmative  as  I  understand  them.  What  ia  a  preaumption  of 
faet  in  criminal  jnriapmdeneef    Wharton,  in  hia  work  on  Criminal 
Evidence,  aays:  'It  is  a  logical  argument  from  a  fact  to  a  fact.    It 
is  an  argument  which  infers  a  fact  otherwiae  doubtful,  from  a  fact 
which  ia  proved':   Wharton  on  Criminal    Evidence,    9th    ed.,    aec 
1Q7.    Lawaon  aaya:  'It  ia  an  act  of  reaaoning  and  much  of  human 
^owledge  on  all  aubjeeta  ia  derived  from  that  aource':  Lawaon  on 
Presamptive  Evidence,  2d  ed.,  640.    Bouvier  aaya:  'It  ia  an  inference 
^wn  by  a  proceaa  of  probable  reaaoning,  from  aome  one  or  more 
BULttera  of  fact.'    See,  alao,  Beat  on  Preaumptiona,  aec.  12,  and  alao 
State  V.  Mecum,  95  Iowa,   433,  04  N.   W.  286.    It  ia  of    course  a 
^apntable  preaumption,  and  one  to  be  drawn  generally  by  the  jury, 
^e  question  then  ia,  -Doea  an  inference  of  guilt  arise  from  evi* 
denee  of  flight  under  the  facta  aaaumed  in  the  instructionaf    I  think 
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that  the  anthoritieB  aia  praeticaDj  agreed  on  the  proposition.  It 
will  b«  noticed  that  the  eonrt  doei  not  indicate  in  any  manner  how 
Rtrong  that  inference  is;  the  inatmetion  leaves  tha  whole  matter 
to  the  joiy,  simply  saying  that  evidence  of  flight,  if  unexplained, 
may  be  considered  bj  them  aa  evidence  of  guilt.  After  all,  the 
whole  matter  is  left  to  the  jnry.  If  a  jury  is  not  justified  in  con- 
sidering nneiplained  flight,  nnder  the  circumstanees  pointed  oot  ia 
the  instmction  as  evidence  of  gnitt,  then  meh  evidence  is  inad- 
missible for  any  pnTpoae.  This  is  all  the  instruction  warrants  it 
in  doing;  and,  if  it  does  not  announce  the  law,  then  I  have  reai 
the  books  to  no  purpose.  There  is  nothing  in  the  instruction  which, 
even  inferentially,  asserts  that  the  jury  might  convict  on  evidence 
of  flight  alone.  The  court  characterizes  it  as  a  certain  kind  of 
evidence,  and  then  says  that  the  jury  may  consider  It  oa  evidence 
of  guilt,  that  ia  to  say,  as  evidence  tending  to  show  guilt.  lU 
characterization  of  the  evidence  as  'presumptive'  rather  than  '^- 
rect'  has  support  in  all  the  authorities.  It  is  of  the  same  character 
as  possession  of  property  recently  stolen;  or  identity  of  uames  in 
identifying  persons;  or  the  presumption  that  one  intends  the  natural 
and  probable  consequences  of  his  acts,  or  that  he  intended  to  do 
that  which  he  did;  or  the  inference  of  guilt  from  the  fabrication 
or  falsification  of  testimony;  or  the  presumption  against  suicide  due 
to   love  of   life;   or  the  presumption   of  sanity — each    and     all    are 

presumptions  of  more  or  leas  weight All  the    authorities,  so 

far  as  I  have  been  able  to  examine  them,  hold  that  flight,  or  the  es- 
cape of  an  accused  person  after  the  commisaion  of  a  crime,  ia  a 
circumstance  tending  to  show  guilt — that  is,  is  presumptive  evidence 
of  guilt — and  that  a  jury  may  consider  such  conduct  as  evidence 
of  guilt:  See  cases  cited  by  the  majority,"  and  Murrell  v.  State, 
46  Ala.  89,  7  Am.  Eep.  692;  People  v.  Wong-Ah  Ngow,  M  CaL  151, 
S5  Am.  Bep.  69;  Plummer  v.  Commonwealth,  1  Bush,  76;  Porter  v. 
State,  2  Ind.  435;  Btate  v.  Arthur,  23  Iowa,  430;  State  v.  James, 
45  Iowa,  il2;  State  v.  Boyer,  79  Iowa,  330,  44  N.  W.  5S8;  State  v. 
Seymour,  94  Iowa,  699,  63  N.  W.  661;  People  t.  Ktcher,  15  Mich. 
3ST;  Fanning  v.  State,  14  Ho.  386;  Dean  v.  Commonwealth,  4  Qratt 
S41. 

"The  rule  in  Alabama  is  well  stated  in  Uurrell  v.  State,  46  Ala. 
69,  7  Am.  Bap.  692,  wherein  it  is  said:  'Flight,  in  a  criminal  proee- 
cution,  ia  one  of  the  most  common  gronnds  for  a  presumption  of 

guilt Flight  is  universally  admitted  as  evidence  of  tbe  guilt 

of  the  accuHsd,  although  it  is  not  conclusive.' 

"The  instruction  has  support  in  the  following  authorities,  in  ad- 
dition to  those  already  cited:  State  v.  Hunt,  141  Ho.  633,  43  S.  W. 
889;  State  v.  Ma  Foo,  110  Mo.  7,  33  Am.  St.  Eep.  414,  19  8.  W.  223; 
State  V.  Brooks,  92  Mo.  542,  5  B.  W.  267,  330;  Stale  v.  Walker,  98 
Mo.  95,  a  8.  W.  651,  11  8.  W.  1133." 
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Flight  of  the  Accused  as  evidenee  of  his  guilt  is  eonsidered  in  Lewis 
T.  SUte,  96  Ala.  6,  38  Am.  St.  Bep.  75,  11  South.  259;  State  v.  Dun- 
ean,  7  Waslu  336,  38  Am.  St.  Bep.  888,  85  Pae.  117;  State  v.  Foster, 
130  N.  a  666,  89  Am.  St.  Bep.  876,  41  8.  E.  284.  In  State  ▼.  Ma 
f  JO,  110  Mo.  7,  33  Am.  St.  Bep.  414,  19  S.  W.  222,  it  is  held  that 
a  preenmption  of  guilt  arises  where  he  flees  to  avoid  arrest.  Flight 
of  the  secnsed  itself,  however,  is  held  not  to  authorize  the  jury  to 
presume  goUt  in  Smith  Y.  State,  106  6a.  673,  71  Am.  St  B^.  286, 
32  a  S.  851. 


AMERICAN    TRADING   AND  STORAGE  COMPANY  t. 

QOTTSTEIN. 

[123  Iowa,  267,  98  N.  W.  770.1 

JUDGMENTS— Foreign--Oollateral  Atta^^— A  judgment  of  a 
eonrt  of  another  state  is  eonelusive  against  eollateral  attack  as  to 
whether  the  complaint  was  such  as  to  warrant  a  personal  judgment. 
Cp.  320.) 

JUDOMSNTS— PleadingB  in  Eonity^— Prayer  for  general  re- 
Kef  in  a  complaint  in  equity  will  sustain  a  personal  judgment,  (p. 
320.) 

JUDOMEKTS— Foreign.— A  Demnner  to  a  petition  alleging 
that  a  personal  judgment  was  entered  by  the  court  of  another  state 
in  conformity  with  the  law  thereof,  is  an  admission  for  the  purpose 
of  deciding  on  the  merita  of  the  demurrer,  that  such  judgment  was 
warranted  by  the  pleadings,     (p.  321.) 

JUDOMEKTS — ^Deficiency — ^Personal  Judgment.^ — ^A  judgment 
determining  the  amount  due,  establishing  a  lien  and  decreeing  a 
Bale  of  property  to  pay  the  debt,  and  directing  a  holding  of  the  sur- 
pins,  until  the  further  order  of  the  court,  is  not  a  final,  but  an  iutor- 
locatoiy,  judgment,  and,  in  ease  of  deficiency,  a  personal  judgment 
&sy  be  rendered  therefor  by  subsequent  deoree.     (p.  321.) 

Berryhill  &  Henry,  for  the  appellant. 

C.  E.  Hnnn,  for  the  appellee. 

*•*  McCLAIN,  J.  The  objection  raised  by  the  demurreT  to 
pUintifPs  recoyery  on  the  Illinois  judgment  set  out  in  the  peti- 
tion is  that  the  Illinois  court  had  no  jurisdiction  of  the  defend- 
«tttj  and  therefore  the  judgment  rendered  is  void.  The  claim 
of  want  of  jurisdiction  is  predicated  on  two  grounds :  1.  That 
in  ita  bill  of  complaint  in  the  Illinois  couri;  the  complainant 
(plaintiff  in  this  action)  did  not  ask  relief  by  way  of  a  personal 
lodgment  against  defendant;  and  2.  That  after  rendering  a 
&ial  decree  in  the  action  which  did  not  include  any  personal 
judgment  against  the  defendant,  the  Illinois  court  proceeded 
without  jurisdiction  to  render  a  subsequent  decree,  which  is  the 
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one  relied  on  by  plaintiflf,  in  which  it  is  adjudged  that  the  com- 
plainant recover  of  the  defendant  the  sum  of  five  hundred  and 
thirty-two  dollars  and  ninety-three  cents,  for  which  execntion 
shall  issue  as  upon  a  judgment  at  common  lavr.     It  is  suffi- 
ciently shown  by  the  allegations  of  the  complaint  that  the  de- 
fendant appeared  in  ihe  Illinois  court  so  as  to  confer  upon  that 
court  jurisdiction  to  render  a  personal  judgment,  provided  the 
court  had  the  power  in  such  proceeding  and  at  the  time  the 
final  decree  was  rendered  to  enter  a  p^fisonal  judgment.     In  the 
complaint  filed  in  the  Illinois  court  relief  is  asked  by  way  of 
foreclosure  of  a  lien  against  certain  personal  property  alleged 
to  belong  to  the  defendant  for  certain  storage  and  handling 
charges  in  connection  with  such  property  shipped  by  defendant 
to  complainant  at  Chicago  for  sale,  with  an  additional  prayer 
for  ^^such  other  and  further  relief  in  the  premises  as  equity 
may  require  and  as  to  the  court  may  seem  meet"    The  objec- 
tion that  this  complaint  did  not  give  the  Illinois  court  juris- 
diction to  enter  a  personal  judgment  is  not  well  taken,  for  sev- 
eral reasons.    In  the  first  place^  the  decree  of  the  Illinois 
court  having  jurisdiction  of  the  parties  is  conclusive  as  against 
collateral  attack  on  the  question  of  law  as  to  whether  the  com- 
plaint was  such  as  to  warrant  a  personal  judgment    There  are, 
no  doubt,  expressions  in  text-books  and  opinions  to  the  effect 
that  a  judgment  for  relief,  not  asked  for  in  the  complaint,  is 
void  *®®  for  want  of  jurisdiction,  but,  as  far  as  any  authorities 
to  this  effect  are  cited  for  appellee,  they  relate  to  cases  where 
the  question  was  raised  by  way  of  appeal  or  other  method  of 
direct  attack,  or  where  the  judgment  was  by  default,  and  there- 
fore without  jurisdiction,  except  in  so  far  as  the  defendant  was 
advised  by  the  notice  or  summons  and  the  complaint  or  other 
pleading  filed  that  judgment  might  be  rendered  against  him. 
It  is  not  necessary  now  to  discuss  the  authorities  on  this  sub- 
ject, as  our  conclusion  is  sufficiently  supported  by  other  con- 
siderations hereinafter  stated. 

It  seems  to  be  well  settled  under  the  authorities  that  a  prayer 
for  general  relief  in  a  complaint  in  equity  will  sustain  a  per- 
sonal judgment :  Her  v.  Griswold,  83  Iowa,  442,  49  N.  W.  1023 ; 
Thomas  v.  Farley  Mfg.  Co.,  76  Iowa,  735,  39  N.  W.  874.  Thus, 
in  Cushman  v.  Bonfield,  139  111.  219,  28  N.  E.  937,  it  is  held 
that  a  bill  for  the  specific  enforcement  of  a  contract,  which  also 
contains  a  prayer  for  general  relief,  will  support  a  mcmey  de- 
cree, although  the  specific  relief  asked  cannot  be  given.  And 
to  the  same  effect  are  Oibbs  v.  Davies,  168  111.  205,  48  N.  E. 
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120,  and  Penn  v.  Folger,  182  lU.  76,  66  N.  E.  192.  We  think 
there  can  be  no  doubt  of  the  power  of  the  Illinois  courts  as  a 
general  principle  of  equity  practice,  to  enter,  as  it  did,  personal 
jadgment  for  the  balance  of  the  indebtedness  of  defendant  to 
the  complainant  after  the  application  in  discharge  of  complain- 
ant's lien  of  the  amount  realized  by  judicial  sale  of  the  property 
subject  to  the  lien. 

But,  if  there  could  be  any  doubt  of  the  sufficiency  of  the 
complaint  to  sustain  the  decree  for  a  money  judgment  under 
the  general  rules  of  procedure  recognized  in  this  state,  it  is  re- 
moTed,  so  far  as  this  case  is  concerned,  by  plaintiff's  allegation 
in  an  amendment  to  his  petition  that  by  the  general  usage  and 
practice  of  conrts  of  equiiy  in  the  state  of  Illinois  and  the  de- 
cisions of  the  supreme  court  of  said  state  a  court  of  chancery  of 
that  state  has  jtirisdiction  under  such  prayer  for  general  relief 
to  enter  personal  judgment  wh^i  the  same  is  consistent  with 
the  allegations  '^  of  fact  contained  in  the  bill,  and  that  the 
decree  of  the  Illinois  court  was  rendered  in  accordance  with 
such  usage  and  practice.  This  all^ation  of  fact  as  to  the  law 
of  lUinois  is  confessed  by  the  demurrer,  and  we  are  bound, 
therefore,  to  assume,  for  the  purpose  of  this  case,  as  it  is  now 
before  us,  that  the  personal  judgment  was  sufficiently  war- 
ranted by  the  allegations  of  the  bill  of  complaint. 

Appellee's  contention  that  the  Illinois  court  had  lost  jurisdic- 
tion of  the  case  before  the  rendition  of  the  decree  relied  on 
by  the  plaintiff  is  predicated  on  ihe  claim  that  it  had  previously 
render^  a  final  decree,  which  did  not  include  a  personal  judg- 
ment against  the  defendant;   but  this  contention  is  without 
merit    In  the  first  decree  it  was  found  that  defendant  was  in- 
debted to  plaintiff  in  the  sum  of  six  hundred  dollars^  for  which 
complainant  had  a  lien  upon  the  personal  property  referred  to, 
<aid  the  master  in  chancery,  whose  report  of  the  amount  of  in- 
debtedness was  therein  confirmed,  was  ordered  on  default  of 
payment  within  a  time  fixed  to  sell  said  property,  and  out  of 
the  proceeds  thereof  satisfy  complainant's  lien  and  the  costs  of 
the  proceedings  so  far  as  sufficient  for  that  purpose,  and  hold 
the  remainder,  if  any,  subject  to  the  further  order  of  the  court. 
Afterward,  by  the  decree  on  which  plaintiff  relies,  the  court  ap- 
proved the  report  of  sale  and  distribution  of  proceeds  by  the 
master,  and,  finding  that  after  applying  the  amount  realized 
^rom  the  sale  to  the  satisfaction  of  complainant's  lien  and  the 
<»8t8  a  balance  of    five  hundred  and  thirty-two  dollars  and 
ninety-three  cents  was  left  unpaid,  rendered  a  personal  judg- 
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ment^  as  already  stated,  in  favor  of  the  complainant  and  against 
the  defendant  for  that  amount.  Now,  it  is  clear  that  bj  the 
terms  of  the  first  decree  some  farther  proceedings  in  the  comt 
were  contemplated  and  required.  Such  decree  was  not  a  final 
decree,  but  was  interlocutory  in  nature,  and  after  the  master 
had  made  the  sale,  and  reported  his  action  in  the  premises,  it 
was  proper  for  the  court,  and  within  its  jurisdiction,  to  render  a 
final  decree  as  to  the  disposition  of  any  proceeds  of  the  sale 
remaining  after  the  satisfaction  of  the  ^'^^  lien  and  costs,  or^ 
if  any  balance  of  the  lien  and  costs  remained  unsatisfied,  then 
for  personal  judgment  against  the  defendant  for  snch  balance. 
Plaintiff's  petition  as  amended  was  not,  therefore,  subject  to 
the  objections  taken  to  it  by  the  defendants  demurrer,  and  the 
demurrer  should  have  been  overruled.  The  judgment  of  the 
trial  court  predicated  on  the  sustaining  of  defendant's  demurrer 
was  erroneous,  and  it  is  reversed. 


Gourta  should  Render  mteh  Judgment^  as  a  rnle,  as,  upon  the  whole 
record,  the  law  requires,  without  regard  to  any  request  or  want  of 
request  therefor:  Johnion  v.  White  Mountain  Creamery  Assn.,  68  N. 
H.  437,  73  Am.  St.  Bep.  610,  36  Atl.  13.  And  they  should  award  any 
relief  to  which  the  plaintiff's  pleading  and  proof  entitle  him,  regard- 
less of  the  prayer  embodied  in  his  complaint:  Boss  ▼.  Purse,  17  Colo. 
24,  28  Pac.  473;  McNeill  v.  Hodges,  105  N.  C.  52,  11  S.  E.  265.  Under 
A  prayer  for  general  relief,  a  personal  or  deficiency  jud^pnent,  it 
seems,  may  be  rendered  against  a  mortgagor:  Shepherd  ▼•  Pepper,. 
133  IT.  S.  626,  10  Sup.  Ct.  Bep.  438,  33  L.  ed.  706;  Nolen  ▼.  Woods,. 
80  Tenn.  (12  Lea)  615.  As  to  the  effect  of  a  default  judgment  grant- 
ing relief  not  prayed  for,  see  Mach  ▼.  Blanchard,  15  8.  Dak.  432,  91 
Am.  St.  Bep.  698,  90  N.  W.  1042,  58  L.  B.  A.  811;  BusseU  v.  Shnrtieif, 
28  Colo.  414,  89  Am.  St.  Bep.  ^J6.  66  Pac.  27:  Foley  r.  Foley.  120 
Cal.  83,  65  Am.  St.  Rep.  147,  US  Pac.  122, 
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McCLUBG  T.  BRENTON. 

[123  lows,  368,  98  N.  W.  881.] 

TINIiAWFUIa  SBABOH — Cknuwnt— Eviitoioe.— If ,  in  an  action 
to  reeover  for  searching  premises  without  a  warrant,  the  evidence  as 
to  whether  the  plaintiif  and  owner  gave  his  consent  to  the  search 
is  confUcting^  directing  a  verdict  for  defendant  is  erroneous,  (p. 
825.)  

TTNIiAWFUIi  SEABOH  liy  OAeer.— A  search  of  a  private 
residence  for  evidence  of  crime,  without  a  warrant  therefor,  cannot 
be  justified,  though  made  by  an  officer,     (p.  325.) . 

TJNIiAWFUIi  SEABOH— Bvldepce  Use  of  HoimdB.— In  an 
action  to  recover  for  an  unlawful  search,  evidence  as  to  the  conduct 
of  hounds  used  to  track  the  thief  is  admissible  only  on  the  question 
of  malice,  in.  mitigation  of  damages,    (p.  327.) 

UNIaAWPUIi  SBABOH— Use  of  Houads— Eyideaes.— In  an 
action  to  recover  for  an  unlawful  search  of  private  premises,  through 
the  use  of  hounds,  evidence  as  to  their  breeding  and  training,  letters 
indorsing,  and  stories  concerning  their  ability  and  usefulness,  are 
not  admissible,     (pp.  327,  328.) 

UNI«A.WFUIi  SEABOH— Evidence  Photographs  of  H^mndSu — 
In  an  action  to  recover  for  an  unlawful  search,  photographs  of  hounds 
used  in  making  such  search  are  not  admissible  in  evidence,     (p.  328.) 

McVey^  M^Yey  &  Graham  and  J.  D.  Laws,  for  the  appdlant. 

Bead  &  Bead  and  Myerl j  &  M jerly,  for  the  appellees. 

^^  WEAVES,  J.    That  the  appellees  did  search  the  house 
and  premises  of  the  plaintiff  for  the  diseov^  of  alleged  stolen 
property,  and  that  such  search  was  made  without  any  warrant 
issued  for  that  purpose,  was  not  denied  on  the  trial  below,  and 
is  conceded  in  argument.    The  claim  is  made,  however,  that  this 
act,  otherwise  unlawful,  was  done  with  the  consent  of  the  plain- 
tiff, and  it  was  upon  the  theory  that  this  defense  had  been 
established  without  substantial  dispute  that  the  trial  court  di- 
rected a  verdict  against  the  appellant.    We  have  therefore  to 
consider  whether  the  evidence  made  a  case  from  which  the  jury 
might  properly  have  found  in  appellant's  favor.    At  the  date 
of  the  transaction  in  question,  the  defendant  Brenton  was  mayor 
of  the  city  of  Des  Moines,  Brackett  was  chief  of  police,  and 
Crewse  was  captain  of  the  night  force  of  said  city.    Plaintiff 
wa8  the  head  of  a  family,  residing  in  Des  Moines,  near  the 
boxmdary  line  between  that  city  and  the  town  of  Valley  Junc- 
tion.   The  evidence,  giving  it  the  most  favorable  construction 
which  it  will  reasonably  bear  in  plaintiff's  favor,  as  we  are  re- 
qmred  to  do  for  the  purposes  of  this  appeal,  tends  to  show  the 
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following  state  of  facts:  On  or  about  May  2,  1902,  ''a  Mr. 
Brown"  informed  the  mayor  that  a  neighbor,  from  whom  some 
chickens  had  been  stolen,  desired  the  officers  to  bring  out  cer- 
tain bloodhounds  kept  in.  the  city,  and  try  to  trace  the  thief. 
Responding  to  this  call  in  person,  the  mayor  on  the  same  eve- 
ning started  for  the  scene  of  action,  accompanied  by  quite  a 
retinue  of  followers.  Among  the  number  were  the  chief  of 
police,  the  captain  of  the  night  force,  a  city  alderman,  the  city 
physician,  the  "man  with  the  hounds,"  and  various  other  gen- 
tlemen, presumably  volunteers  in  the  cause  of  retributive  justice. 
The  order  and  line  of  march  are  not  made  clear  by  the  testi- 
mony, and  we  have  not  been  favored  with  any  maps  or  charts 
showing  the  disposition  of  the  forces.  It  does  appear  that  some 
time  during  the  evening  they  rendevoused  at  Valley  Junction, 
from  which  base  of  operations  the  advance  upon  plaintiflPs  house 
•was  made  ^''^  about  10  or  11  o'clock  P.  M.  The  dogs  were 
taken  to  the  premises  of  the  person  who  claimed  to  have  lost 
the  chickens,  and  there  turned  loose  for  a  trial  of  their  de- 
tective skill.  Following  their  lead,  as  is  claimed,  the  mayor's 
forces  came  to  the  house  of  the  plaintiff,  who,  unsuspicious  of 
this  canine  impeachment  of  his  good  name  and  fame,  had  re- 
tired with  his  family  for  the  night.  The  mayor  and  captain 
of  the  night  force  advanced  to  the  door,  gave  tiie  alarm  in  due 
form,  and  demanded  entrance.  Soon  the  door  opened  "about 
five  or  six  inches,"  it  is  said,  revealing  the  plaintiff  clad  in  a 
nightrobe,  and  armed  with  an  iron  poker.  The  captain,  turn- 
ing his  head  aside  to  avoid  an  anticipated  blow  from  the  poker, 
at  the  same  time  deftly  inserted  his  foot  between  the  door  and 
the  jamb,  thereby  retaining  all  the  advantage  thus  far  gained. 
The  mayor,  noting  the  captain's  peril,  interposed  to  prevent  any 
assault  upon  him  by  promptly  warning  the  plaintiff:  "None  of 
that  goes  here.  I  am  mayor  of  the  city  of  Des  Moines,  and 
we  are  here  on  official  business."  Naturally  this  proclamation 
tended  to  chill  the  ardor  of  the  defense,  and  the  door  was  soon 
opened — whether  by  the  act  of  the  plaintiff  from  within,  or  by 
pressure  from  the  party  without,  is  a  matter  of  controversy. 

The  defendants  testify  that,  on  being  informed  of  the  official 
character  of  the  mayor's  party  and  the  object  of  their  call, 
plaintiff  allowed  them  to  proceed  and  make  the  search;  and, 
if  this  was  not  disputed,  tiie  ruling  of  the  lower  court  could, 
perhaps,  be  sustained,  although  it  is  not  free  from  doubt  that 
a  consent  obtained  in  the  manner,  and  under  the  circumstances 
portrayed  by  the  defendants  themselves,  would  be,  in  any  just 
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KDse  of  the  woord,  a  free  and  Tolimtaiy  act    But  the  evidence 
«£  to  the  alleged  oonsent  la  by  no  meana  all  one  way.    Plaintiff 
and  his  two  aona  distinctly  deny  that  consent  was  given  to  the 
entry  into  the  house  or  to  its  search,  and  declare  that  the  door 
vas  foonoed  open  against  the  reaistanoe  of  the  plaintiff,  that  the 
poker  was  forcibly  wrested  from  plaintiff's  hands,  and  that, 
when  one  of  the  sons  attempted  to  hand  the  key  of  the  chicken- 
house  to  hia  father,  one  of  the  *^  mayor's  party  unceremon- 
ionsly  took  possession  of  it,  and  thereby  gained  entrance  to  the 
diidcen-honae.    In  some  material  respects  their  story  finds 
eorroboration  in  tiie  testimony  of  the  witnesses  for  the  defense. 
There  is  testimony,  also,  that  the  search  was  conducted,  by  some 
of  the  party  at  least,  in  a  load  and  boisterous  manner,  and  with 
little  regard  for  the  sensibilities  of  the  plaintiff  and  his  family. 
One  of  the  searchers  candidly  admits  that  he  was  a  ''little  en- 
thused,'' and  did  not  pay  much  attention  to  the  details;  and  it 
ia  said  by  one  witness  that  another  member  of  the  party  became 
somewhat  confused  as  to  the  real  object  of  the  search,  and  de- 
manded to  know  whether  there  waa  ''any  beer  in  the  cellar/' 
The  disoouraging  answer  that  theie  "was  no  cellar"  seems  not 
to  have  been  fully  credited,  for  it  is  further  testified  that  the 
knot  holes  in  the  floor  were  carefully  probed  with  a  pocket  rule, 
to  ascertain  the  amount  of  available  space  thereunder.    Upon 
such  a  state  of  the  record,  we  think  it  very  clear  that  the  jury 
should  have  been  allowed  to  pass  upon  the  issue  of  fact  pre- 
sented by  the  pleadings.    If  plaintiff's  home  was  invaded  in  the 
manner  claimed  by  him,  he  haa  suffered  a  wrong  for  which  the 
law  will  afford  hhn  substantial  remedy.    On  the  other  hand, 
if  he  freely  and  voluntarily  surrendered  his  premises  to  the 
search,  as  claimed  by  the  defendants,  he  has  suffered  no  wrong; 
but,  the  fact  being  in  dispute  the  court  cannot  rightfully  inter- 
vene to  direct  a  verdict  for  eith^  party.    The  right  of  the  citi- 
zen to  occupy  and  ^'oy  his  home,  however  mean  or  himible, 
free  from  arbitrary  invasion  and  search,  has  for  centuries  been 
protected  with  the  most  solicitous  care  by  every  court  in  the 
English-speaking  world,  from  Magna  Charta  down  to  the  pres- 
ent, and  is  embodied  in  every  bill  of  rights  defining  the  limits 
of  governmental  power  in  our  own  republic. 

The  mere  fact  that  a  man  is  an  officer,  whether  of  high  or 
low  degree,  gives  him  no  more  right  than  is  possessed  by  the 
ordinary  private  citisen  to  break  in  upon  the  privacy  of  a  home 
and  subject  its  occupants  to  the  indignity  of  a  search  for  the 
evidences  of  crime,  without  '"^  a  legal  warrant  procured  for 
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that  purpose.  No  amount  of  incriminating  evidence,  wliatever 
its  source^  will  supply  the  place  of  such  warrant  At  the  closed 
door  of  the  home^  be  it  palace  or  hovel,  even  bloodhoiinda  moat 
wait  till  the  law,  by  authoritative  process,  bids  it  open.  Even 
with  a  warrant,  the  law  of  this  state  forbids  a  search  in  the 
night-time,  save  upon  a  showing  therefor,  and  upon  special 
authority  expressed  in  the  writ:  Code,  sec.  5555.  A  rig^t  thus 
carefully  guarded  by  the  statute  as  well  as  by  the  common  law 
is  not  to  be  lightly  disregarded. 

2.  Plaintiff  assigns  error  upon  the  ruling  of  the  trial  court 
admitting  testimony  offered  by  defendants  as  to  the  conduct  of 
the  dogs  in  leading  the  searching  party  to  his  house.     Its  ad- 
mission is  sought  to  be  justified  by  defendants  as  being  a  part 
of  the  res  gestae,  and  upon  the  question  of  malice.    As  a  part 
of   the   circumstances   leading  immediately  to  the  search  and 
thus,  perhaps,  tending  to  disclose  something   of   the    motive 
actuating  the  defendants,  we  are  inclined  to  hold,  though  not 
without  some  hesitation,  that  it  was  allowable  for  the  defend- 
ants to  prove  the  facts  as  to  the  presence  of  the  dogs  and  the 
use  made  of  them  on  the  occasion  under  investigation.     Be- 
yond that,  however,  the  defendants  should  not  have  been  per- 
mitted to  go.     It  must  be  borne  in  mind  that  this  is  not  an  ac- 
tion for  malicious  prosecution  or  malicious  arrest,  but  for  an 
alleged  wrongful  and   imauthorized   trespass   upon   plaintifPs 
home  and  property.    In  a  case  of  the  former  kind,  an  honest 
belief  in  the  guilt  of  the  person  prosecuted  or  arrested,  and  the 
facts  and  circumstances  on  which  such  belief  is  founded^  are 
ordinarily  prpper  matters  of  inquiry;  and  such  circrnnstanoeSy 
if  amounting  to  probable  cause  for  the  proceeding  complained  of ^ 
will  constitute  a  complete  defense  to  a  suit  for  damages.    But  in 
a  case  like  the  one  at  bar  the  doctrine  or  rule  of  probable  cause 
has  no  application.    To  illustrate:  in  an  action  for  damages 
from  malicious  prosecution  for  theft  the  defendant  may  plead 
and  prove  that  plaintiff  was  in  fact  guilty  of  the  crime  charged 
against  him,  and  thus  establish  a  perfect  defense.    *^  But  in 
an  action  for  an  unlawful  search  it  is  no  defense  whatever  to 
say  that  plaintiff  was  a  thief,  or  did  in  fact  have  the  stolen 
property  upon  his  premises.    The  fact  may  be  admitted,  but  the 
right  of  action  remains.    There  is  but  one  possible  phase  of  the 
case  upon  which  the  admission  of  any  testimony  of  this  kind 
can  be  upheld.     If  the  jury  should  find  for  plaintiff — ^that  the 
wrongful  search  was  made,  and  that  in  such  act  the  defendants 
were  moved  or  inspired  by  malice  toward  the  plaintiff — they 
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could,  in  additioii  to  actual  damages^  assess  a  greater  or  less 
sum  against  the  defendants  by  way  of  punishment  or  as  exem- 
plary damages.  In  mitigation  of  such  damages,  only,  eyidence 
loay  be  reoeived  of  any  fact  which  fairly  and  reasonably  tends 
to  show  that  the  act  was  done  in  good  faith  and  without  malice. 
Moti^  and  intuit  being  of  the  essence  of  the  inquiry  where 
^emplary  damages  are  sought,  any  eyidence  which  fairly  tends 
to  their  disclosure  is  admissible :  Bedfield  ▼.  Bedfield,  75  Iowa, 
435,  39  N.  W.  688;  Wallace  v.  Finch,  24  Mich.  256;  Camp 
T.  Camp,  59  Vt.  667,  10  AtL  748;  Voltz  v.  Blackmar,  64  N.  Y. 
440.  It  is  necessary,  however,  for  the  court  to  carefully  guard 
the  application  of  tins  rule,  to  preyent  its  being  made  an  open 
door  for  the  introduction  in  evidence  of  much  that  is  imma- 
terial, irrelevant,  and  confusing;  and  the  jury  should  be  in- 
formed in  cases  of  this  nature  that  evidence  of  good  motive 
<»  absence  of  malice  goes  only  to  the  matter  of  assessing  dam- 
<^ges  by  way  of  punishment  or  example,  and  should  be  wholly 
disr^rded  in  assessing  actual  or  compensatory  damages. 

3.  Much   evidence  was  admitted  over  plaintiff's  objection 
which  was  merely  laudatory  of  the  fame  and  royal  lineage  of 
the  hounds  employed  in  llie  raid  npon  the  plaintiffs  prem- 
ises.   For  instance,  the  mayor,  as  a  witness,  was  permitted 
to  state  what  he  had  been  informed  as  to  the  breeding  and 
training  of  the  animals,  and   what  he  had  heard  of  their 
work,  and  that  an  old  schoolmate  of  the  witness  had  highly 
indorsed  them  in  a  letter.    In  view  of  the  well-known  ease 
with  which  letters  of  indorsement  from   good   men   are   pro- 
€nred  by  all  kinds  of  '^^  candidates  for  favor  it  may,  per- 
l^aps,  be  presumed  that  credentials  of  this  sort  could  have  no 
▼eight  with  the  jury,  and  that  plaintiff  suffered  no  prejudice 
dierefrom ;  but  we  think  the  matter  so  clearly  incompetent  and 
inunaterial  that  the  objection  thereto  should   have   been   sus- 
tained.   The  witness  Quint  was  also  allowed  to  testify  that  he 
^presents  a  company  which  insures  banks  against  burglary,  and 
snakes  it  a  business  to  ''punish  and  prosecute  criminals,'^  and 
that  in  such  capacily  he  had  looked  up  the  history  of  the  hoimds, 
wiii  a  view  to  utilizing  their  services  in  the  company's  business. 
^Wi  this  investigation  he  says  he  was  'led  to  believe  them 
finely  bred,  safe,  and  sure,  trained  for  great  capacity  in  foUow- 
^g  and  tracking  and  using  the  scent,  quite  intelligent,  and  prob- 
ably the  best  hounds  in  the  west'* ;  a  statement  which  he  empha- 
riz^  by  stories  gleaned  from  hearsay — how  by  the  remarkable 
ioatinet  of  these  dop  a  robbery  of  a  bank  had  been  frustrated 
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and  the  murderer  of  ft  woman  had  been  driven  to  Boicide  afb 
ft  chase  of  thirty  mileB,  the  only  clue  given  the  dogs  being 
scent  "from  a  pair  of  eocks"  of  the  fleeing  male  factor. 

As  a  seal  to  this  eologium,  the  witness  produced  ^otograp! 
of  the  hounds,  which  were  admitted  in  evidence.  The  particul 
point  in  controversy  which  these  portraits  w&k  intended 
illuminate  is  not  pointed  out  by  counsel,  and  oar  unaided  etFoi 
in  that  direction  have  proved  fruitless.  All  this  testimony  boi 
of  the  mayor  and  Quint  waa  objected  to  by  the  plainti^  ai 
should  have  been  eicluded.  The  matter  being  tried  was  tl 
alleged  trespass  upon  plaintiff^  home,  not  plaintiffs  guilt  t 
innocence  of  chicken  stealing,  nor  the  pedigre^  training,  eld] 
or  appearance  of  the  bloodhounds — a  distinction  which  at  timt 
seems  to  have  been  overlooked  in  the  presentation  of  Uie  tei 
timony. 

4.  Complaint  is  also  made  of  the  action  of  the  trial  com 
in  allowing  defendants  to  amend  their  answer  upon  ttie  eve  c 
trial ;  but  to  permit  amendment  is  a  rule  applied  by  *"  courl 
with  great  liberolil^,  and  we  find  nothing  to  indicate  that  th 
discretion  thus  universally  ezerdsed  was  abused  in  the  preeen 
instance.  Other  questions  raised  are  such  as  are  not  likely  t 
arise  upon  a  retrial,  and  we  do  Bot  consider  them. 

For  the  reasons  stated,  the  judgment  ftf^aled  from  ia  le 
Tersed. 

BBABOH  OF  PBEIQSEB  OF  FBITATB  FBB80H8. 

I.    SMniitr  tram  milawfnl  Saand^  328. 
Q.    Saardi  Under  Warrant. 

a.  0«iMTall7,  329. 

b.  Beqnlritea  of  Warrant. 

1.    DMdgnatlon  of  Place,  SSI. 
a.    Dewnlptloa  of  Propsrtjr,  838. 
in.    Ua^llltj  under  Searcb-wunntB, 

a.  MaUdooa  ProBaentlon,  3S& 

b.  Uabmt7  In  TreBpMi,  S33. 

IV.    Warrant  of  Axnat  as  Seaidi-wairaat,  394. 

I.  Becnrltr  from  Unlawful  Saardi. 
An  unreasoDabla  learch  is  aa  examinBtion  Or  inspeetlon  witliont 
anthoritf  of  law,  of  one's  premiaeg  or  paraon,  with  tt  view  to  tbo 
discovery  of  Htoles,  contraband  oi  illicit  propertj,  oi  for  Bome  evi- 
dence of  guilt,  to  be  used  in  tbe  prosecution  of  a  criminal  action. 
The  right  of  inclividnalB  to  bo  exempt  from  such  tearcbes  ia  gnar- 
ftDteed  by  an  amendment  to  article  4  of  the  eoDBtitntion  of  thft 
'Cnited  States,  and  Bueh  amendment  is  incorporated  generally  in  the 
eonstitutiona  of  the  fleveral  BtateB.    Buch  amendment  reads  as  follows: 
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''The  right  of  tbe  people  to  be  secure  in  their  persons,  houses,  papers, 
sad  effeets,  a^auast  unreasonable  searches  and  seizures,  shall  not  be 
Tiolated,  and  no  WBrrants  shall  issue,  but  upon  probable  cause,  sup- 
ported by  oath  or  affirmation,  and  particularly  describing  the  place 
to  be  searcbed,  and  the  person  or  things  to  be  seised":  U.  8.  Const., 
amendment  to  article  4.  But  the  right  to  be  secure  in  one's  own 
house  is  not  a  rigbt  derived  from  the  constitution  alone.  It  existed 
long  before  tbe  adoption  of  the  constitution  at  the  common  law: 
United  States  v.  Crosby,  1  Hughes,  448,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  14,893. 

The  violation   of  the  right  to  be  secure  in  one's  home  does  not 
require  actual  entry  upon  the  premises  and  a  search  for  and  the  seiz- 
ure of  property  in  order  to  constitute  it  an  unreasonable  search  and 
seizure.     The    compulsory  production  of  one's    private    books    and 
papers  to  be  naed  against  him  in  a  criminal  or  penal  proceeding,  is 
within  the  meaning  and  spirit  of  such  constitutional  provision:  Boyd 
▼.  United  States,  116  U.  &  616,  6  Sup.  Ct.  Bep.  524,  29  L.  ed.  746. 
Scftrchea  made  upon  the  complaint  or  suggestion  of  one  party  of 
the  house  or  possessions  of  another,  in  order  to  secure  a  personal 
advantage,  and  not  with  any  design  to  afford  aid  in  the  administra- 
tion of  justice  in  reference  to  acts  or  offenses  in  violation  of  penal 
laws,  are  unreasonable  and  unwarranted;  as,  for  instance,  a  search 
made  on  a  warrant  issued  by  a  judge  in  insolvency,  on  the  complaint 
of  an  assignee  for  property  belonging  to  the  debtor:   Bobinson  v. 
Biehardson,  13  Gray,  454. 

The  amendment  to  the  United  States  constitution  above  referred 
to,  declaring  that  the  right  of  the  people  to  be  secure  in  their  prop- 
erty against  unreasonable  searches  does  not  apply  to  state  govem- 
Bicntsy  but  is  a  limitation  exclusively  upon  national  power.  It  has 
BO  application  to  proceeding  under  authority  of  the  state.  But  never 
theless  the  same  right  is  generally  guaranteed  by  the  state  constitu- 
tions: Beed  v.  Bice,  2  J.  J.  Marsh.  44,  19  Am.  Bee.  122;  State  v. 
MUnson,  40  S.  C.  363,  42  Am.  St.  Bep.  877,  18  S.  E.  1021;  State  v. 
Brennan,  2  S.  Dak.  384,  50  N.  W.  625. 

n.    Search  U^idsr  Warrant. 

ft-  CteneraOy. — In  no  case,  it  is  believed,  has  any  person,  even  a 
peace  officer,  the  right  to  enter  and  search  the  private  premises  of 
uiother  for  evidence  of  crime  or  of  a  violation  of  penal  laws  except 
Tiixder  authority  of  a  search-warrant:  Beed  v.  Adams,  2  Allen,  413. 
Perhaps,  after  a  person  is  alleged  to  have  committed  a  crime  his 
premises  may  be  searched  for  evidence  thereof,  without  a  warrant  by 
permission  and  with  the  assistance  of  the  servant  or  agent  of  the 
owner,  when  the  former  is  in  charge  of  the  premises:  State  v.  Grls- 
Wold,  67  Conn.  290,  34  Atl.  1046,  33  L.  B.  A.  227;  Grim  v.  Bobinson, 
81  Neb.  540,  48  N.  W.  388.  A  peace  officer  vested  with  authority  to 
*^ inspect''  certain  enumerated  places  cannot  without  a  warrant,  in- 
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vade  or  search  such  a  hoaae  or  place  on  hia  mere  anspleioa  that  mis- 
demsBnorB   are   committed   therein.     The   power   to    "inspect"    doe* 
not  confer  aothorit^  of  viaitation  and  seareh:  People  v.   ai«niian,  37 
Misc.  Bep.   (N.  T.)    1,  74  N.  Y.  8upp.  7B4.     After  pointing  out  that 
policemen  have  no  right  to  invade  and  search  private  houaea  without 
a  warrant  and  on  mere  suBpicion  or  hearsaf  that  some  sort  of  crime 
maj  have  been  committed  therein,  or  that  such  house  eontaina  somo 
evidence  that  a  crime  has  been  committed.    Judge  Oajnor  said:  "If 
it  were  so  that  we  are  all  open  to  have  our  houses  invaded,  laji- 
sacked  and  searched  hjr  policemen  on  nothing  except  what  tbe^  ma^ 
choose  to  call  their  suspicions,  and  that  we  maj  be  arrested  in  the 
same   way,  we  would  not  be   living  under  a  free   government,   bnt 
under  a  most  intolerable  despotism,  the  like  of  which  former  genera- 
tiers  struggled  ag&inst  nntil  they  obtained  those  goarsjities  of  in- 
dividual rights  and  liberties  which  made  them  free,  the   chief  of 
which  were  that  their  houses  should  not  be  invaded  and  aearehed, 
and  that  the;  should  not  be  seized  except  by  warrant  and  proeeM 
of  law":  Pec^le  v.  Glennon,  87  Misc.  Hep.  (N,  Y.)  7,  74  N.  T,  Snpp. 
794.    The  means  generally  invoked,  and  the  only  legal  means  that  can 
be  Invoked,  to  search  the  premises  of  a  private  individual,  is  a  search- 
warrant,  which  is  an  authority  in  writing  from  the  state  signed  by  a 
magistrate,  and  directed  to  an  officer,  commanding  him  to  examine 
a  designated  place  for  articles  alleged  to  be  concealed  there  contrary 
to  law.     Such  a  warrant  may  be  issued  to  search  for  property  stolen 
or  embezzled,  or  which  has  been  used  as  the  means  of  committing  a 
felony,  or  which  some  person  has  in  his  possession  with  intent  to  use 
as  a  means  of  committing  a  crime:  People  v.  Noelke,  20  Hun,    461; 
Langdon  v.  People,  133  IlL  382,  24  N.  E.  8T4;  Boyd  v.  United  Slates, 
lie  U.  8.  616,  6  Sup.  Ct.  Bep.  SS4,  29  L.  ed.  746.     "  Search-warrants 
were  never  recognized  by  the  common  law  as  processes  which  might  be 
availed  of  by  individuals  in  the  course  of  civil  proceedings,  or  for  the 
maintenance  of  any  mere  private  right,  but  their  use  was  confined  to 
cases  of  public  prgsecutions,  instituted  and  pursued  for  the  suppres- 
sion of  crime  or  the  detection  and  punishment  of  criminals.     Even 
in  those  cases,  if  we  may  rely  on  the  authority  of  Lord  Coke,  their 
legality  was   formerly   doubted,   and   Lord   Camden    said   that   they 
crept  into  the  law  by  imperceptible  practice.     Bat  their  legality  has 
long  been  considered  to  be  established  on  the  ground  of  publie  neces- 
sity, because,  without  them,  felons  and  other  malefactors  would  es- 
cape detection":  Bobinson  v.  Richardson,  18  Oray,  456.     The  most 
frequent  use  of  the  search- warrant  is  to  search  for  goods  alleged  to 
have  been  stolen  and  to  such  use  it  seems  formerly  to  have  been  con- 
flned:  Stone  v.  Dana,  5  Met.   (Mass.)   8S;  Entick  v.   Carrington,  19 
How,  St.  Tr.  1029;  State  v,  Mann,  5  Ired.  45. 

Statntes  in  many  of  the  states  authorize  tha  nse  of  the  search- 
warrant  to  search  for  and  seize  lottery'ticketa  and  materials:  Com- 
monwealth  V.  Dana,  2   Met.   (Mass.)    329;   and  gaming  implements: 
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ComnKMi wealth  t.  Ghuning  Implementfl,  119  ICaaa.  332;  Hastlngi  t. 
Hang:,  85  Mielu  87,  48  N.  W.  294;  or  for  the  seizure  of  intoxieatiiig 
liqnors  kept  for  Bale  In  Tiolation  of  law:  Commonwealth  v.  Intoxica- 
tln^  Liquors,  6  Alien,  599;  Gnenther  v.  Day,  6  Oraj,  490;  Downing 
V.  Porter,  8  OrtLy,  539;  Commonwealth  ▼.  Intoxiealing  liqaora,  105 
Km.  178;  Honey  t.  Davia,  58  N.  H.  317;  State  t.  Newman,  96  Wia. 
258,  71  N.  W.  43a. 

b.    BeqnislteB  of  Wanank 

1.    Dealgiuttion  of  Plaee. — If  a  teareh-warrant  is  iMued  npon  prol^ 
able  eanae  sapported  hj  affidayit,  and  particularly  describee  the  plaee 
to  be  searehed  and  the  property  to  be  seized,  it  is  sufficient:  Langdon 
T.  People,  133  IlL  382,  24  N.  B.  874;  but  a  search-warrant,  to  be  of  any 
validity  and  to  authorize  a  search,  must  describe  the  place  to  be 
Marched,  the  person  against  whom  the  warrant  issues,  and  the  prop- 
er^ sought  with  such  certainty  as  to  identify  them:  Beed  v.  Bice, 
t  J.  J.  Marsh.  44,  19  Am.  Dec  122;  Bymside  t.  Burdett,  15  W.  Ya. 
702;  Ashley  v.  Peterson,  25  Wis.  621.    Thus,  a  search-warrant  based 
ea  an  affidAvit  that  on  a  specified  date  a  certain  amount  of  cotton- 
*Md  was  taken  from  the  affiant's  premises  and  that  there  is  probable 
cause  for  beUeTing  such  property  to  be  on  a  certain  plantation,  oe« 
copied  by  two  designated  persons,  is  void  for  want  of  a  certain  de- 
•eription  of  the  plaee  to  be  searehed:  Thrash  y.  Bennett,  57  Ala.  156. 
It  has  been  held,  although  we  do  not  think  it  to  be  the  prevailing 
role,  that    the  description  in  the  warrant  of  the  place  to  be  searched 
vhould  be  as  certain  and  specific  as  would  be  necessary  in  a  deed  of 
conveyance:  Jones  v.  Fletcher,  41  Me.  254;  State  v.  Bartlett,  47  Me. 
^;  but  the  place  to  be  seached  must  be  particularly  designated  in 
the  search-warrant,  and  a  warrant  authorizing  a  search  of  any  sus- 
pected plaee  is  too  general  to  be  of  any  validity:  Frisbie  v.  Butler, 
^ix^y   (Conn.),  213;  People  v.  Holcomb,  3  Park.  Gr.  Bep.  656.    The 
warrant  must  specifically  describe  the  goods,  place,  and  person,  and 
^Qct  the  officer  to  search  such  place  and  arrest  such  person,  and  if 
^y  of  these  preliminaries  is  omitted,  or  if  the  warrant  is  too  gen- 
eral, the  proceedings  are  coram  non  judice:   Grumon  v.  Baymond, 
1  Conn.  40,  6  Am.  Dec.  200;  Sandford  v.  Nichols,  13  Mass.  286,  7 
^^  Dec^  151.    A  search-warrant  commanding  the  officer  to  diligently; 
<0areh  a  certain  house  for  stolen  goods    will  not  authorize  him  to 
'oree  his  way  into  an  adjoining  house  and  search  it:  Larthet  v.  For- 
Wt  2  La.  Ann.  524,  46  Am.  Dec.  554;  and  a  warrant  to  search  the 
dwelling-houses  of  a  certain  person  only  authorizes  the  officer  to 
^^^ith  the  house  in  which  such  person  lives,  and  if  he  searches 
«  boQfle  hired  and  occupied  by  another,  although  owned  by  such  per- 
^^t  he  is  guilty  of  a  trespass:  Humes  v.  Taber,  1  B.  L  464. 

^  house  or  place  where  the  contraband  goods  are  believed  to  be 
coneealed  is  sufficiently  designated  and  described  in  the  warrant 
V  denominating  it  as  the  office  of  the  person  named  in  the  warrant, 
ttd  specifically  designating  the  street  and  number  of  its  location. 
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al though  the  person  named  and  another  occupy  such  office  together: 
Commonwealth  v.  Dana,  2  Met.  (Mass.)  329.  And  a  warrant  to 
■earch  the  houae  of  a  particular  .person  and  the  bam,  onthousea,  and 
grain  stacks  of  such  person,  on  the  same  farm,  is  sufficiently  specific, 
and  not  void  for  uncertainty:  Meek  y.  Pierce,  19  Wis.  818. 

Authority  to  search  a  house  will  justify  the  search  of  a  shop  on 
the  same  premises  If  the  goods  under  search  are  such  as  might  reason- 
ably be  found  in  such  shop:  Dwinnels  ▼.  Boyington,  3  Allen,  310. 
A  warrant  directing  the  officer  to  search  the  house  of  a  certain  named 
person  authorizes  the  search  of  his  dwelling-house  situated  on  th< 
premises  designated  in  the  warrant:  Wright  y.  Bressel,  140  Mass. 
147,  3  N.  E.  6. 

2.    Description  of  Property. — ^The  property  to  be  seized  under   a 
search-warrant  must  be  particularly  described  therein  and  no  other 
property  can  be  taken  thereunder.    The  goods  to  be  seized  must  be 
described  with  such  certainty  as  to  identify  them:  Beed  y.  Bice,  2 
J.  J.  Marsh.  44,  19  Am.  Dec.  122;  State  y.  Slamm,  73  Vt.  212,  87  Am. 
8t.  Hep.  711,  50  Atl.  1097.    Thus,  a  description  as  * '  goods,  wares  and 
merchandise,"  without  any  specification  of  their  character,  quality, 
number,  or  weight,  or  any  other  circumstances  tending  to  distin^aisb 
them,  is  not  sufficiently  particular  or  definite:  Sandford  y.  Nichols, 
13  Mass.  286,  7  Am.  Dec.  151.    If  the  warrant  and  the  complaint  on 
which  it  is  issued  are  on  the  same  paper,  and  the  goods  to  be  searched 
for   are  properly   designated  and   described   in    the   complaint,    and 
the  warrant  directs  the  officer  to  search  for  the  property,  *' mentioned 
in  the  above  complaint/'  the  process  is  legal  and  sufficient,  without 
further   designation   or   description   in   the   warrant:  Commonwealth 
y.  Dana,  2  Met.  (Mass.)    329.    A  description  in  the  warrant  of  the 
property  to  be  seized  as  "three  cases  of  misses'  and  women's  boots, 
of  the  yalue  of  one  hundred  dollars,  a  lot  of  oak-tanned  soles,  of  the 
yalue  of  fifty  dollars,  and  ten  sides  of  sole  leather,  of  the  value  of 
forty  dollars,"  is  sufficient:  Dwinnels  y.  Boynton,  3  Allen,  310;   or 
such  description  as  "goods  and  chattels,  to  wit,  gaming  implements 
and  other  chattels  and  apparatus,  which  complainant  is  unable   to 
specify,  used,  and  kept  to  be  used  in  unlawful  gaming,"  is  sufficient 
as  a  description  of  the  property  to  be  taken:  Hastings  y.  Haug,  85 
Mich.  87,  48  N.  W.  294. 

m.    Idability  Under  Search-warrants. 

a.  Malidons  Prosecution. — One  who  maliciously  and  without 
probable  cause  institutes  and  carries  forward  proceedings  under  a 
search-warrant  is  liable  to  an  action  for  malicious  prosecution:  Carey 
y.  Sheets,  67  Ind.  375;  Whitson  v.  May,  71  Ind.  269.  And  a  mere 
application  for  a  search-warrant,  on  the  ground  that  the  goods  have 
been  stolen,  and  are  concealed  within  a  person's  inclosure,  if  made 
with  malice  and  without  probable  cause,  is  sufficient  ground  to  bus- 
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tain  an  aetion  for  malieions  proseeiition  against  the  person  making 
nth  appUeation:  Ifiller  v.  Brown,  3  Mo.  127,  23  Am.  Dec.  603.  In 
sock  an  action  the  plaintiff  shows  a  prima  facie  case  by  proof  that 
upon  the  search  the  property  was  not  found,  that  the  return  of  the 
warrant  so  showed,  and  that  for  a  long  time  he  had  borne  a  good 
repntation  in  the  neighborhood  for  integrity  and  honesty:  CHson  t. 
Trete,  46  Minn.  225,  48  N.  W.  914.  Or  if  the  complaint  alleges,  and 
the  OTldence  shows  that  defendant  has  falsely  accused  plaintiff  of 
theft,  and  malieiously  and  without  probable  cause  procured  a  war- 
rant to  search  his  premises  and  has  caused  it  to  be  executed  in  such 
manner  as  t^  canse  gross  humiliation,  a  trespass  is  sufficiently  shown 
for  which  the  defendant  is  liable,  and  it  makes  no  difference  whether 
the  action  Is  considered  as  one  fpr  slander,  false  imprisonment  or 
malieions  prosecution:  Doane  v.  Anderson,  60  Hun,  586,  15  N.  T. 
Supp.  459. 

b.    Uabillty  In  trespass. — The  form  of  action  usually  and  properly 
employed  to  recover  damages  for  a  wrongful  search  under  a  warrant  is 
trespass:  Anonymous,  Minor,  52,  12  Am.  Dec.  31;  Beed  v.  Legg,  2 
Harr.  173;  Doane  v.  Anderson,  60  Hun,  586,  15  N.  Y.  Supp.  459.    If 
the  search-warrant    is  in  any  way  insufficient,  it  affords  no  protec- 
tion to  those    charged  with  committing  trespass   in  its  execution: 
Bced  V.  Lucas,  42  Tex.  529.    But  it  seems  that  trespass  will  not  lie 
against  a  person  who  has  procured  a  search-warrant  to  search  for 
stolen  goods,   if  such  warrant  was  duly  and  regularly  issued  and 
executed.     Bnt  in  such  an  instance  an  action  on  the  case  will  lie,  if. 
the  party  procuring  the  warrant  was  actuated  by  malicious  motives: 
^^ty  V.  Perkins,  6  Wend.  382.    It  has  been  held  that  if  no  goods 
are  found  under  the  search,  the  person  taking  out  the  warrant    is 
a  trespasser  and  liable  as  such:  Beed  v.  Legg,  2  Harr.  173;  Simpson 
V.  McCaffrey,  13  Ohio,  508.    It  has  also  been  decided  that  a  search 
warrant  is  a  sufficient  justification,  though  the  stolen  goods  are  not 
found,  even  to  the  party  at  whose  instance  the  writ  issued,  for  an 
^try  npon  the  suspected  place,  if  the  doors  are  found  open  and  the 
entry  is  peaceable.    But  whether  it  would  be  a  justification  if  the 
doors  are  found  closed  and  are  broken  down  is  not  decided:  Chip* 
^&&a  V.  Bates,  15  Yt.  51,  40  Am.  Dec.  663.    If  the  defendant  in  tres- 
pass entered  the  dwelling-house  of  the  plaintiff  by  virtue  of  a  search- 
warrant,  to  find  stolen  goods,  and,  after  the  search  had  been  con* 
eluded  and  the  goods  found  and  taken,  the  defendant,  on  some  other 
pretext,  again  entered  the  house  or  aided  others  in  doing  so,  for  the 
purpose   of  finding  other  evidence  against  the  plaintiff,  to  aid   in 
^nyicting  him  of  the  theft  of  the  goods,  the  defendant  is  guilty 
^  trespass  in  effecting  the  second  entry  into  such  dwelling:  Lawton 
V.  CardeU,  22  Vt.  524. 

Injury  to  the  plaintiff's  reputation  and  feelings  may  be  alleged, 
preyed,  and  reeovered  for  in  an  action  of  trespass  vi  et  armis,  for 
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unlawfnll/  entering  hii  house  under  the  pretense  of  seaFehiiig  fw 
stolen  goods:  Anonymous,  Minor,  52,  12  Am.  Dee.  31;  Larthet  ▼.  For- 
ggj,  2  La.  Ann.  524,  4d  Am.  Dec  554.  Circumstances  of  reaaonabUt 
•aspieion  that  stolen  goods  were  upon  the  premises  may  be  provedl 
in  mitigation  of  damages  in  trespass  for  a  wrongful  search  under  a 
warrant:  Simpson  y.  McCaifrey,  13,  Ohio,  508. 

IV.    Warrant  of  Arrest  as  Searth-wazrant. 

A  warrant  of  arrest  may  sometimes  answer  the  purpose  of  a  search- 
warrant,  as  a  warrant  for  an  arrest  for  a  felony  authorizes  the  offi- 
cer in  entering  the  shop  or  office  of  the  person  accused  and  there 
seizing  the  chattel  alleged  to  have  been  stolen:  Banks  v.  FajrweH, 
21  Pick.  156.  Thus,  under  a  warrant  for  the  arrest  of  a  lottery 
ticket  dealer,  the  officer  is  authorized  to  search  the  room  -where  such 
dealer  is  found,  and  seize  a  package  of  lottery  tickets  there  fonnd 
which  belong  to  such  dealer:  Collins  v.  Lean,  68  Cal  284^  9  Pae.  173. 


STATE  T.  BAPHAEIi. 

[123  Iowa,  452,  99  N.  W.  151.] 

BUBGItABT.-— Possession  of  Secently  Stolen  Ooods^  in  the  ab- 

.sence  of  a  satisfactory  explanation  of  the  source  of  such  possession, 
justifies  a  finding  that  the  possessor  broke  and  entered  the  building 
from  which  they  were  stolen,     (p.  336.) 

OBIMIKAL  I«AW— Possession  of  Recently  Stolen  Goods — ^Ex- 
planation.— ^If  the  attendant  circumstances  are  such  as  to  satisfy  the 
jury  of  the  falsity  of  the  explanation  of  the  possession  of  reeently 
stolen  goods,  and  of  the  guilt  of  the  possessor,  his  conyiction  is 
justified,     (p.  336.) 

OBIMZNAIi  laAW-— Possession  of  Recently  Stolen  Qooda^ — 
Borden  of  Proof  is  on  one  in  possession  of  recently  stolen  goods,  to 
satisfactorily  explain  his  possession,     (p.  836.) 

L.  M.  Whitney  and  J.  T.  SulliYan^  for  the  appellantSi 

C.  M.  Mnllan,  attorney  general^  and  L.  De  Graff^  assistant 
attorney  general,  for  the  state. 

^^  SHERWIN,  J.  At  some  time  between  the  twenly-first 
and  twenty-eighth  days  of  February,  1903,  the  dwelling-house 
of  Mrs.  C.  W.  ***"*  Bown,  in  the  city  of  Waterloo,  Iowa,  was 
broken  and  entered,  and  a  large  amount  of  silverware  and  other 
property  was  taken  therefrom.  The  defendants  at  that  time 
lived  with  their  parents  in  Waterloo^  occupying  a  room  or  rooms 
in  the  second  stoiy  of  the  house^  near  an  attic  room,  in  which 
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they  kept  their  clothing  and  other  effects.    Very  soon  after  the 
burglary  waa  diacoYered,  this  house  was  searchedy  and  in  this 
attic  room  the  officerB  found  a  portion  of  the  silverware  and 
other  property  which  had  been  stol^i  from  the  Bown  house. 
This  was  wrapped  in  a  cloth,  and  was  taken  possession  of  by  the 
officers.     Other  articles  of  silyerware  were  found  there  at  this 
time,  but,  not  beiiig  then  identified,  they  were  not  taken.    Three 
or  four  days  after  another  search  of  the  premises  was  made, 
and  a  coat  and  Test  belonging  to  one  of  Mrs.  Bown's  sons,  which 
had  been  stolen  at  the  time  of  the  burglary,  were  found  in  this 
Bame  attic  room.    Between  the  two  searches,  property  which 
was  found  in  the  room  upon  the  first,  but  not  tidcen  by  the  offi- 
cers, and  which  was  afterward  proven  to  have  been  stolen  from 
the  Bown  residence,  had  been  taken  away,  and  was  not  again 
located.     The  defendant  Joseph   Baphael   admitted  upon  the 
trial  that  the  silverware  and  other  property  found  in  the  attic 
ftnd  taken  hy  the  officers  upon  the  first  search  had  been  put  there 
by  him,  but  claimed  that  it  had  been  taken  to  the  house  and 
deUvered  to  him  for  safekeeping  by  a  young  friend  from  Ne- 
braska, who  had  stayed  with  the  family  a  few  days,  and  left 
shortly  before  the  search  was  made,  and  whose  whereabouts  he 
did  not  then  know.    When  the  coat  and  vest  were  found  and 
taken  by  the  officers  upon  the  second  search,  the  mother  of  the 
defendants  told  the  officers  that  they  belonged  to  her  son,  the 
defeodant  Charles  BaphaeL    He  was  not  then  under  arrest, 
snd  upon  his  return  home,  soon  after  the  search  had  been  made, 
his  mother  told  him  of  it,  and  of  the  taking  of  the  coat  and  vest 
by  the  officers.    He  testified  that,  upon  looking  for  his  coat  and 
^est,  he  found  them  gone,  and  that  he  immediately  thereafter 
^ent  to  the  sheriff's  office,  ^looked  at  the  coat,*'  and  thought  it 
his.    He  did  in  fact  make  a  thorough  '***  examination  of  the 
g^iments  in  the  sheriff's  office,  and  even  after  he  had  been  told 
that  young  Knox  claimed  them,  he  insisted  that  they  belonged 
^  him;  that  he  had  bought  them  in  Nebraska  three  or  four 
years  before,  brought  them  to  Waterloo,  and  had  them  in  his 
poeseesion  up  to  the  time  they  were  taken  from  his  home;  and 
that  he  could  identify  them  at  any  place;  and  this  claim  he  did 
not  abandon  imtil  one  of  the  pockets  of  the  coat  was  turned 
ineide  out,  and  the  name  '^Enox''  found  thereon. 

The  appellant  Joseph  Baphael  insists  that,  because  of  his  ex- 
planation of  his  possession  of  the  silverware  f oimd  in  the  attic 
^d  taken  therefrom  upon  the  first  search,  the  case,  as  to  him, 
ihoTild  not  have  gone  to  the  jury,  and  that  the  court  erred  in 


336  Ameeioah  Statb  RbpobtSj  Vol.  101.         [I< 

not  directing  a  serdiet  for  him.  But  with  this  contentioB 
cannot  agree.  This  property  was  found  in  hie  poesesaion  b 
few  days  after  it  wbb  stoleuj  and,  in  the  absence  of  a  satiflfac 
ezplanstioQ  of  the  poeseeeion,  the  jury  would  be  justified 
finding  that  he  broke  and  entered  the  building  from  whic 
was  stolen:  State  v.  Jennings,  79  Iowa,  513,  44  N.  W.  ' 
State  V.  WilliMQB,  120  Iowa,  36,  94  N.  W.  855 ;  State  v.  Br 
121  Iowa,  561,  97  N.  W.  62;  It  is  true  that  the  conveiiiMit  oi 
person  from  whom  Btolen  property  is  so  often  received 
present  in  this  caee  in  the  defendant's  explanation,  but  the  j 
would  not  be  bound  to  believe  tiie  explanation,  though  it  mi 
not  be  contradicted  by  other  direct  evidence ;  and,  if  the  attc 
ant  circnmatanceB  were  such  as  to  satisfy  it  of  the  falsity  of 
explanation,  &nd  of  the  guilt  of  the  defendant,  a  convict 
would  be  jastified :  State  t.  Brown,  25  Iowa,  566. 

The  fact  that  some  of  the  oUier  property  stolen  at  the  et 
time,  and  found  in  the  attic  upon  the  first  search,  but  not  t1 
id^itified  and  taken  by  the  ^eriff  was  removed  and  eecre 
before  the  second  search,  and  after  the  defendant's  friend  i 
left,  was  alone  a  strong  drcomstance  tending  to  prove  the  i 
flity  of  the  ezplanatioo. 

The  defendant,  Charles  Baphad,  contends  that  there  was 
evidence  tending  to  prove  his  possession  of  the  coat  a 
***  vest,  and  that  the  court  should  not  have  submitted  his  ci 
to  the  jury  or  instructed  on  that  question.  We  think  oUierwii 
It  may  be  conceded  that  the  coat  and  vest  were  not  found  in  1 
immediate  possession,  but  the  fact  that  he  looked  for  ihem  whi 
informed  by  his  mother  that  they  had  been  taken  from  tl 
attic  by  the  sheriff,  and,  when  not  found  there,  immediately  wei 
to  the  sheriff's  office,  and,  after  a  full  examination  of  the  ga 
ments,  claimed  and  insisted  that  they  were  his,  and  that  he  hs 
owned  them  for  a  long  time,  was  evidence  sufficient  to  warrai 
the  jury  in  finding  that  they  were  in  fact  in  his  possession  whe 
they  were  found  in  the  attic ;  and,  if  in  his  possession  at  thi 
time,  it  devolved  upon  him  to  explain  such  possession.  This  h 
attempted  to  do  by  the  statement  that  Patrick,  the  friend  whoi 
Joseph  Raphael  testified  had  taken  the  silver  to  the  housi 
must  also  have  left  his  coat  and  vest,  and  taken  his  in  plac 
thereof.  There  is  no  evidence  in  the  record  tending  even  t 
show  that  Patrick  had  a  coat  and  vest  similar  to  these,  or  tha 
he  took  them  to  the  house  of  the  defendants,  and  we  think  th 
jury  warranted  in  disr^arding  t^  attempted  explanation  a 
Charles  Haphael. 
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We  think  the  evidence  as  to  both  defendants  warranted  the  in- 
fitnictions  giyen  by  the  conrt  on  the  queation  of  the  recent  poa* 
session  of  the  silverware  and  the  clotMng,  and  warranted  also 
"the  verdict  of  guilty.    The  judgment  is  therefore  affirmed. 

The  PoB9e9si(m  of  Stofen  Properfif  u  evidenee  of  goilt  is  the  snb* 
jeet  of  a  monographie  note  to  State  v.  Drew,  179  Mo.  815^  post,  pw  474. 


CRAWPOBD 


v.    MEIS.      CBAWFOED    v. 
CRAWFORD  V.  BARTMAN. 


LUTHMERS. 


[123  Iowa,  610,  99  N.  W.  186.] 

■ft-gmgATwpTCn.ifgw^'Pni'ftiiMA  of  Tax  Title.— Bemaindermea 
yrho  liave  no  poaBession,  or  right  of  pomesdon,  at  the  time  of  a  tax 
■sle  of  the  property,  may  pnrehase  an  outstanding  tax  title  for  their 
«xehiBiYe  benefit  as  against  other  remaindermen,     (p.  839.) 

UFB  n3NAKT8.~Piii6ha8e  of  Tax  Title  by  a  life  tenant 
does  not  vest  the  fee  in  him  as  against  a  remainderman,  and  the 
transaction  amounts  simply  as  a  redemption  from  the  tax  sale.  (p. 
340.) 

KBMArWPKRMKTf— Cnster  of—Adverse  Possession.— If  lif o 
tenants  and  part  of  the  remaindermen  join  in  a  warranty  deed,  and 
the  grantee  enters  into  possession  thereunder  and  continues  such 
possession  for  the  statutory  period  of  limitation,  paying  taxes  and 
making  improvements,  without  knowledge  of  any  defect  in  the  title, 
which  defect  is  known  to  the  remaindermen  not  joining  in  the  con« 
'v^yance,  this  amounts  to  an  ouster  of  the  latter  which  ripens  into 
a  title  by  adverse  possession,     (p.  343.) 

Hxurd,  Lenehan  &  Eiesel,  for  the  appellants. 

Longueville  &  Eintzinger,  J.  B.  and  A.  1£  Utt  and  Lyon  ft 
Ijyon,  for  the  appellees. 

•^  BISHOP,  J.    At  Ihe  outset  the  rights  of  the  parties  im- 
deniably  were  as  foUows:    The    said    Theophilus    Crawford, 
***  Jr.,  and  Eliza,  his  wife,  ''and  the  survivor  of  them,*'  were 
entitled  to  the  possession,  use  and  income  of  the  property  dnr- 
^g  life.    Upon  their  death  their  children  named  wotdd  be- 
come entitled  to  the  estate  as  tenants  in  common,  for  a  gift  by 
&  t^tator  with  remainder  over  creates  a  tenancy  in  common 
in  the  remaindermen  after  the  termination  of  the  life  estate. 
Kow,  npon  the  happening  of  the  death  of  Alexander^  one  of  the 
remaindermen,  lus  parents,  tbe  life  tenants,  without  doubt  in<r 
Wited  his  one-sixth  interest.    With  this  accepted  as  the  situ- 
ation, we  may  pass  on  to  the  time  when  the  lands  were  sold  for 
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taxes  and  the  tax  deed  issued  to  David  Crawford.  Note  ma 
be  taken  at  tbia  point  of  the  cootentiou  on  the  part  of  appellanl 
to  the  effect  that  in  the  matter  of  taking  title  to  the  estate  and« 
such  tax  deed  David  Crawford  acted  solely  as  a  trostee  for  on 
on  behalf  of  the  life  tenants  and  the  several  remaindenoen,  an 
that  the  subsequent  conveyances  by  him.  made  were  intende 
to  be  in  execution  of  his  trust,  and  not  otherwise.  According]; 
it  is  insisted  that  the  effect  of  such  conveyance  was  simplj  t 
restore  all  parties  to  their  former  status,  the  Ihree  remaindei 
men  to  whom  conveyance  was  made  taking  title  in  tnut  fo 
themselves  and  their  coremainderman.  Without  setting  fori 
the  evidence  at  length  or  entering  upon  an  extended  discossioi 
thereof,  we  may  dispose  of  this  contention  by  saying  that  th 
evidence  in  the  record  which  we  regard  as  competent  does  no 
satisfy  us  that  the  relation  of  trustee  and  cestui  que  trust  existei 
as  contended  for.  We  may  proceed,  therefore,  upon  the  theor 
that  David  Crawford  was  a  stranger  to  the  life  estate  as  wel 
as  to  the  estate  in  remainder,  and  that  by  bis  tax  deed  he  ao 
quired  a  perfect  title  to  the  property  as  against  both  the  116 
tenants  and  the  tenants  in  remainder.  Taking  this  to  be  the 
situation,  we  may  at  once  inquire  what  were  the  rights  of  tht 
parties  under  the  several  deeds  as  executed  and  delivered  by 
David  Crawford. 

First,  as  to  the  deed  from  David  Crawford  to  George  W. 
Franklin,  and  Helen  A.  Crawford.  We  think  it  clear  •'*  that 
Buch  deed  had  the  effect  to  vest  a  perfect  title  in  the  grantees 
named  therein.  It  is  true,  as  contended  for  by  counsel  for  ap- 
pellants, that  where  there  exists,  as  between  joint  tenants  or 
tenants  in  common,  a  reciprocal  duty  of  protecting  the  joint  es- 
tate, one  may  not  absorb  or  get  rid  of  the  interest  of  his  coten- 
ant  by  allowing  the  property  to  go  to  tax  sale,  and  thereunder 
acquire  title  to  the  entire  estate  through  the  medium  of  a  tax 
deed.  And  this  is  true  whether  the  tax  deed  is  procured  to 
be  executed  directly  to  the  tenant  or  to  another  through  whom 
such  tenant  claims  as  grantee:  Weare  v.  Van  Meter,  42  Iowa, 
130, 20  Am.  Rep.  616;  Austin  v.  Barrett,  44  Iowa,  490;  Blumen- 
thal  V.  Culver,  116  Iowa,  326,  89  N.  W.  1116;  Phillips  v.  Wil- 
marth,  98  Iowa,  32,  66  N.  W.  1053.  It  is  to  be  noted,  how- 
ever, that  in  each  of  the  cases  cited,  and  in  others  where  the 
like  rule  is  declared,  the  cotenanta  were  in  possession  or  entitled 
to  possession,  and  each  was  charged  with  the  duty  of  protecting 
the  joint  estate.  And  it  is  under  such  circumstances  that  pay- 
ment by  one  cotenant  is  held  to  be  presumably  for  the  benefit 
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of  bU,  and  he  who  pays  may  charge  the  seyeral  interesU  of  his 
ootenants  with  the  proportionate  parts   which  such   cotenants 
fihould  haYe  paid:  Cooley  on  Taxation^  467.    The  reason  for 
the  rale  seems  to  be  tha^  there  being  a  reciprocal  duty  on  the 
part  of  the  cotenants  to  pay  the  taxes  assessed,  and  as  a  part 
of  the  taxes  for  which  the  land  is  sold  is  a  claim  upon  the  pur- 
cfaaaer's  share,  the  sale  is  based  in  part  upon  his  own  default, 
and  it  would  be  inequitable  to  permit  him  to  profit  by  his  own 
wrong:  11  Am.  &  Eng.  Ency.  of  Law,  Ist  ed.,  1082.    Here, 
however,  the  cotenants  in  remainder  were  not  in  possession,  nor 
did  ihej  have  any  right  of  possession,  and  they  were  not  charge- 
able with  the  duty  and  responsibility  of  making  payment  of 
taxes.     As  between  themselyes,  it  cannot  be  said  that  ^ere  were 
any  reciprocal  rights  or  duties.    The  duty  of  paying  taxes  rested 
upon  the  life  tenants,  and,  should  one  of  the  remaindermen 
have  seen  fit  to  pay  taxes  allowed  to  become  delinquent  for  the 
protection  of  the  estate,  he  could  not  recover  any  portion  of  the 
amount  so  paid  from  his  coremaindermen.    ^^^  There  being  no 
duty  to  pay^  there  could  be  no  such  thing  as  an  enforced  oon- 
tribution.    It  must  be  manifest  that,  as  applied  to  such  a  case, 
the  rule  contended  for  by  counsel  for  appellants  can  have  no 
force  or  application.    Quite  to  the  contrary^  the  principle  which 
should  be  made  to  govern  is  that  which  finds  expression  in  the 
opinion  in  the  case  of  Alexander  v.  Sully,  50  Iowa,  192.    It 
was  there  held  that  one  who^  prior  to  the  issuance  of  a  tax  deed, 
had  occupied  the  relation  of  a  cotenant  in  remainder,  and  whose 
estate  had  been  terminated  by  such  deed  without  his  fault  or 
wrong,  may  purchase  the  entire  estate  of  the  holder  of  the  tax 
title;  and  this  he  may  do  for  his  own  exclusive  benefit.    We  are 
content  to  f oUow  the  doctrine  of  the  case  cited^  and,  giving  the 
same  application  to  the  case  before  us  it  must  be  said  that  there 
was  no  restriction  upon  the  right  of  the  grantees  of  David 
Crawford  to  acquire  and  hold  title  for  their  own  benefit.    This 
being  true,  it  remains  to  be  said  that  ihe  title  of  the  present 
owners,  derived  through  such  grantees,  is  not  subject  to  attack 
at  the  hands  of  plaintiffs  and  intervener.     Passing  other  mat- 
ters of  defense  alleged  and  insisted  upon^  we  conclude  that  with 
respect  to  the  lands  under  present  consideration  the  decree  of 
the  trial  court  was  rights  and  should  be  affirmed. 

We  may  consider  now  the  effect  of  the  deed  as  made  by  David 
Crawford  to  Eliza  Crawford.  Having  in  mind  the  fact  that 
she,  with  her  husband^  were  simply  life  tenants  under  the  will 
of  Tbeophilus  Crawford,  Sr.,  we  think  it  clear  that  the  deed 
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as  made  to  her  could  have  no  other  effect  than  to  restore  fhe  life 
tenancy  and  the  ownership  of  the  inherited  one-sixth  interest  in 
the  estate  in  remainder.  As  life  tenant^  it  was  the  plain  duty 
of  Mrs.  Crawford  to  protect  not  only  her  life  estate,  but  the  es- 
tate in  remainder,  by  the  payment  of  taxes  when  due:  Olleman 
V.  Kelgore,  52  Iowa,  38,  2  N.  W.  612;  Booth  v.  Booth,  114 
Iowa,  79,  86  N.  W.  61.  And  certainly  a  life  tenant  charged 
with  the  duty  of  paying  taxes  will  be  estopped,  as  against  the 
remaindermen,  from  claiming  to  be  the  owner  of  the  fee  title 
under  a  tax  •*•  deed,  it  appearing  that  such  tenant  has  failed 
in  his  duty  to  pay  the  taxes,  and  has  allowed  the  lands  to  be  sold 
therefor;  and  this  is  true  whether  title  is  sought  to  be  taken 
directly  through  the  medium  of  the  tax  deed  or  by  conveyance 
procured  from  one  who  has  purchased  at  the  tax  sale.  In  either 
case  the  transaction  amounts  in  law  simply  to  a  redemption 
from  the  tax  sale.  To  hold  otherwise  would  be  to  open  wide 
the  door  to  gross  frauds  and  abuses,  for,  while  a  remainderman 
may  protect  his  interest  in  expectancy  by  making  payment  of 
tax6s  he  has  the  right  to  rely  upon  payment  being  made  by  the 
life  tenant,  and  he  may,  therefore,  as  against  such  tenant,  give 
himself  no  concern  during  the  continuance  of  the  life  estate: 
Cooley  on  Taxation,  2d  ed.,  467. 

Now,  as  the  deed  to  Mrs.  Crawford  had  the  effect,  in  legal 
contemplation,  only  to  redeem  the  lands  from  tax  sale,  and 
thus  restore  the  prior  existing  rights,  it  follows  that^  speaking 
strictly,  by  the  deed  to  the  several  defendants  in  these  cases  in 
which  she  and  her  husband  subsequently  joined,  there  was  con- 
veyed by  them  only  such  interest  as  they  then  had,  to  wit,  the 
life  estate  covering  all  the  lands  thus  conveyed,  and  the  one- 
sixth  interest  in  the  estate  in  remainder  derived  through  the 
death  of  their  son  Alexander.    As  three  of  the  remaindermen 
joined  in  such  conveyance,  full  title  was  vested  in  the  grantees, 
subject  only  to  such  rights  as  became  reinvested  in  Charles  and 
Lewis  Crawford,  as  remaindermen,  by  virtue  of  the  deed  from 
David  Crawford  to  their  mother,  Eliza  Crawford.     This  the 
trial  court  found  and  decreed,  and,  further,  that  the  interests 
thus  reinvested  in  said  Charles  and  Lewis  Crawford  and  the 
hgal  heirs  of  the  latter  continued  in  full  force  at  the  time  of 
the  commencement  of  these  actions — ^this  upon  the  theory  that 
the  statute  of  limitations,  pleaded  by  defendants,  did  not  begin 
to  run  until  the  death  of  Eliza  Crawford  in  the  year  1899. 

The  appeal  of  defendant  Meis  is  addressed  to  that  portion  of 
the  decree  which  denies  to  him  the  benefit  of  the  statute  •^'^  of 
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limitatioiLB,  and  this  presents  the  only  remaining  question  in  the 
case.    It  is  the  contention  of  appellee  that,  conceding  the  effect 
of  the  deed  to  Eliza  Crawford  when  made  to  haye   been  as 
stated,  still  his  plea  of  the  statute  should  have  been  sustained 
On  ihe  other  hand,  it  is  the  position  of  appellants  that,  taking 
the  situation  to  be  as  stated,  and  having  it  in  mind  that,  as  re- 
lated to  tiie  one-sixth  interest  in  remainder,  the  possession  of 
their  cotenants  was  their  possession,  and  that,  as  related  to  the 
life  estate,  they  had  no  right  of  entry  until  the  termination  of 
sodi  estate  hy  the  deatix  of  their  mother,  it  follows  that  the  bar 
of  the  statute  cannot  be  successfully  asserted  as  against  them. 
Directing  onr  attention  to  the  question  thus  made,  it  is  certain 
that  Eliza  Crawford  and  her  husband,  as  owners  of  a  one-sixth 
remainder  interest,  and  therefore  cotenants  in  expectancy  with 
the  other  remaindermen,  conveyed  that  interest  by  their  deed 
to  defendants.    Aside  from  such  one-sixth  interest,  and  strictly 
speaking,  it  is  to  be  said  that  they  conveyed  no  more  by  such 
deed  than  the  life  estate  interest  possessed   by   them.    Now, 
clearly  enongh,  it  is  the  general  rule  that  the  possession  of  one 
tenant  in  common  is  the  possession  of  all  the  cotenants  and  in- 
^u:es  to  the  benefit  of  all:  17  Am.  &  £ng.  Ency.  of  Law,  2d  ed, 
669^  and  cases  cited.    But  that  one  cotenant,  or   a  grantee 
thereof,  may  work  an  ouster  and  disseisin  of  his  cotenants,  and, 
baving  held  adverse  possession  under  claim  of  right  or  color 
of  title  for  the  limitation  period,  may  assert  full  title,  and  may 
invoke  the  bar  of  the  statute  in  protection  thereof  as  against 
his  cotenants,  is  also  well-settled  doctrine:  Bums  v.  Byrne,  45 
Iowa,  285;  Kinney  v.  Slattery,  51  Iowa,  353,  1  N.  W.  626; 
Bader  v.  Dyer,  106  Iowa,  716,  68  Am.  St  Eep.  332,  77  N.  W. 
4C9.    While  in  such  cases  an  actual  ouster  must  be  made  to  ap- 
pear, still  this  does  not  of  necessity  mean  an  actual  physical 
eviction.    As  was  said  in  the  Bums  case,  it  means  ^^a  posses- 
sion attended  with  such  drcumstances  as  to  evince  a  claim  of 
exclusive  right  and  title,  and  a  denial  of  the  right  of  the  other 
tenants  to  participate  in  the  profits.'*    In  Kinney  v.  Slattery, 
SI  Iowa,  363,  1  N.  W.  626,  it  appeared  that  Jane  «*»  Dobbins, 
ft  widow,  died  seised  of  the  lands  in  question  in  the  year  1860. 
S^e  left  as  her  only  heirs  at  law  a  son,  W.  C.  Dobbins,  and  a 
daughter,  Ann  E.  Dobbins,  since  married  to  J.  W.  Kinney.    In 
1^62  the  former  conveyed  the  land  as  his  own  to  one  Dutton, 
^i  the  defendant  Slattery  claims  under  a  conveyance  from 
^tton.    More  than  ten  years  later  Ann  E.  Kinney  commenced 
her  action  to  recover  an  undivided  half  of  said  land.    The  de- 
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fendaut  ple&ded  actual,  open  &Dd  adverse  poeaesBioa  for  the 
statutory  period.  In  the  course  of  the  opinion  it  was  said  that : 
"The  conveyance  of  the  land  by  W.  C.  Dobbins  as  his  own,  and 
the  poeeeesion  taken  by  his  grantee  under  such  conveyance, 
evinced  a  claim  of  exclusive  right  and  title,  and  a  deni^  of  the 
right  of  the  plaintiff.  This  amounted  to  an  actual  ouBter  and 
disseisin  of  the  plaintiff."  So,  too,  it  may  be  conceded  that  as 
a  general  rule  the  limitation  statute  does  not  begin  to  run  as 
against  a  remainderman  until  the  termination  of  the  preceding 
estate;  Dugan  v.  Follett,  100  lU.  681;  Van  Onner  t.  Harley, 
102  Iowa,  150,  71  N.  W.  241.  But  the  rule  suppoeea  an  unin- 
terrupted continuation  of  the  relation  of  life  tenant  and  remain- 
derman. Ae  in  the  case  of  cotenants,  it  does  not  apply  where 
there  has  been  an  ouster  and  disseisin  by  the  life  tenant  or  one 
claiming  by  or  through  him,  and  this  under  claim  of  right  or 
color  of  title,  followed  by  adverse  possession  for  the  statutory 
period.  In  the  recent  case  of  Murray  v.  Quigley,  119  Iowa,  6, 
97  Am.  St.  Rep.  27S,  92  N.  W.  869,  we  distinctly  held  that, 
especially  in  view  of  our  statutes  giving  to  remaindermen  and 
reversioneiB  a  right  of  action  to  settle  disputed  questions  of  title 
notwithstanding  the  continued  existence  of  the  dominant  estate, 
the  bar  of  the  statute  may  be  invoked  as  against  a  remainder- 
man, who,  knowing  that  his  rights  are  being  disputed  or  as- 
sailed, has  failed  during  the  limitation  period  to  assert  such 
rights  as  against  one  holding  possession  adversely  and  claiming 
under  right  or  color  of  title  to  be  the  sole  owner.  It  is  thought 
by  counsel  for  appellant  that  the  doctrine  thus  announced  is 
unsound,  and  should  not  be  adhered  to,  but  we  think  otherwise. 
The  rule  involves  no  hardship  and  the  beneficent  effect  thereof 
•*•  must  be  to  bring  up  for  settlement  disputed  questions  of 
title  before  becoming  stale,  and  while  yet  the  facts  are  within 
reach  of  the  parties  interested.  Accordingly,  we  are  content  to 
give  the  doctrine  this  further  recognition,  and  to  add  thereto 
the  sanction  of  our  present  holding. 

We  may  now  turn  to  the  record  to  ascertain  whether,  as  con- 
tended for  by  appellees,  the  fact«  in  the  instant  cases  warrant 
an  application  of  the  matters  of  doctrine  announced  in  the 
cases  to  which  we  have  made  reference.  It  may  be  noted,  in  the 
first  place,  that  the  conveyances  by  Theophilus,  Jr.,  and  Eliia 
Crawford  were  by  deeds  of  general  warranty.  The  grantees  paid 
the  full  value  of  the  property,  and  at  once  ^tered  into  posses- 
sion. This  continued  openly  and  notoriously  down  to  the  time 
of  the  commencement  of  these  actions — a  period  of  nearly  thirty 
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jears;  and  incident  thereto  they  hare  paid  all  taxes  and  made 
many  and  valuable  improvements.    All  this  was  well  known  to 
plaintiff,  Charles  Crawford,  and  to  Lewis  Crawford  in  his  life- 
time, and,  following  his  death,  to  his  heirs.    In  this  connection 
it  may  he  said  that  Lewis  Crawford  became  of  age  about  the 
time  the  deeds  to  defendants  were  executed,  and  Charles  Craw- 
ford became  of  age  about  the  year  1876,  so  that  no  question  of 
the  rights  of  minors  is  involved-    Now,  it  may  be  conceded  that 
a  critical  examination  of  the  records  of  Dubuque  county,  aided 
by  other  evidence  suggested  thereby,  would  have  revealed  the 
iacts  in  reference  to  the  title  to  the  lands  in  controversy,  and 
that  the  grantees  of  Theophilus,  Jr.,  and  Eliza  Crawford  did 
not>  in  point  of  fact,  obtain  full  and  perfect  title  to  such  lands. 
Bui  it  is  essential  only  to  the  running  of  the  statute  that  there 
be  a  good  faith  claim  of  right  based  upon  color  of  title.    It  ap- 
pears that  Meis  had  no  actual  knowledge  that  his  title  was  de- 
fective; on  the  contrary,  he  acted  upon  the  belief  that  he  had 
perfect  title  in  all  respects,  and  this  continued  down  to  a  short 
time  before  these  actions  were  brought    We  conclude,  there- 
fore, that,  taking  into  consideration  the  character  of  the  con- 
veyances under  which  appellee  holds,  the  character  of  his  sub- 
sequent possession  and  the  period  thereof,  the  knowledge  ^*^  of 
plaintiffs  and  the  intervener  in  respect  of  all  thereof,  a  case 
of  adverse  possession  xmder  ouster  and  disseisin  has  been  made 
out:  See  the  cases  already  cited;  also,  Leach  v.  Hall,  95  Iowa, 
€20,  64  N-  W.  790.    This  being  true,  the  lapse  of  time  was  such 
as  that  when  these  actions  were  brought  the  bar  of  the  statute 
of  limitations  had  long  be^i  complete. 

It  follows  that  in  the  Meis  case  the  decree  must  be,  and  it  is, 
aEBnued  on  plaintiff's  appeal,  and  reversed  on  defendant's  ap- 
peal. In  the  Luthmers  case  the  decree  is  afiOrmed.  In  the 
Bartman  case,  as  the  plaintiffs  were  granted  all  the  relief  to 
^hich  they  could,  in  any  event,  be  entitled,  and  as  the  defend- 
^ts  in  that  case  have  not  appealed,  the  decree  is  afiSrmed. 

Afi&rmed  on  plaintiff's  appeal.  Beversed  on  defendant  Meis' 
appeal 


A  Valid  Tom  Title  cannot,  as  a  rale,  be  acquired  by  one  tenant  in 
'Common  against  his  cotenant:  See  the  monographic  note  to  Cone  v. 
Wood,  75  Am.  St.  Bep.  235-240,  on  who  may  purchase  and  enforce 
Ik  tax  title.  Consult,  also,  the  subsequent  eases  of  McFarlane  v. 
<Jrober,  70  Ark.  371,  91  Am.  St.  Rep.  84,  69  S.  W.  56;  HoweU  v. 
Shannon,  80  Miss.  598,  92  Am.  St.  Bep.  609,  31  South.  965. 

One  Cotenant  may  Di88ei9e  the  others:  Soper  v.  Lawrence  Bros.  Co^ 
«8  Me.  268,  99  Am.  St.  Bep.  397,  56  Atl.  908.    But  see  Scotch  liumber 
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Co.  V.  Sage,  182  Ala.  598,  90  Am.  St.  Bep.  932,  32  South.  607.  And 
if  he  convoTS  the  entire  property,  this  constitutes  an  ouster  of  his> 
co-owners,  and  the  possession  of  the  grrantee  maj  be  adverae  to* 
them:  Beall  ▼.  MeMenemy,  63  Neb.  70,  93  Am.  St.  Bep.  427,  88  K. 
W.  134;  Marray  v.  Quigley,  119  Iowa,  6,  97  Am.  St.  Bep.  276,  92  K. 
W.  869;  Sndduth  v.  Sumeral,  61  &,  C.  276,  39  S.  £.  534,  85  Am.  St. 
Bep.  883,  and  caMs  cited  in  the  cross-reference  note  thereto. 
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KENTUCKY. 


nUOf OIS  CBNTBAL  RAILROAD  COMPANY  t.  MANION. 

[113  Kj.  7,  67  8.  W.  40.1 

BVIDSNCB^—Beeeiptfl  In  FaH  are  not  eonelntiye  that  nothing 
nora  is  due,  but  may  bo  shown  to  bo  erroneous,     (p.  346.) 

EVIDENOE.— A  Letter  from  the  ehief  engineer  of  the  defend- 
^t  to  plaintiff,  a  contractor,  proposing  a  compromise  to  his  claim 
for  extra  worlc  is  admissible  in  evidence  as  an  admission,  to  the  ex- 
tent that  it  states  certain  facts  are  shown  by  a  remeasnrement  of 
the  woik.     (p.  347.) 

h  yujiENOB^-Jf  Parts  of  Letters  are  introduced  in  eyidence 
^  plaintiff,  defendant  is  entitled  to  hare  the  whole  of  the  letters 
read  in  eyidence.     (p.  348.) 

0ONTRA0T8— Ayoidance  for  Fraud  or  Mistake. — ^A  condition 
^  a  contract  for  work  on  a  railroad  that  ''the  amonnt  of  work 
performed  nnder  this  contract  shall  be  determined  bj  the  measure- 
tnents  and  calculations  of  the  engineer  in  charge/'  amounts  to  noth- 
ing more  than  a  provision  for  a  means  of  determining  the  amount 
of  the  worky  and  either  fraud  or  mistake  of  the  engineer  is  ground 
for  relief  on  the  part  of  the  contractor,     (p.  348.) 

OOHTBAOTS— Varlaaee  by  SabsMiaent  Parol  Agreement. — 
Though  a  written  contract  stipulates  that  "no  compensation  for 
^ra  work,  and  no  compensation  for  anj  work  other  than  the  com- 
pensation herein  stipulated  shall  be  paid  unless  ordered  or  agreed 
to  in  writing,"  jet  a  recovery  maj  be  had  for  extra  work  done  under 
ft  subsequent  parol  agreement  to  pay  an  agreed  price  therefor,  (p. 
349.) 

OOITEBAOTS — Yarianca  by  ParoL — ^Though  parties  to  a  con- 
tract Btipnlate  that  it  is  not  to  be  varied  except  by  an  agreement  in 
writing,  they  may,  by  a  subsequent  agreement,  not  in  writing, 
B^odify  it  by  mutual  consent,  and  the  parol  contract  will  be  enforced, 
vUess  forbidden  by  thie  statute  of  frauds,    (p.  349.) 

0OKTBA0T8 — Ck^nditions. — ^If  land  furnished  under  an  agree- 
tteat  to  furnish  land  necessary  for  "borrow  pits"  is  not  practicable 
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for  th*  work  contracted  for,  tba  contractor  is  entitled  to  roeov« 
monej  necew&Ti]^  expended  in  procuring  othex  land  praetie&blo  to 
that  porpose.     (p.  350.) 

Lockett  &  Lockett,  J.  M.  DickinfioiL  and  Pirtle  ft  Trabue,  fa 
the  appellants. 

Teaman  &  Teaman,  for  the  appellee. 

»  HOBSON,  J.  Appellee,  Peter  Manion,  in  the  aprins  oi 
the  year  1899,  made  a  contract  with  appellant,  tiie  Illinois  Cen- 
tral Bflilroad  Company,  to  raise  the  roadbed  of  the  oompanj 
acrosB  the  Ohio  river  irottoma  near  Henderson,  Kentucky,  and 
brought  these  suite,  which  were  heard  together,  to  recover  a 
balance  alleged  to  be  due  him  for  his  work.  It  is  gtipulated  is 
the  contract  that  the  engineer  in  diarge  ehould  certify  the 
amount  done  each  month,  and  upon  his  certificate  Manion  should 
be  paid  ninety  per  cent  of  the  sum  earned,  the  remaining  ten 
per  cent  to  be  paid  on  the  final  estimate.  These  certificates 
were  given,  and  the  moothly  paym^ite  were  made.  '®  In  I>e- 
oember,  1899,  a  final  estimate  was  made,  which  showed  a  balance 
due  Manion  of  $5,583.89,  and  for  this  he  receipted  to  the  com- 
pany "in  fall  of  the  above  account."  His  receipt  in  full  is  re- 
lied on  in  bar  of  the  action,  aa  well  as  the  five  or  six  monthly 
receipts  previously  given  daring  the  year.  A  receipt  is  not  con- 
clusive tiiat  nothing  more  is  due.  It  may  be  shown  to  be  erro- 
neous, and  the  facts  of  this  case  are  not  sufKcient  to  bring  it 
within  those  cases  where  the  account  has  been  held  stated. 

The  plaintiff  read  in  evidence  on  the  trial  the  following  por- 
tions  of  a  letter  to  him  from  the  chief  engineer  of  the  company : 

"Chicago,  February  10,  1900. 
*'Mr.  Peter  Manion,  Henderson,  Ky. 

"Dear  Sir:  Beferring  to  your  claim  for  extra  work  on  tuD- 
oounit  of  your  contract  between  Henderson  and  Evansville,  I  am 
advised  by  Mr.  Safford,  engineer  in  charge  of  the  work,  that 
you  were  allowed  168,079  cubic  yards  according  to  the  cross 
section  and  extra-force  account  amouating  to  4,816  cabic  yards, 
and  an  allowance  for  extra  width  of  1,8?'0  cuMc  yards,  making 
the  total  yardage  174,783  cubic  yards.  According  to  remeaanre- 
ment  of  the  bank  after  it  was  put  up,  it  was  in  excess  of  the 
estimates  rendered  the  following  amoants:  On  the  McClain  or 
north  eide,  4,243  cubic  yards  and  on  the  Major  or  south  side^ 
4,321  cubic  yards." 
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He  company,  then,  not  waiving  its  objection  to  the  reading 
of  this  part  of  the  letter,  afiked  that  the  remainder  of  it  be  read, 
"^dach  is  as  follawB:  'There  ia  no  reason  why  any  allowance 
fihoold  be  made  for  any  material  put  outside  tiie  regular  bank 
section.  Taking  everything  into  consideration,  however,  in 
order  to  get  a  fiiLal  settlement^  I  am  willing  to  recommend  the 
additional  yardage  which  you  put  in  the  south  or  Major's  side. 
This  amounts,  as  stated,  to  4,321  cubic  yards;  at  13^^  cents 
per  cubic  yard  would  amount  to  $583.33.  If  this  will  be  satis- 
factory, ^^  please  advise.  It  is  the  best  that  I  can  do  in  the 
matter.  Yon  understand  that  I  am  willing  to  recommend  this, 
but  cannot  gi^e  you  any  absolute  assurance  that  my  recommen* 
dation  will  be  approved.*'  The  court  then  allowed  the  whole 
letter  to  be  read.  It  is  insisted  that  the  letter  was  only  a  prop- 
osition of  compromise,  and  should  not  have  been  admitted. 

In  1  Qreenleaf  on  Evidence,  section  192,  the  learned  author, 
after  showing  that  a  distinction  is  taken  between  the  admission 
of  particnlar  facts  and  an  offer  of  a  sum  of  money  to  buy  peace, 
adds:  '^Bnt^  in  order  to  exclude  distinct  admissions  of  facts,  it 
must  appear  either  that  they  were  expressly  made  without  pre- 
judice, or,  at  least,  that  they  were  made  under  the  faith  of  a 
pending  treaty,  and  into  which  the  party  might  have  been  led 
by  the  confidence  of  a  compromise  taking  place.     But,  if  the 
admission  be  of  a  collateral  or  indifferent  fact,  such  as  the  hand- 
writing of  the  party,  capable  of  easy  proof  by  other  means,  and 
not  connected  with  the  merits  of  the  cause,  it  is  receivable, 
though  made  under  a  pending  treaty.    It  is  the  condition,  tacit 
or  express,  that  no  advantage  shall  be  taken  of  the  admission,  it 
being  made  with  a  view  to,  ard  in  furtherance  of,  an  amicable 
adjustment,  that  operates  to  exclude  it.    But  if  it  is  an  indepen- 
dent admission  of  fact,  merely  because  it  is  a  fact,  it  will  be 
reeaved ;  and  even  an  offer  of  a  sum  by  way  of  a  compromise 
of  a  claim  tacitly  admitted  is  receivable,  imless  accompanied 
with  a  caution  that  the  offer  is  confidential.'^    To  same  effect 
see  Church  v.  Steele,  1  A.  K.  Marsh.  328 ;  1  Am.  &  Eng.  Ency. 
of  Law,  2d  ed.,  716*;  Evans  v.  Smith,  5  T.  B.  Mon.  364,  17  Am. 
Dec.  74. 

The  letter  came  from  the  chief  agent  of  the  company  who 
had  charge  of  this  department,  and  must  be  regarded  its  act. 
In  80  far  as  it  stated  the  facts  shown  by  the  remeasurement, 
^  it  was  admissible  in  evidence,  and  the  court  properly  so  held. 
He  also  properly  allowed  the  company  to  give  in  evidence  the 
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remainder  of  the  letter,  as  it  was  entitled  to  liare  the  enti 
doctunent  read  where  part  was  omitted,  if  it  so  desired. 

The  written  cootrsct  between  the  parties  contained  thie  pi 
TisioQ'!  "The  said  work  shall  be  executed  in  strict  confonni 
to  the  specifications  and  such  explanatoij  instructions  as  m 
from  time  to  time  be  given  by  the  said  chief  engineer  or  t 
engineer  in  charge  of  the  wo^.  The  amount  of  work  perform 
under  this  contract  shall  be  determine  by  the  measaremei] 
and  calculations  of  the  engineer  in  diarge  of  tlie  woric,  w1 
shall  have  full  power  to  condemn  and  reject  any  and  all  wo; 
whic^,  in  his  opinion,  does  not  conform  to  the  requiremeti 
hereof.  Should  any  dispute  arise  between  Qi»  parties  respec 
ing  the  true  construction  or  meaning  of  the  specifications,  iJ 
fame  shall  be  decided  by  the  said  chief  engineer,  and  his  d' 
cieion  shall  be  conclusive  and  binding  upcm  all  parties  hereto 

It  is  earnestly  maintained  for  the  company  that  the  estimat* 
of  the  engineer  in  charge  are  conclusive  on  Manion,  unless  franc 
Tilent,  or  bo  grossly  erroneous  as  to  imply  fraud  or  a  failure  i 
exercise  an  honest  judgment:  City  of  Covington  v.  LimericI 
19  Ky.  Law  Rep.  330,  40  S.  W.  254,  and  cases  cited.  Tb 
'Dutract  in  this  case  is  different  from  that  in  the  Limerick  cast 
That  contract  provided  that  the  decisions  of  the  engineer  shoul 
be  fi"»^  and  binding  on  both  parties.  There  is  no  such  pre 
Tisiou  in  the  contract  before  ns.  It  simply  provides  that  tb 
amount  of  work  performed  nnder  the  contract  shall  be  detei 
mined  by  the  measurements  and  calculations  of  the  engineer  u 
charge.  TMs  is  nothing  more  than  a  stipulation  for  a  mean 
lif  determining  the  amount  of  the  work,  and  the  determinatioi 
liy  the  engineer  is  entitled  **  to  no  more  weight  than  a  deter 
mioation  by  the  concurrent  act  of  the  two  parties  under  a  pro 
viaion  requiring  the  amount  of  work  to  be  done  to  be  settled  ii 
thai  way.  If  the  engineer  was  guilty  of  fraud  or  made  a  mis' 
take,  it  may  be  shown.  Fraud  or  mistake  is  a  ground  for  relieJ 
from  a  settlement  made  by  the  parties  themselves,  and  we  set 
no  reason  why  the  same  rule  should  not  apply  to  a  settlement 
made  for  them  by  the  servant  of  one  of  them  alone,  unless  the 
contract  expressly  provides  otherwise:  2  Wood's  Bailway  Law, 
1141;  Memphis  etc.  H.  B.  Co.  t.  Wilcox,  48  Pa.  St  161;  Rail- 
way Co.  V.  Cummings,  6  Ky.  Law  Eep.  441 ;  Underwood  v.  Brock- 
man,  4  Dana,  309,  29  Am.  Dec.  407. 

I^ie  contract  also  contains  this  clause:  "It  is  expressly  agreed 
that  no  compensation  for  estra  work  and  no  compensation  for 
any  work  other  than  the  compensation  herein  stipulated  shall 
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be  paid  to  the  party  of  the  first  part,  unless  ordered  or  agreed 
to  in  writing  by  the  said  chief  engineer."  Some  of  the  items 
sued  for  are  for  extra  work  not  ordered  or  agreed  to  in  writing 
by  the  diief  engineer,  and  it  is  insisted  that  for  this  there  can 
be  no  recoyery.  As  to  some  of  these  items  there  is  no  dispute 
in  the  evidence  that  the  work  was  done  iinder  a  contract  by  which 
Manion  was  to  be  paid  for  it  at  an  agreed  price.  As  to  others 
the  dispute  seems  to  be  only  as  to  whether  the  extra  work  should 
be  paid  for  at  thirteen  and  one-half  cents  a  cubic  yard,  accord- 
ing to  the  written  contract,  or  at  the  stipulated  price  claimed 
by  him.  The  company  received  the  work,  and  has  enjoyed  the 
benefits  of  it.  Its  agents  in  charge  of  ita  affairs  superior  to  the 
engineer  in  charge  knew  it  was  done. 

Thou^  the  parties  to  a  contract  may  stipulate  that  it  is  not 
to  be  varied,  except  by  an  agreement  in  writing,  they  may,  by 
a  subsequent  contract  not  in  writing;  modify  it  by  mutual  con- 
sent, and  the  parol  contract  will  be  enforced,  unless  **  for- 
bidden hy  &e  statute  of  frauds.  In  Bishop  on  Contracts  the 
rde  is  thu6  stated :  ^Though  the  written  contract  has  a  clause 
forbidding  such  oral  alteration,  and  declaring  that  no  change 
in  it  shall  be  valid  unless  in  writing,  such  provision  does  not 
become  a  part  of  the  law  of  the  land;  it  is  like  any  other  agree- 
ment which  is  superseded  by  a  new  one.  So  that  in  spite  of 
it  an  oral  alteration  may  be  validly  made^':  Bishop  on  Con- 
tracts, sec  767.  "Any  contract  may  be  varied  by  the  parties 
before  performance;  for  the  power  from  the  law  to  enter  into 
the  bargain  equally  authorizes  them  to  abrogate  or  modify^': 
Bishop  on  Contracts,  sec  776.  See,  also,  Imerson  v.  Bridge 
Co.,  5  Ky.  Iiaw  Rep.  685 ;  Baum  v.  Covert,  62  Miss.  113 ;  Lewis 

▼.  Yagel,  77  Hun,  337,  28  N.  Y.  Supp.  833;  Van  Deusen  v. 
Blum,  18  Pick.  229,  29  Am.  Dec  682;  Escott  v.  White,  10  Budi, 

175. 

By  another  clause  of  the  contract  it  was  stipulated :  'The  ma- 
terial shall  be  taken  from  such  places  as  may  be  directed  by  the 
Mid  chief  engineer  or  the  engineer  in  charge  of  the  work.  Land 
necessary  for  borrow  pits  shall  be  furnished  by  the  party  of 
the  second  part  (appellant),  and  the  party  of  the  second  part 
^^  do  all  necessary  track  work."  At  one  point  in  the  work 
the  borrow  pit  from  which  the  engineer  in  charge  directed  the 
^^^^kerial  to  'be  taken  was  so  inaccessible  according  to  the  ap- 
pellee's proof,  that  it  was  impracticable  to  get  it  therefrom,  and 
*^e  tiien  bought  a  borrow  pit  from  which  he  got  the  material. 
The  court  instructed  the  jury  that  they  could  find  for  him  the 
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amount  neceasarily  ezpeuded  in  this  way  if  the  borrow  pit  fu 
niebed  by  the  defendants  was  not  practicable  for  the  work,  bi 
that  if  it  was  reasonably  accessible,  and  Maoion  made  the  chani 
merely  for  his  own  convenience,  they  should  find  nothing  fi 
him  on  this  account  This  was  proper.  Tie  company,  by  11 
tenns  of  the  contract,  was  to  fumi^  appellee  "land  necessai 
for  borrow  pits."  Lands  which  conld  not  practically  be  uai 
**  for  borrow  pita  waa  not  such  as  ihe  contract  contemplate 
The  word  "necessary"  must  he  given  a  reasonable  constructio 
and  the  court  properly  aubmitted  the  matter  to  the  jury  by  tl 
instruction  referred  to. 

It  ia  unuecesaary  to  notice  in  detail  the  other  matters  re!i< 
on  for  reversal.  None  of  them  affect  the  substance  of  the  caa 
The  instructions  fairly  submitted  the  issues  to  the  jury,  an 
their  verdict  is  not  so  against  the  evidence  as  to  warrant  os  i 
disturbing  it. 

Judgment  afOrmed. 

Petition  for  rehearing  by  appellant  overmled. 

That  a  Receipt  maj  be  explained  or  varied  by-  parol  evideneo,  m 
the  note  to  Sullivan  v.  Lear,  II  Am.  St.  Rep.  303,  3M;  Bulwinklc 
Cramer,  27  8.  C.  376,  13  Am.  St.  Bep.  64S,  3  8.  E.  776;  McKinaeT'  ' 
Harvie,  38  Uinn.  18,  8  Am.  St.  Bep.  640,  35  N.  W.  668;  Chapel  < 
aark,  117  Mich.  638,  72  Am.  St.  Bep.  687,  76  N.  W.  62. 

Btalementt  Made  in  th«  Course  of  IfegotUiHont  tor  CompronHae  a< 
cording  to  Bobertion  v.  Blair,  56  S.  C.  96,  76  Am.  St.  Rep.  643,  3 
8.  E.  II,  eannot  be  admitted  in  evidence  againat  the  partj  makin 
them,  if  the  effort  to  eompromiie  proves  abortive.  Bat  >ee  Kvans  i 
Smith,  6  T,  B.  Mon.  383,  17  Am.  Doe.  74;  Brice  v.  Bauer,  108  N.  1 
428,  2  Am.  St.  Rep.  454,  5  N.  E.  695;  Teuley  v.  Bradlev,  110  0*.  4ff. 
78  Am.  St.  Rep.  113,  3S  &  E.  782. 

BvltegueiU  Parol  Agreementt  to  varj  writingB  are  dlaenaaed  in  th 
monograpbie  note  to  Harris  v.  Uurphy,  66  Am.  St.  Rep.  6S9-672. 
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TEICB  y.  SHIPTON. 

tll3  Ky.  102,  67  8.  W.  877.] 

WIIX8 — Bevocatioii^-Fraiid  Preyeiktlng  Destmetion  of  WilL^ 
Fraud  on  the  part  of  the  testator 'a  wife,  who  is  sole  devisee  under 
his  willy  in  falsely  representing  to  him  that  it  has  been  destroyed, 
whereby  he  is  prevented  from  destroying  it  or  executing  another,  is 
not  ground  for  the  revocation  of  such  will.     (p.  352.) 

WmJi — ^BsToeatloiL — Courts  cannot  substitute  for  the  plain 
requirement  of  the  statute  the  supposed  desire,  intention,  or  even 
unaccomplished  attempt  of  a  testator  to  destroy  or  revoke  his  wilL 
(p.  353.) 

Lockett  &  Lockett  and  J.  W.  Mahan,  for  the  appellants. 
J.  W.  Bonrland  and  Bourland  &  Henson,  for  the  appellees. 


DIJ  BELLE,  J.  A  paper  propounded  as  the  last  will  of 
S.  D.  Trioe^  whereby  he  gave  all  his  property  to  his  wife,  was 
dnly  probated  in  1896.  The  widow  subsequently  remarried  and 
died,  and  after  her  death,  and  some  three  years  after  the  pro- 
bate, an  appeal  was  taken  from  the  judgment  of  probate  by 
Trice's  heirs.  The  grounds  of  the  contest  were  lack  of  mental 
capacity  and  xmdue  influence^  and  the  jury  seems  to  have  been 
properly  instructed  on  these  questions.  They  found  in  favor  of 
ihflwilL 

Evidence  was  introduced  tliat^  a  short  time  before  the  tes- 
tator died,  he  said  that  he  had  made  a  will,  and  his  wife  said 
tliat  that  will  was  destroyed;  that  he  then  stated  that  he  wanted 
bis  property  to  go  to  his  wife,  with  remainder  to  his  family; 
that  he  had  spoken  of  his  will  as  haying  been  destroyed.  An- 
other witness  testified  that,  some  three  ^^  years  before  his 
death,  she  asked  him  if  he  had  made  a  will,  and  he  replied  that 
be  had  no  will ;  that  he  had  made  one,  but  it  was  destroyed ; 
and  his  wife  confirmed  the  statement  that  it  was  destroyed. 
Upon  Ihis  testimony  an  instruction  was  asked  as  follows :  ^^Even 
if  the  jury  believe  from  the  evidence  that  the  paper  in  ques- 
tion was  freely  executed  hy  S.  D.  Trice,  yet  if  they  further  ibe- 
liere  from  the  evidence  that  he  afterward  wished  and  intended 
to  destroy  said  paper,  and  that  his  wife,  to  prevent  it^  repre- 
seated  to  him  that  said  paper  was  destroyed,  and,  he  relying 
iipon  that  representation,  was  prevented  from  destroying  said 
paper  or  making  another  as  his  will,  this  is  such  undue  influence 
and  fraud  as  renders  said  paper  invalid,  and  the  jury  will  find 
•aid  paper  not  to  be  his  wilL'*    It  is  argued  with  considerable 
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force  that  this  evidence  tended  to  show  a  fraud  upon  the  tesUr 
tor,  and  that  by  the  direct  fraud  of  his  wife  he  was  made  to  be- 
lieve his  will  had  been  destroyed,  and  thereby  prevented  from 
revoking  it  by  himself  destroying  it,  as  he  desired  and  intended; 
that  this  fraud  can,  in  probate  proceedings,  be  shown  as  the 
beeis  for  a  verdict  setting  aside  the  will  on  the  ground  of  fraud, 
on  behalf  of  the  heirs  at  law.     On  the  other  hand,  it  may  be 
urged  that  such  statements  are  sometimes  falsely  made  by  tes- 
^tors  to  avoid  annoyance  from  their  kindred,  and  that^  even  if 
the  statements  of  which  testimony  has  been  given  be  admitted 
to  show  a  desire  for  the  destruction  or  revocation  of  his  will, 
it.  does  not  at  all  follow  that  if  he  had  known  the  will  was  still 
in  existence  he  would  have  actually  destroyed  or  revoked  it. 
But  we  do  not  think  there  was  any  question  to  submit  to  the 
jury.    The  statute  (Kentucky  Stats.,  sec.  4833)  seems  directly 
to  provide  the  mode  whereby  a  will  may  be  revoked,  in  whole  or 
in  part,  and  to  peremptorily  prohibit  any  other  mode  of  ac- 
complishing this  purpose :  *^^  "No  will  or  codicil,  or  any  part 
thereof,  shall  be  revoked,  unless  under  the  preceding  section, 
or  by  a  subsequent  will  or  codicil,  or  by  some  writing  declaring 
an  intention  to  revoke  the  same,  and  executed  in  the  manner  in 
which  a  will  is  required  to  be  executed,  or  by  the  testator,  or 
some  person  in  his  presence,  and  by  his  direction,  cutting,  tear- 
ing, burning,  obliterating,  canceling  or  destroying  the  same,  or 
the  signature  thereto,  with  the  intent  to  revoke.'*    In  Toebbe 
V.  Williams,  80  Ky.  666,  4  Ky.  Law  Bep.  663,  in  an  opinion  by 
Chief  Justice  Hargis,  it  was  said,  referring  to  section  10,  chaptear 
113  of  the  General  Statutes,  which  is  substantially  re-enacted 
vn  the  section  we  have  quoted:  ^'Evidence  of  verbal  statements 
made  'by  the  testator,  after  making  his  will  according  to  the 
forms  of  law,  to  the  effect  that  he  has  not  made  a  will  do  not 
constitute  a  revocation,  and  possess  but  little  value,  and  when 
permitted  to  go  to  the  jury  they  should  be  instructed  that  such 
statements  do  not  tend  to  prove  revocation,  and  furnish  no 
light  in  construing  the  written  acts  of  the  testator.'*    In  Gains 
V.  Gains,  2  A.  K.  Marsh.  190,  12  Am.  Dec.  376,  a  case  was  un- 
mistakably made  out  of  the  forcible  prevention  by  the  devisee 
of  the  destruction  of  a  will  by  the  testator.    The  devisee 
snatched  it  from  his  hand  and  forcibly  retained  it  after  the 
testator  had  sent  for  it  with  the  announced  desire  to  destroy 
it    It  is  true  that,  in  that  case  the  court  held  the  testator's 
mind  was  at  the  time  so  impaired  by  disease  as  to  render  him 
incapable  of  acting  efficiently  for  the  purpose  of  revocation. 
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Bat  the  court  said,  in  an  opinion  by  Chief  Justice  Bojle :  ^ut^ 
admittiiig  the  competency  of  the  testator,  at  the  time^  to  have 
leyoked  his  will,  and  that  he  was  preyented  from  doing  so  by  the 
conduct  of  the  defendant  in  error,  we  should  etill  think  that 
thfi  will  was  not  thereby  reyoked.  The  act  concerning  willfl^ 
after  haying  prescribed  the  manner  in  which  *^  a  will  shall 
be  made,  proyides  that  no  deyise,  so  made,  or  any  clause  thereof^ 
dudl  be  reyocable  but  by  the  testator's  or  testatrix's  destroying, 
canceling  or  obliterating  the  same,  or  causing  it  to  be  done  in 
his  or  her  presence,  or  by  a  subsequent  will,  codicil,  or  declara- 
^on  in  writing,  made  as  aforesaid.'  None  of  these  acts  were 
tione,  and  we  cannot,  imder  any  circumstances,  substitute  the 
intention  to  do  the  act  for  the  act  itself.  Construction  is  ad- 
missible only  where  there  is  ambiguity;  and  there  is  no  am- 
biguity in  the  proyision  referred  to.  To  substitute  the  inten- 
tion to  do  the  aot^  instead  of  the  act  itself,  without  which  the 
statate  eipresaly  declares  the  will  shall  not  be  reyocable,  would 
be  changing  the  law,  not  expounding  it.  A  deyisee  who,  by 
fraud  or  force;,  preyents  the  reyocation  of  a  will,  may,  in  a  court 
of  equity,  be  considered  a  trustee  for  those  who  would  be  en- 
titled to  the  estate,  in  case  it  were  reyoked;  but  the  question 
cannot  with  propriety  be  made  in  a  case  of  this  kind,  where 
the  application  is  to  admit  the  will  to  record."  In  Bunkle  y. 
Sates,  11  IndL  95,  a  similar  question  was  presented,  with  the 
«une  result,  the  fraud  in  that  case  haying  been  confessed  by  the 
derisee :  See,  also,  Jarmin  on  Wills,  c  7,  sec.  2. 

The  law  has  pointed  out  the  mode  in  which  wills  may  be 
revoked.  It  has,  in  effect,  forbidden  any  mode  of  reyocation 
cave  that  permitted  by  the  statute.  The  courts  cannot  sub- 
fltitnte  for  the  plain  requirement  of  the  statute  the  supposed 
desire^  intention,  or  eyen  the  unaccomplished  attempt,  of  the 
testator  to  destroy  his  will.  If  a  testator  on  his  deathbed 
^ould  send  for  his  will  for  the  ayowed  purpose  of  its  destruc- 
tion, and  should  die  before  it  reached  him,  or  eyen  with  the 
instrument  in  his  hands  for  that  purpose,  it  could  hardly  be 
inaintained  that  a  reyocation  had  been  accomplished,  within  the 
meaning  of  the  statute.  To  hold  ^^  that  an  expressed  inten- 
tion to  destroy  a  will,  or  an  expressed  belief  that  it  had  been 
destroyed — ^and  that  such  intention  or  belief  can  be  proyen  by 
statements  made,  yery  possibly,  for  the  purpose  of  misleading 
the  kindred  of  the  testator — could  take  the  place  of  the  formal 
«id  definite  reyocation  proyided  for  by  the  law,  would  yiolate 

Am.  Si.  Sep.  VoL  101-28 
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the  plain  letter  and  BjHrit  of  the  statute  and  create  an  open  do< 
for  fraud. 

The  teetiiDOiif  objected  to  does  cot  seem  to  be  such  as  con! 
have  operated  prejudicially.  Foi  the  reasons  given^  the  jud, 
ment  is  affirmed. 

DeeMon*  inTolrlng  queatioiiB  limilar  to  that  pawed  upon  in  t 
principal  esse  will  be  fonod  in  the  monogr&phie  notes  to  Qiddings 
Giddi^,  48  An.  St.  Bep.  1S8,  19S;  Orabsm  t.  Buieli,  2S  Am.  St.  fi« 


SOME  INSURANCE  COMPANY  -OP  NEW  YORK  t.  KOOl 

[113  K7.  3G0,  68  8.  W.  453.] 

nreXTRAlTOE— Walvai  of  Proof  of  IiOSS. — ^Denial  of  Uabilit 
bf  an  insorer  for  a  Iom  by  fire  conetitutea  a  waiver  of  proof  of  mt 
loM.     (p.  SS5.) 

UfBU&ASaE,  FIBS— OondlUon  A«sliut  Otlur  bunrsnes- 
Ownar  and  Mortgagea. — If  an  owner  of  property  accept*  a  policy  i 
fire  ineuTanee  thoraon,  containing  a  condition  that  it  Bhall  be  void 
other  insurance  is  taken  on  the  insared  property,  the  fact  that  tl 
mortgagee  of  such  property  anbeequently  takes  other  insurance  c 
hia  interest  does  not  avoid  the  owner's  insuranee,  especially  whe 
neither    knew    that    insurance    had    been    procured    by    the     othe 


(P- 


57.) 


INSXTBAITOE,  FI^ — IBarepruantatlon — Bniden  of  Froof.- 
In  the  absence  of  fraudulent  intent,  the  burJen  of  proof  is  on  a 
insurer  to  show  that  a  misrepresentation  by  the  insured  as  to  tb 
amonnt  be  owed  on  a  mortgage  on  the  property  insured,  was  materii 


(P-i 


B-) 


INSURANCE,  FIBE — Otliei  Insnranca— OontribuUon. — If  a 
owner  and  a  mortgagee  of  the  sams  property  have  procured  insuranc 
on  their  separate  interests  therein,  and  the  owner  seeks  to  recove 
en  his  policy,  the  defendant  insurer  is  not  entitled  to  eontribntioi 
against  the  insurer  of  the  mortgagee's  interest,     (p.  360.) 

I.  T.  Woodson,  for  the  appellant. 

S.  E.  Sloes,  W.  W.  Thvaa  and  F.  Forcht,  for  the  appellees. 

"•*  O'HEAR,  J.  Appellee  Eoob  owned  a  double  frami 
house  on  Lombard  street,  Louisville.  He  mortgaged  it  in  IBS': 
to  the  Kentucky  Citizens'  Building  and  Loan  Associatioi 
to  secure  a  ***  loan  of  seyen  hundred  dollars,  payable  ii 
monthly  installments,  on  the  familiar  bnilding  association  plan 
At  the  same  time  he  contracted  with  appellant  for  an  insurance 
against  loss  or  damage  by  fire  to  the  building  to  the  extent  ol 
eight  hundred  dollars.     The  policy  was  indorsed,  "Loss,  if  any. 
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payable  to  the  Eentucky  Citizens'  Building  and  Loan  Associa- 
tion,  mortgage^  as  its  interest  may  appear/'  etc    The  bond 
from  Koob  and  wife  to  the  tmilding  association  contained  this 
stipulation:  *^ow,  if  we  pay  promptly  the  monthly  interest  on 
said  sum  of  seren  hnndred  dollars^  and  the  monthly  premiums 
of  three  dollars  and  fifty  cents  offered  by  ns  for  said  loan,  and 
the  monthly  payments  on  said  shares  of  stock,  and  any  fines  as- 
sessed under  the  rule  of  said  association^  and  the  taxes  accruing 
on  the  lot  of  land  described  in  the  mortgage  securing  this  obli- 
gation^  aod  the  premiums  necessary  to  keep  the  improvements 
on  said  lot  insured  in  such  sum  as  said  association  may  require 
(not  exceeding  seven  hundred  dollars)  until  the  said  stock  be- 
comes fully  paid  in  and  of  the  value  of  one  hundred  dollars  per 
share,  then  it  is  understood  that  upon  the  surrender  of  said  stock 
to  said  association  this  note  shall  be  deemed  fully  paid  and  can- 
celed.''    In  March,  1899,  the  policy  of  insurance  above  named 
expired.     In  the  meantime  the  building  association  had  made 
a  deed  of  assignment  to  appellee  W.  B.  Logan  in  trust  for  all 
its  creditors,  transferring  to  him  under  the  deed  the  note  and 
mortgage  executed  by  Koob.    Logan  notified  Eoob  of  the  ex- 
piration   of  the  policy,  and   requested   reinsurance.    To   this 
notice  Koob  failed  to  respond,  and  Logan^  as  assignee  of  the 
mortgagee,  and  without  the  knowledge  of  Koob,  effected  an  in- 
surance with  the  appellee.  Agricultural  Insurance  Company,  in- 
suring the  mortgagee's  interest  against  loss  or  damage  to  this 
property  by  fire  in  the  sum  of  five  hundred  dollars.    The  pre- 
mium   for  this   insurance  was  paid   by  Logan,  assignee,  and 
charged  to  *®^  Koob.    About  the  same  time,  at  the  instance  of 
appellant's  local  agent,  Lang,  Koob  took  this  insurance  on  the 
property  in  a  policy  for  eleven  himdred  dollars.    This  was  done 
without  the  knowledge  of  Logan.    Neither  insurance  company 
knew  of  or  consented  to  the  other's  insurance.    The  property 
was  damaged  by  fire  during  the  existence  of  these  policies,  and 
the  loss  fixed  by  the  appraisers  at  five  hundred  and  forty-nine 
dollars  and  sixty-eight  cents.    Koob  has  sued  the  appellant  in- 
surance company  on  the  policy  issued  to  him,  and  Logan,  as- 
signee, has  idso  sued  appellant  (and  Koob),  attaching  the  sum 
that  may  be  owing  Koob  under  the  policy.    The  defenses  inter- 
posed were:  1.  It  was  claimed  by  appellant  that  under  certain 
terms  of  its  policy,  hereinafter  particularly  noticed,  the  exibt- 
ence  of  the  Agricultural   Company's  policy  on  this   property, 
without  appellant's  consent^  voided  the  policy  sued  on;  2.  That 
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Koob  falsely  and  fraudulently  misrepresented  to  appellant  the 
extent  of  the  mortgage  lien  upon  the  property,  which  misrepre- 
sentations are  claimed  to  have  been  material  to  the  risk;  3. 
That,  in  any  event,  if  liable  on  the  policy  at  all,  under  a  cer- 
tain clause  of  the  contract  its  liability  was  limited  to  a  sum  rep- 
resented by  the  ratio  borne  by  its  policy  to  the  whale  of  the  in- 
surance in  existence  upon  the  building. 

A  preliminary  question  was  made  by  appellant   that  Koob 
had  not  sufficiently  complied  with  the  terms  of  his  policy  in  fur- 
nishing proofs  of  loss  as  required.    In  a  letter  to  Koob  from 
appellant's  adjuster,  dated  January  26,  1900,  before  the  suit,  it 
was  stated :  *'The  Home  Insurance  Company  hereby  gives  notice 
that  any  and  all  liability  for  said  loss  is  denied.''    In  the  an- 
swer of  appellant  it  likewise  denies  all   liability  for    the  loss. 
These  constituted  a  waiver  by  the  insurer  of  proofs  of  loss :  Lan- 
cashire Ins.  Co.  V.  Monroe,  101  Ky.  12,  19  Ky.  Law  Rep.  204, 
39  S.  W.  434;  «»  Phoenix  Ins.  Co.  v.  Spiers,  87  Ky.  285,  10 
Ky.  Law  Hep.  254,  8  S.  W.  453 ;  Orient  Ins.  Co.  v.  Clark,  10 
Ky.  Law  Rep.  1066,  59  S.  W.  863 ;  Phoenix  Ins.  Co.  v.  Gibbons, 
23  Ky.  Law  Sep.  1130,  64  S.  W.  909.     One  of  the  conditions  of 
the  policy  sued  on  was  that,  "If  now  or  hereafter  there  be  other 
insurance  on  any  property  hereby  insured,  this  policy  shall  be 
Void,  unless  otherwise  provided  by  agreement  indorsed  hereon.*' 
Do  the  two  policies  constitute  what  is  termed  "other  insurance''? 
The  manifest  purpose  of  this  and  similar  provisions  in  the  poli- 
cies of  insurance,  as  well  as  of  the  law  in  favoring  them,  is  to 
prevent  the  temptations  arising  out  of  overinsurance — ^tempta- 
tion to  the  insured  to  either  bum  his  building  for  the  gain  or 
to  neglect  its  care.    If  the  interest  of  the  insured  be  a  life  es- 
tate in  the  property,  it  could  not  matter  to  him — certainly  could 
not  profit  him — ^whether  the  remaindermen  were  or  not  insured, 
if  he  had  not  ample  insurance  to  indemnify  his  individual  loss : 
Franklin  etc.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Drake,  2  B.  Mon.  47.    Therefore,  it 
was  held  in  the  Kentucky  case  just  cited  that,  where  the  in- 
surance was  independently  effected  upon  distinctive  interests, 
it  did  not  constitute  "double  insurance,'*  within  the  meaning  of 
such  clauses.    Here,  though,  it  is  said  that  the  insurance  ef- 
fected by  the  mortgagee  was  indirectly  for  the  owner's  benefit; 
for,  in  event  of  loss  of  the  building  by  fire,  the  mortgagee's  in- 
surance would,  if  sufficient,  extinguish  the  mortgagor's    debt 
That  might  or  might  not  be  true.    But  in  this  case  it  may  be  ac- 
cepted as  true.     Still  we  must  construe  appellant's  liability  on 


Vsj,  1902.]     HOICB  INSUBANOB  Co.  V.  EooB.  857 

file  tenns  of  its  oontract,  or  l^  the  manifest  ''jnstioe^  of  the 
case.    If  tiie  latter  be  inyoked,  then  it  seems  a  sufficient  r^ 
spouse  that  Koob  and  Logan  were  each  ignorant  of  the  insur- 
ance effected  by  the  other;  neither  had  the  l^al  right  to  control 
tiie  act  of  the  other^  nor  to  prevcmt  the  issuance  *®^  of  the  re- 
speetiye  policies  to  the  other.    Therefore,  the  idea  which  lies 
st  the  bottom  of  the  doctrine  disfavoring  doable  insurance,  to 
wit,  to  preyent  the  overbalancing  self-interest  in  the  insured  to 
destroy  or  neglect  his  building,  is  wanting  in  this  case;  for,  im- 
less  he  knew  of  the  other  insurance,  and  contemplated  its  possi- 
ble advantage  to  him,  it  could  not  have  influenced  his  action. 
But  the  terms  of  the  policy  are,  after  all,  the  safest,  as  they  are 
tbe  legal  method  of  determining  the  insurer's  liability.    The 
contract  provides,  '^f  now  or  hereafter  there  be  other  insurance 
on  any  property  hereby  insured,  this  policy  shall  be  void.''    It 
is  too  well  settled  to  require  either  argument  or  citation  of  au- 
thoril^  that  an  insurance  effected  by  one  having  an  insurable 
inter^  in  the  property  will  not  inure  to  others  having  also  an 
interest  in  the  property,  and  not  named  in  the  contract^  whether 
they  be  joint  tenants,  remaindermen,  tenants,  or  lessors.    It 
therefore  follows  that  the  thing  insured  is  not  the  property,  but 
the  interest  or  estate,  of  the  insured  therein.    We  must,  then, 
ecmstme  the  term  in  the  policy,  ^'any  property  hereby  insured,'' 
to  mean  the  insured's  interest  or  title  in  the  property  described. 
8  Joyce  on  Insurance,  section  2470,  thus  states  the  rule :  "The 
general  rule  that  different  persons,  each  having  a  different  inter- 
est in  property,  may  insure  that  interest,  also  prevails  where  dif- 
ferent policies  are  effected  by  the  mortgagor  and  mortgagee  upon 
the  property.    The  mortgagor  may  insure  the  property  to  cover 
his  interest,  and  the  mortgagee  may  likewise  insure  his  interest 
in  t!he  property,  and  it  will  not  be  within  the  meaning  of  the 
danse  as  to  other  insurance."    It  is  further  argued  that  in  this 
case  the  mortgagor,  Koob,  authorized  his  mortgagee,  the  build- 
ing association,  to  effect  the  insurance,  and  therefore  the  act  of 
the  mortgagee  was  the  act  of  the  mortgagor  ^*®  in  procuring 
the  Agricultural  company  policy.    The  agreement  of  the  mort- 
gagor was  that  he  wotdd  keep  the  premises  insured  to  the  extent, 
at  least,  of  the  mortgage  debt.    In  addition  to  the  language  al- 
ready quoted  from  Koob's  bond  is  this  statement  found  therein : 
*^nt  if  we  fail  to  pay  promptly  when  due  and  payable  the  said 
taxes  and  insurance  premiums,  ....  then,  at  the  option  of  the 
said  association,  the  whole  indebtedness  evidenced  by  this  obli- 
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gation  (Including  any  tazfis  and  inanrance  premiumfl  due  i 
paid  bj  said  association)  shall  at  once  become  and  be  dne  ai 
collectible."  No  expreBB  authority  ia  here  given  the  aasodatii 
to  contract  for  inBorance  npon  this  proper^.  It  may  be  i 
ferred,  though,  that  upon  default  by  tiie  mortgagor  to  keep  t! 
pr^niees  insured  to  at  least  the  balance  of  tiie  mortgage  del 
with  a  clause  protecting  the  mortgage  therein,  the  mortgag 
was  authorized  to  effect  such  insurance  on  the  owner's  behalf- 
that  is,  an  insurance  of  the  owner's  titie  and  proper^  to  tl 
amount  of  aeren  hundred  dollars  (tlie  eum  required  by  t 
bond) — with  loss  payable  to  the  mortgagee  as  its  interest  mig 
appear.  But  the  mortgagee  did  not  do  this.  On  the  oontrai 
it  procured  an  indemnity  to  itself  from  loss  by  fire  on  its  inte 
est  in  tibia  property,  liat  its  aesignee  charged  or  attempted 
hold  the  mortgagor  liable  for  the  premium  for  this  insorani 
ia  not  material.  The  insurance  effected  by  the  mortgagee  wj 
exactly  what  he  had  the  right  to  do  withont  a  contract  wifi  < 
the  consent  of  the  owner.  It  was  independent  of  tiiat  part  < 
the  agreement  with  the  owner  quoted  above.  It  shows  on  ii 
face  that  it  was,  and  the  assignee  so  testifled.  We  oonclud 
that  there  was  not  "other  insurance  on  the  property"  of  appellt 
Koob  within  the  meaning  of  that  term  ae  construed  in  lav. 

*"•  The  case  of  Sun  Insurance  Office  v.  VarWe,  103  Ky.  7Si 
20  Ky.  Law  Hep.  656,  46  S.  W.  486,  41  L.  E.  A.  792,  is  relied  o 
by  appellant  as  BUBtaining  a  contrary  view.  In  that  case  it  mut 
be  noted  that  the  language  of  the  policy  is  materially  diSereo 
from  the  one  at  bar.  In  the  Yarble  case  it  was :  "In  case  qt  an; 
other  insurance  npon  the  property  hereby  insured,  then  this  com 
pany  shall  not  be  liable  under  this  policy  for  a  greater  portioi 
of  any  loss  austained  than  the  Biun  hereby  insured  bears  to  tbi 
whole  amount  of  insurance  on  said  propeity  issued  to  or  hel( 
by  any  party  or  parties  having  an  insurable  interest  therein.' 
This  court  held  that  the  "insurance  c<HDapanies  had  Hie  ri^t  t< 
place  in  their  policies  provisions  defining  and  limiting  their  seV' 
era]  liabilities" ;  that  they,  in  that  policy,  'T>y  express  and  un 
mistakable  language,  limited  their  liability  so  that  they  would 
not  be  required  to  pay  a  greater  portion  of  any  lose  sustained 
than  the  sum  they  respectively  insured  bore  to  the  whole  amount 
on  the  property."  The  insurance  held  by  any  party  having  sd 
insurable  interest  in  the  property  was,  therefore,  under  the  bemt 
of  the  policy,  required  to  be  taken  into  account.  To  the  same 
effect,  and  upon  a  similar  policy  to  the  one  construed  in  the  Tar- 
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hie  case  is  Hartford  Fire  Ina  Co.  r.  WiUifUDB,  11  C.  C.  A.  603, 
€3  Fed.  928.  The  case  of  Home  Ins.  Co.  y.  Baltimore  Ware- 
honse  Co.^  93  U.  S.  527,  23  L.  ed.  868,  was  an  instance  where 
policies  were  taken  out  by  the  warehousemen  ^^for  their,  own  and 
for  the  owner's  benefit.''  Other  policies  were  taken  out  on  the 
same  goods  by  the  owners.  It  was  held  that  the  policies  should 
bear  ratably  the  loss.  That  case  is  not  in  conflict  with  the  views 
herein  expressed.  The  other  cases  cited  by  appellant  (Insur- 
ance Co.  T.  Coons,  14  Ky.  Law  Bep.  110,  and  Baer  y.  Fhoenix 
Ins.  Co.,  4  Bush,  242)  ^^  were  cases  where  all  the  policies  were 
issued  to  tiie  same  party. 

Pending  the  n^otiation  between  Koob  and  appellant's  agent 
for  this  insurance,  the  fact  of  the  mortgage  on  the  property  was 
discussed.     Appellant  charges — and  upon  that  rests  one  of  its 
defenses — ^that  Koob  fraudulently  and  falsely  misrepresented  the 
amount  owing  on  the  mortgage  debt,  and  that  the  misrepresenta* 
lion  was  material.    The  burden  upon  this  plea  was,  of  course^ 
nm  appellant.    To  sustain  it,  its  local  agent,  lAng>  was  intro* 
duced  as  its  witnesa    He  testified  that  Koob  told  him  tiiat  ^*b% 
was  paying  off  his  mortgage^';  that  it  was  to  some  building  asso- 
ci&tion;  that  it  was  then  a  balance  of  one  hundred  dollars,  one 
hundred  and  fifty  dollars  or  two  hundred  dollars.    His  testi- 
mony shows  his  memory  to  be  yery  unsatisfactory  as  to  what 
actually  occurred,  further  than  that  Koob  told  him  there  was 
some  balance,  from  one  himdred  dollars  to  two  hundred  dollars, 
owing  on  the  mortgage  to  the  building  association.    Koob  testi- 
fied that  he  told  Lang  of  the  mortgage;  that  he  had  been  paying 
it  off,  but  had  stopped;  that  he  thought  he  would  be  owing  the 
tssociation  two  hundred  dollars  or  three  hundred  dollars  or  four 
hundred  dollars  balance,  ^Snth  interest  added."    His  memory 
does  not  appear  to  be  much  better  than  Lang's.    His  testimony 
indicates  him  to  be  an  illiterate,  ignorant  man.    In  f act^  we 
may  easily  see  that  he  did  not  know  what  balance  he  was  owing 
<m  his  mortgage.    His  payment  ''on  dues"  amounted  then  to 
one  hundred  and  ninety-fiye  dollars.    He  doubtless  thought,  as 
numy  persons  haye,  that  this  sum  was  to  be  credited  on  his  debt. 
If  this  had  been  so,  the  debt  would  have  been  three  hundred  and 
fifty-fiye  dollars.    There  is  nothing  to  indicate  that  he  intended 
to  deceire  the  company's  agent  as  to  the  amount  of  this  debt* 
In  this  state  these  and  similar  statements  are  not  warranties^ 
but  are  representations  only.    And  under  section  639  of  the 
Kentucky  Statutes  it  is  also  proyided:  ''Nor  ahaU  any  misrepre* 
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seivtation,  unless  material  or  fraudulent,  prevent  a  reeavery 
•''I  on  the  policy/'    A  comparison  of  the  teBtimony  of  these  two 
witnesses  shows  an  entire  absence  of  fraudulent  motiTe.     It  also 
shows  that  Koob  was  admittedly  unable  to,  and  did  not  pretend 
to,  give  accurately  the  amount  owing  on  the  mortgage.     The 
very  fact  that  he  is  alleged  to  have  represented  it  as  running 
from  one  hundred  dollars,  one  hundred  and  fifty  dollars^  to  two 
hundred  dollars  was  notice  to  his  auditor  that  he  could  not  and 
did  not  pretend  to  give  the  exact  amount  of  balance  owing.    But 
we  are  authorized  in  adopting  the  estimate  of  those  two  wit* 
nesses,  placed  upon  them  by  their  chancellor,  which,  was  under 
the  rule  as  to  burden,  to  accept  appellee  Koob's  statements,  and 
the  maTimum  sum  stated  by  him  is  so  near  the  true  sum,  fire 
hundred  and  eighty-two  dollars  and  fourteen  cents^  as  that  the 
difference,  under  the  circumstances,  cannot  be  held  to  have  been 
material  to  this  risk:  Light  y.  Greenwich  Ins.  Co.,  105  Temu 
480,  58  S.  W.  851.    It  follows  from  what  has  been  said  thai^  as 
there  was  not  ''other  insurance,''  within  the  meaning  of  the  law, 
upon  appellee  Koob's  property,  appellant  was  not  ^ititled  to  pro- 
rate the  loss  with  the  policy  issued  to  the  mortgagee  on  his  inda* 
pendent  interest.    Nor  was  appellant  entitled  to  maintain  a  cross- 
petition  against  the  Agricultural  Insurance  Company  for  contri-* 
bution.    In  denying  a  similar  attempt  in  London  etc.  Ins.  Co. 
T.  TumbuU,  86  Ky.  236,  9  Ky.  Law  Rep.  544,  5  S.  W.  542,  this 
court  held  that  the  utmost  of  that  clause  was  a  defense  to  the 
company  insuring  against  the  pro  rata  of  the  loss  represented 
by  the  other  poHcies,  ^^and  whether  they  [the  insured]  ever  re- 
coyered  the  pro  rata  due  by  the  other  companies  was  a  matter 
about  which  the  appellant  had  no  concern,  and  it  should  not 
have  been  allowed  to  meddle  with  it.^' 
Judgment  affirmed,  with  damages. 


Procuring  AddMUmal  Insurance  in  violation  of  tbe  express  terms 
of  the  first  policy  avoids  it:  Queen  Ins.  Go.  t.  Young,  86  Ala.  4Z4t^ 
11  Am.  St.  Bep.  51,  5  South.  116;  O'Leary  y.  Merchants'  etc.  Ins.  Co., 
100  Iowa,  173,  62  Am.  St.  Rep.  655,  66  N.  W.  175,  69  N.  W.  420.  A» 
to  whether  additional  insurance  obtained  by  one  mortgagor  violates 
a  condition  against  ''additional  insurance,"  see  GiUett  v.  Liverpool 
etc.  Ins.  Co.,  73  Wis.  203,  39  Am.  St.  Bep.  784,  41  N.  W.  78.  It  seems 
that  a  policy  to  a  mortgagee  is  not  avoided  by  subsequent  insurance 
by  the  mortgagor:  Note  to  Thomas  v.  Builders'  etc.  Ins.  Co.,  20 
Am.  Bep.  321.  As  to  what  is  double  insurance,  see  Copeland  v» 
Phoenix  Ins.  Co.,  96  Ala.  615,  88  Am.  St.  Bep.  134,  11  South.  746; 
Clarke  v.  Western  Assur.  Co.,  146  Pa.  St.  661,  28  Am.  St.  Bep.  821^ 
23  Atl.  248,  16  L.  B.  A.  821. 
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CITY  OP  LEXINGTON  r.  THOMPSON. 

[113  Ky.  640,  68  a  W.  477.] 

CX>K8TITUTIONAIi  IiAW— Bight  to  Local  8elf-gOTeRi- 
iMOt. — ^Mmiicipal  eorporations  have  a  right  to  local  self-govemmenty 
and  it  la  not  within  the  power  of  the  legislature  to  permanently 
in  by  appointment  and  fix  the  compensation  of  the  local  or  mnnici- 
pal  offices  eatabliahed  by  law  for  purely  local  purposes,     (p.  363.) 

OONJnmjnoNAIi  IAW.— Lawa  may  ba  2>aelaied  Imralid, 
althongh  not  repngnant  to  any  expressed  restriction  contained  in  tha 
state  constitution,     (p.  367.) 

OON8T1TU  TiOKAIi  LAW  —State  Interference  with  Mnnid- 
fal  Ctoveminiasit^ — ^A  atatate  fixing  the  compensation  to  be  allowed 
the  officera  and  members  of  a  municipal  fire  department,  created  for 
purely  local  pnrposes,  is  void  as  violative  of  the  right  of  the  munici- 
pality to  govern  and  control  its  purely  local  affairs,     (p.  372.) 

W.  S.  Bronfiton^  city  solicitor,  for  the  appellant. 
Einkead  &  Miller,  for  the  appellee. 


DTI  BELLE,  J.    By  the  fourth  section  of  an  act  amend- 
iBg  the  act  for  the  goyemment  of  cities  of  the  second  class,  ap- 
proved March  15, 1900  (Acts  1900,  p.  15),  it  was  provided :  ''The 
said  fire  department  shall  consist  of  one  chief,  whose  salary  shall 
liot  be  less  than  one  hundred  and  fifty  dollars  per  montti ;  the 
engineer's  salary  shall  be  eighty  dollars  per  month;  the  electri- 
dan's  salary  shall  be  seventy  dollars  per  month,  and  the  ordi- 
nary fireman's  salary  shall  be  sixty-five  dollars   per  month." 
The  appellee,  Thompson,  brought  suit  against  the  appellant,  the 
dty  of  Lexington,  a  city  of  the  second  class,  alleging  that  he  was 
a  resident  of  that  city,  and  employed  by  it  as  an  ordinary  fire- 
man, having  been  appointed  by  the  board  of  police  and  fire  com- 
inissioners;  that  prior  to  the  passage  of  the  act  his  salary  as 
fireman  was  fifty  dollars  per  month,  and  by  that  act  was  in- 
creased to  sixty-five  dollars  per  month;  that  he  continued  to 
fierve  as  ordinary  fireman  up  to  July  22, 1901,  when  he  resigned ; 
that  from  time  to  time  he  made  demand  upon  the  city  for  the 
increase  of  salary  provided  for  by  the  act  at  the  rate  of  fifteen 
dollars  per  month,  which  was  refused.    His  prayer  was  for  judg- 
ment for  the  dijfferenoe  between  the  salary  paid  him  and  that 
fixed  by  the  act  during  the  period  from  March  16,  1900,  to 
July  22,  1901,  aggregating  two  hundred  and  forty-three  dollars 
wid  seventy-five  cents.    A  demurrer  to  the  petition  was  filed  and 
o?ermled.    The  city  stood  by  its  demurrer,  and  judgment  was 
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rendered  against  it.  The  ground  of  the  demurrer  is  that 
^^  the  act  is  violative  of  the  right  of  local  self-government  by 
the  city  in  a  matter  over  which  the  municipaliiy  has  exclusive 
control  in  its  private  or  corporate  capacity,  and  that  the  set  is 
therefore  void. 

For  appellee  it  is  contended  that  the  act  does  not  violate  any 
provision  of  the  oonstitution  of  the  state^  and  therefore  cannot 
be  declared  void  because  it  is,  or  is  supposed  to  be,  in  violation 
of  the  spirit  which  may  be  supposed  to  pervade  that  instrument 
Mr.  Cooley  is  quoted  in  support  of  this  proposition:  *1f  the 
courts  are  not  at  liberty  to  declare  statutes  void  because  of  their 
apparent  injustice  or  impolicy,  neither  can  they  do  so  because 
they  appear  to  the  minds  of  the  judges  to  violate  fundamental 
principles  of  republican  government,  unless  it  shall  be  found  that 
those  principles  are  placed  beyond  legislative  encroachment  by 
the  comstitution.    The  principles  of  republican  government  are 
not  a  set  of  inflexible  rules,  vital  and  active  in  the  constitu- 
tion, though  unexpressed,  •  •  •  •  nor  are  courts  at  liberty  to  de- 
clare an  act  void  because,  in  their  opinion,  it  is  opposed  to  a  spirit 
supposed  to  pervade   the  constitution,  but   not   expressed  in 
words^':  Cooky's  Constitutional  Limitations,  6th  ed.,  pp.  202- 
204.    Numerous  other  authorities  are  cited  in  support  of  the 
doctrine  thus  laid  down,  and  among  them  the  opinion  of  Chief 
Justice  Bobertson  in  Griswold  v.  Hepburn,  2  Duvall,  24,  where, 
after  discussing  the  difference  between  the  federal  constitution 
as  a  grant  of  power  and  the  state  constitution  as  a  written  limi- 
tation upon  the  powers  of  the  legislative  organ  of  the  people,  it 
is  said :  '^ut  the  same  reason  being  inapplicable  to  state  legisla- 
^  tion  of  doubtful  compatibility  with  a  state  constitution,  proper 

deference  to  the  legislative  department  should  preponderate  in 
favor  of  the  constitutionality  of  its  acts,  and  requires  the  judi- 
cial department  to  recognize  '^^  them  as  laws,  unless  it  shall 
be  clearly  satisfied  that  they  are  not    Whenever  a  jurist  in- 
quires whether  a  state  statute  is  consist^it  with  the  state  con- 
stitution, he  looks  into  that  constitution,  not  for  a  grant,  but 
only  for  some  limitation  of  the  powers  inherent  in  the  people's 
legislative  organ  so  far  as  not  forbidden  by  their  organic  law.'^ 
These  general  principles  may  be   freely  conceded.    It  is  also 
urged  that,  as  said  by  the  supreme  court  in  United  States  v.  Bal- 
timore etc.  B.  B.  Co.,  17  Wall.  329,  21  L.  ed.  597,  a  municipal 
corporation  is  not  only  a  representative  of  the  state,  '^ut  is  a 
portion  of  its  governmental  power.    It  is  one  of  its  creatorofl^ 
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ipecififi  purpose,  to  ezerciBe  within  &  limited  sphere 
yt  the  ^t&  The  state  ma;  withdraw  these  local 
>Yenunc9it  at  pleasure,  and  may,  trough  ita  legls- 
ler  appointed  channelfl,  goTem  the  local  territory  as 
e  atate  at  large.  It  may  enlarge  or  contract  its  pow- 
}y  its  existence.'*  These  general  statements  of  the 
[>wer  over  municipal  affairs  are  always  to  be  read  in 

tiie  state  of  fact  to  which  they  are  applied  by  the 
I  give  them  utterance.  Unless  so  read,  ttiey  are  apt, 
be  misleading.  In  fact,  the  very  autiiorities  which 
le  general  role  state  also  the  limitatiooB  to  be  placed 
pealdn^;  of  the  limitation  npoD  legislative  power, 
y  saya:  "It  does  not  follow,  however,  that  in  every 
rts,  before  the^  can  set  aside  the  law  as  invalid,  must 
id  in  the  constitntion  some  specific  inhibition  which 
regarded,  or  some  express  command  which  has  been 
Frohibitions  are  only  important  where  they  are  in 
if  exceptions  to  the  general  grant  or  power;  and,  if 
y  to  do  an  act  has  not  been  granted  by  ^"  the  bot- 
its  representatives,  it  cannot  be  necessary  to  pro- 
ng done*':  Cool^s  ConstitutioQal  Limitations,  5th 

So,  Von  Hoist  (Ton  Holsfs  CoiiBtitntional  Law, 
stating  the  general  rale  that  the  legislative  power 
l^lislatoree  is  unlimited  so  far  as  no  limits  are  set 

federal  or  state  constitntion,  proceeds :  "This  does 
tovrerer,  that  tliese  restrictions  must  always  be  ex- 
xplicit  words.  As  it  is  generally  admitted  that  the 
le  federal  govemmoit  have  certain  implied  powers, 
rer  been  disputed  that  Qio  state  legislatures  are  sub- 
lied  restricUona' ;  that  is,  restriddons  iriiich  must  be 
m  certain  provisions  of  the  federal  or  state  consti- 
that  arise  from  the  political  nature  of  the  Union, 
enins  of  American  public  institutions."  And  in 
Public  Officers,  section  123,  it  is  said:  "Indeed,  this 
bJ  self-government,  as  it  has  been  briefly  termed,  is 
in  established  feature  and  incident  of  our  political 

it  is  not  within  the  power  of  the  Icf^sltiture  of  ft 
manently  fill  by  a]>poiniiin.-iiL,  the  luu'al  ollkos  estiib- 
w  for  purely  local  purposes":  See,  also,  Cincinnati 
0.  V.  Clinton  Co.  Commrs..  1  Ohio  i^t.  77.  Said  Mr. 
tee,  in  his  argument  in  TIamilton  v.  f?t.  Louis  Co. 

13,  cited  with  npprnval  in  CdoIpv's  roiisfitiitional 
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LimitationB^  5ih  ed.,  p.  48^  a  constitution  is  '^not  the  begin- 
ning of  a  community,  nor  the  origin  of  private  rights.     It  is 
not  the  fountain  of  laws^  nor  the  incipient  state  of  government 
It  is  not  the  cause,  but  consequence,  of  personal  and  political 
freedom.    It  grants  no  rights  to  the  people,  but  is  the  creature 
of  their  power,  the  instrument  of  their  convenience,  designed 
for  their  protection  in  the  enjoyment  of  the  rights  aoid  powers 
which  they  possessed  before  the  constitution  was  made.     It  is 
■^''  but  the  form  and  framework  of  the  political  government, 
and  necessarily  based  upon  the  pre-existing  condition  of  laws, 
rights,  habits,  and  modes  of  thought A  written  constitu- 
tion is,  in  every  instance,  a  limitation  upon  the  powers  of  gov- 
ernment in  the  hands  of  agents/'   And  Mr.  Webster  said :  ''Writ- 
ten constitutions  sanctify  and  confirm  great  principles,  but  the 
latter  are  prior  in  existence  to  the  former.'^    A  municipality  is 
a  state  agency  for  governmental  purposes.    It  exercises  political 
governmental  powers  delegated  by  tiie  state.    As  to  such  pow- 
ers, and  as  to  the  duties  which  attach  to  their  exercise  in  the 
administration  of  justice  and  the  preservation  of  the  public 
peace,  it  is  imperium  in  imperio;  a  part  of  the  governmental 
machinery  of  the  commonwealth.    Therefore,  its  charter  and 
legislative  acts  regulating  the  use  of  state  property  held  by  it 
did  not  constitute  contracts  within  the  meaning  of  the  constitu- 
tional provision.    Its  political  powers  are  not  vested  rights  as 
against  the  state.    As  well  said  by  Mr.  McQuillin  in  a  recent 
article  upon  the  subject  (34  Am.  Law  Eeview,  p.  606) :  ^T.t  is 
thus  manifest  that  in  matters  of  public  concern,  such  as  relate 
to  the  performance  of  functions  by  the  city  as  the  agent  of  the 
state,  the  legislature  is  not  limited  to  conferring  a  discretionary 
power,  but  may  exercise  authority  where  the  local  ofQcers  or 
agencies  neglect  or  refuse  to  discharge  their  public  duty  in  pro- 
viding for  the  public  needs  of  the  locality,  or  in  voting  or  levy- 
ing the  proper  taxes  for  public  purposes.    As  to  duties  which 
the  people  in  the  several  localities  owe  to  the  state  at  large,  they 
cannot  be  allowed  a  discretionary  authority  to  perform  them  or 
not,  as  they  may  choose,  for  such  authority  would  be  wholly  in- 
consistent with  anything  like  regular  and  uniform  government 
of  the  state.*' 

^"^^  The  conceded  legislative  control  over  the  exercise  of  these 
governmental  functions  has  furnished  the  subject  of  numerous 
adjudications.  What  constitutional  limitations,  either  express 
or  implied,  existed  upon  the  exercise  of  this  legislative  control 
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it  is  not  necessary,  nor  is  it  our  purpose^  in  this  case  to  deter- 
mine.   But  a  municipal   corporation  is  not   merely   a  publio 
agency  of  the  state.    Its  governmental  functions  are  not  all  the 
fnnctions  which  it  possesses  or  exercises.     It  is,  in  part,  a  cor* 
poration  possessed  of  private  franchises  and  rights,  which  it  may 
exercise  for  its  private,  corporate  advantage,  for  the  benefit  of 
the  community,  as  distinct  from  the  state  government.    It  may 
hold  and  manage  property,  not  for  the  benefit  of  the  state,  but 
to  supply  local  needs  and  conveniences;  and  in  respect  thereto 
it  acts  as  a  private  corporation,  and  in  that  capacity  may  sue 
and  be  sued.     ''With  respect  to  its  private  or  proprietary  rights 
and  interests,'*  it  is  entitled  to  the  protection  of  the  constitu- 
tion, like  other  corporations :  City  of  New  Orleans  v.  New  Or- 
leans Waterworks  Co.,  142  U.  S.  79,  12  Sup.  Ct  Hep.  142,  35 
li.  ed.  943.     Assuming  that  as  to  the  governmental  functions  of 
a  municipality  the  contention  of  appellee  is  true  to  its  broadest 
€xtent,  and  that  what  the  legislature  gives  to  the  municipality 
by  its  act  of  incorporation  it  may  alter  or  destroy  at  pleasure, 
it  does  not  at  all  follow  that  the  rights  and  privileges  of  the  lo- 
cal community,  which  become  vested  in  the  corporate  entity  cre- 
ated by  the  legislature  for  the  benefit  of  the  community,  are 
likewise  subject  to  the  legislative  control.     The  legislature  can- 
not take  away  from  the  community  rights  or  property  which  ex- 
isted or  were  acquired  without  the  aid  of  legislation.     A  munici- 
pality has  a  dual  character.    In  its  character  as  a  state  agency 
it  exercises  governmental,  political,  public  and  administrative 
powers  and  duties.    In  *^®  its  capacity  as  a  private  corporation 
it  exercises  rights  and  powers  inherent  in  the  people  of  the  com- 
mimiiy,  which  have  never  been  surrendered  to  any  department 
of  the  government,  and  which  are  property  rights  within  the 
protection  of  the  constitution.    Among  the  earliest  courts  to 
^^ficognize  this  dual  capacity  of  municipalities  are  those  of  Ken- 
tucky.   The  question  arose  upon  a  claim  by  the  city  of  Louis- 
^lle  to  exemption  from  state  taxation.     In  that  case  (City  of 
louisviUe  v.  Conunonwealth,  1  Duvall,  297,  85  Am.  Dec.  624) 
this  court,  through  Judge  Robertson,  said :  *'But  a  municipal 
corporation,  like  a  state,  a  county,  or  the  city  of  Louisville,  is 
^^ch  more  than  a  person.     While  nominally  a  person,  it  is 
^Wly  a  political  power;  and  each,  in  its  prescribed  sphere,  is 
^perium  in  imperio.*    All  are  constituent  elements  of  one 
tew  sovereignty.     The  city  of  Louisville,  to  the  extent  of  the 
jurisdiction  delegated  to  it  by  its  charter,  is  but  an  effluence  from 
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the  BOTereignty  of  Kentucky^  goyems  for  Eentucky,  and  its  au- 
thorized legislation  and  local  administration  of  law  are  legislA- 
tion  and  administration  'by  Kentucky  through  the  agency  of  that 
municipality.    The  tax  law  of  Kentucky  constructively  applies 
to  persons  only,  and  not  at  all  to  political  bodies  exercismg  in 
different  degrees  the  sovereignty  of  the  state.  ....  And  if, 
notwithstanding  the  specified  exceptions^  the  public  property  of 
the  state  and  counties  is  exempt,  the  same  reason  exempts  the 
public  property  of  Louisyille  used  for  carrying  on  its  municipal 
govemment    But,  so  far  as  any  of  its  property  may  be  used, 
not  for  that  purpose,  bat  only  for  the  convenience  or  profit  of  its 
citizens  individually  or  collectively,  this  it  owns  and  uses  as  a 
private  corporation,  and,  like  the  property  of  all  such  corpora- 
tions not  expressly  exempted,  it  is  a  legal  subject  of  assessment 
for  taxation.    The  more  precise  and  distinctive  test  for  classi- 
fication **^  is  this:  Whatever  property,  such  as  courthouse, 
prison,  and  the  like,  which  became  necessary  or  useful  to  the 
administration  of  the  municipal  government,  and  is  devoted  to 
that  use,  is  exempt  from  state  taxation,  but  whatever  is  not  so 
used,  but  is  owned  and  used  by  Louisville  in  its  social  or  com- 
mercial capacity  as  a  private  corporation,  and  for  its  own  profit^ 
such  as  vacant  lots,  market-houses,  fire-engines,  and  the  like^  is 
subject  to  taxation.^'    Mr.  Dillon  thus  states  the  distinction: 
^^The  administration  of  justice,  the  preservation  of  public  peace, 
and  the  like,  although  confided  to  local  agencies,  are  essential 
matters  of  public  concern;  while  the  enforcement  of  municipal 
by-laws  proper,  the  establishment  of  gasworks  and  waterworks, 
the  construction  of  sewers,  and  the  like,  are  matters  which  per- 
tain to  the  municipality  as  distinguished  from  the  state  at 
large^' :  Dillon  on  Municipal  Corporations,  sec.  58.    The  Massa- 
chusetts couit,  recognizing  the  waterworks,  markets,  hospitals, 
cemeteries,  libraries,  and  the  system  of  parks  of  Boston  as  estab- 
lished "for  the  benefit  of  the  public,*'  declares  them  to  be  '*held 
more  like  the  property  of  a  private  corporation,''  and  therefore 
protected  from  legislative  interference:  Mt.  Hope  Cemetery  r. 
City  of  Boston,  168  Mass.  519,  35  Am.  St  Bep.  515,  33  N.  B. 
695.    And  again,  in  Dillon  on  Municipal  Corporations,  section 
12a,  it  is  said:  *^In  many  of  its  more  important  aspects,  a 
modem  American  city  is  not  so  much  a  miniature  state  as  it  is 
a  business  corporation,  its  business  being  to  wisely  administer 
the  local  affairs  and  economically  expend  the  revenue  of  an  in- 
corporated community.    As  we  learn  this  lesson,  and  apply  busi- 
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ness  methods  to  the  scheme  of  municipal  government  and  the 
conduct  of  mnmcijMd  affairs,  we  are  on  the  right  road  to  better 
and  more  satisfactory  results.^'    In  Nebraska  the  l^slature 
passed  an  act  estabUi^iing  a  ^^  board  of  police  and  fire  com- 
missioners^ to  be  appointed  by  the  goyemor,  to  whom  there  was 
given  all  powers  and  duties  connected  with  the  appointment, 
removal,  and  discipline  of  the  members  of  the  police  and  fire 
departments.     It  was  there  held  (State  y.  Hoores,  55  Neb.  480, 
76  N.  W.  175,  41  L,  E.  A.  624,  overruling  a  former  decision) 
that  the  act  vras  void.    Said  the  court:  '^It  is  true  that  the 
state  constitution  is  not  a  grant  of  legislative  power,  and  the 
law-making  body  may  legislate  upon  any  subject  not  inhibited 
by  the  fundamental  law;  but  it  by  no  means  follows  from  this 
that  the  legislature  is  free  to  pass  laws  upon  any  subject  un- 
less in  express  terms  prohibited  by  the  constitution.    The  in- 
hibition on  the  power  of  the  legislature  may  be  by  implication 
as  well  as  by  expression.    Laws  may  be  and  have  been  declared 
invalid,  although  not  repugnant  to  any  express  restriction  con- 
tained in  the  fundamental  law.''    To  the  same  effect,  see  Bath- 
bone  V.  Wirth,  150  N.  Y.  459,  45  N.  E.  15,  34  L.  E.  A.  408. 
The  same  conclusion  was  reached  as  to  a  similar  law  of  Indiana 
in  the  cases  of  State  v.  Denny,  118  Ind.  382,  21  N.  E.  252,  4  L. 
K.  A.  79,  Ciiy  of  Evansville  v.  State,  118  Ind.  426,  21  N.  E. 
267,  4  L.  K.  A.  93,  and  State  v.  Denny,  118  Ind.  449,  21  N.  E. 
274,  4  L.  S.  A.  j65.    In  the  case  first  named  the  court  said: 
^The  construction  of  sewers  in  a  city,  the  supplying  of  gas, 
▼ater  and  fire  protection,  and  many  other  matters  that  might 
be  mentioned,  are  matters  in  which  the  local  communities  alone 
Are  concerned,  and  in  which  the  state  has  no  special  interest; 
and  they  are  matters  over  which  the  people  affected  thereby  have 
exdueive  control,  and  it  cannot,  in  our  opinion,  be  taken  away 
from  them  by  the  legislature.''    In  Western  Sav.  Fund  Soc.  v. 
City  of  Philadelphia,  31  Pa.  St  183,  72  Am.  Dec.  730,  Chief 
Justice  Lewis,  delivering  the  opinion  of  the  court,  said:  "The 
supply  of  gaslight  is  no  more  a  duty  of  sovereignty  than  •"**  the 
supply  of  water.    Both  these  objects  may  be  accomplished 
through  the  agencies  of  individuals  or  private  corporations,  and 
m  very  many  instances  they  are  accomplished  by  these  means. 
If  this  power  is  granted  to  a  borough  or  a  city,  it  is  a  special 
private  franchise,  made  as  well  for  the  private  emolument  and 
advantage  of  the  city  as  for  the  public  good.     The  whole  invest- 
uient  is  the  private  property  of  the  city,  as  much  so  as  the  lands 
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and  houses  belonging  to  it.  Blending  the  two  powers  in  one 
grant  does  not  destroy  the  dear  and  well-settled  distinction^  and 
the  process  of  separation  is  not  rendered  impossible  by  the  con- 
fusion. In  separating  them,  regard  must  be  had  to  the  object 
of  the  legislature  in  conferring  them.  If  granted  for  public  pur- 
poses exclusiyely,  they  belong  to  the  corporate  body  in  its  public, 
political  or  municipal  character.  But  if  the  grant  was  for  pur- 
poses of  private  advantage  and  emolument,  though  the  public 
may  derive  a  common  benefit  therefrom,  the  corporation  quoad 
hoc  is  to  be  regarded  as  a  private  company.  It  stands  on  the 
same  footing  as  would  any  individual  or  body  of  persons  upon 
whom  the  like  special  franchises  have  been  conferred." 

The  distinction  between  the  two  capacities  in  which  a  munic- 
ipality may  act  is  nowhere  better  stated  than  in  the  two  great 
opinions  of  Judge  Cooley  in  People  v.  Hurlbut,  24  Mich.  44,  9 
A.m.  Hep.  103,  and  People  v.  Coiiimon  Council  of  Detroit,  28 
Mich.  228,  15  Anu  Bep.  202.    In  the  former  case  the  qnestion 
was  as  to  the  power  of  the  legislature  to  appoint  permanent 
officers  for  the  full  term,  whose  duties  were  purely  municipal, 
and  arose  over  an  act  which  created  and  appointed  a  board  of 
public  works.    In  the  opinion  by  Judge  Cooley,  it  was  said: 
*'In  the  case  before  us,  the  officers  in  question  involve  the  cus- 
tody, care,  management  and  control  of  the  pavements,  sewers, 
waterworks  •*•  and  public  buildings  of  the  city,  and  the  duties 
are  purely  locaL    The  state  at  large  may  have  an  indirect  in- 
terest in  an  intelligent,  honest,  upright  and  prompt  discharge  of 
them,  but  this  is  on  commercial  and  neighborhood  groimds,  rather 
than  political,  and  it  is  not  much  greater  or  more  direct  than  if 
the  state  line  excluded  the  city«    Conceding  to  the  state  the  au- 
thority to  shape  the  municipal  organizations  at  ite  will,  it  would 
not  follow  that  a  similar  power  of  control  might  be  exercised 
by  the  state  as  regards  the  property  which  the  corporation  has 
acquired,  or  the  rights  in  the  nature  of  property  which  have  been 
conferred  upon  it    There  are  cases  which  assert  such  power, 
but  they  are  opposed  to  what  seem  to  be  the  best  authorities,  as 
well  as  the  soundest  reason.    The  municipality,  as  an  agent  of 
government^  is  one  thing;  the  corporation,  as  an  owner  of  prop- 
er^, is  in  some  particulars  to  be  regarded  in  a  very  diflferent 
light.  .  •  •  .  Constitutional  freedom  certainly  does  not  consist 
in  exemption  from  governmentel  interference  in  the  citizen's 
private  affairs;  in  his  being  unmolested  in  his  family,  suffered 
to  buy,  sell,  and  enjoy  property,  and,  generally,  to  seek  happiness 
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in  his  own  way.     All  this  might  be  permitted  by  the  most  arbi* 
trar?  mler,  even  though  he  allowed  his  subjects  no  degree  of 
political  liberty.    The  government  of  an  oligarchy  may  be  as  just 
as  regardful  of  private  rights  and  as  little  burdensome  as  any 
<»{her;  but  if  it  were  sought  to  establish  such  a  government  over 
our  cities  by  law,  it  would  hardly  do  to  call  upon  a  protesting 
people  to  show  where^  in  the  constitution^  the  power  to  establish 
it  was  prohibited.    It  would  be  necessary,  on  the  other  hand,  to 
point  out  to  tfafim  where  and  by  what  unguarded  words  the 
power  had  been  conferred.    Some  things  are  too  plain  to  be 
written.  ....  The  state  may  mold  local  institutions  accord- 
ing ***  to  its  views  of  poliqr  or  expediency;  but  local  govern- 
ment is  a  matter  of  absolute  right,  and  the  state  cannot  take  it 
away.    It  would  be  the  boldest  mockery  to  speak  of  a  city  as 
poesessing  municipal  liberty  where  the  state  not  only  shaped  its 
goTermnent,  but,  at  discretion,  sent  in  its  own  agents  to  ad- 
nunister  it;  or  to  call  that  system  one  of  constitutional  freedom 
^der  whicb  it  should  be  equally  admissible  to  allow  the  people 
full  ccHitrol  in  tiieir  local  affairs  or  no  control  at  all.''    In  the 
letter  case  of  People  v.  G<xnmon  Council  of  Detroit,  28  Mich. 
^%,  15  Am.  Bep.  202,  the  question  was  more  nearly  similar  to 
that  presented  in  the  case  at  bar.    It  was  &e  question  of  the 
le^lative  power  to  compel  local  improvements,  which  is  prac- 
tically the  same  question  as  here  presented,  viz.,  the  legislative 
power  to  compel  expenditure  for  a  local  purpose.    The  question, 
tt  stated  in  the  opinion,  was  whether  there  rested  upon  the 
jndiciary  the  duty,  *T>y  the  compulsory  process  of  this  court,  to 
<!oerce  the  city  of  Detroit  into  entering  in  contracts  involving 
»  debt  for  a  very  large  sum  for  an  object  of  purely  local  concern, 
▼Iiich  the  l^islative  body  of  the  city  has  refused  to  make.'' 
Said  the  court,  through  Judge  Coolqr :    'In  People  v.  Hurlbut, 
^  Mich.  44,  9  Am.  Bep.  103,  we  considered  at  some  length  the 
Proposition  which  asserts  the  amplitude  of  legislative  control 
OTer  municipal  corporations,  and  we  there  conceded  that,  when 
confined,  as  it  should  be,  to  such  corporations  as  agencies  of  the 
B^^  in  its  government,  the  proposition  is  entirely  sound.    In 
^  matters  of  legal  concern  there  is  no  local  right  to  act 
independently  of  the  state;  and  the  local  authorities  cannot  be 
P^nnitted  to  determine  for  themselves  whether  they  wiU  contrib* 
Qte  through  taxation  to  the  support  of  the  state  government,  or 
^8t,  when  called  upon,  to  suppress  insurrections,  or  aid  in  the 
enforcement  of  the  police  laws.    Upon  all  such  ***  subjects  the 
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state  may  ezerdee  compaleory  autlioritf,  and  may  enforce  tin 
performance  of  local  duties,  either  by  employing  local  ofGcera  f o 
that  purpose  or  throngh  agente  or  ofScere  of  its  own  appoint 
ment  ....  But  we  also  endeaTored  to  show  in  People  t.  Hurl 
but,  24  Mich.  44,  9  Am.  Hep.  103,  that,  though  municipal  an 
thorities  are  made  use  of  in  the  state  goremment,  and  as  suel 
are  under  complete  state  control,  (hey  are  not  created  exclns 
jvely  for  that  purpose,  bnt  have  ot^er  objects  and  purpoeei 
peculiarly  local,  and  in  which  the  state  at  large,  except  in  con 
feriing  the  power  and  regulating  its  exercise,  is  legally  no  mon 
concerned  than  it  is  in  the  individual  and  private  concerns  ol 
iia  several  citizens.  Indeed,  it  would  be  easy  to  show  that  it  u 
not  from  the  standpoint  of  state  interest,  but  from  that  of  loca! 
interest,  that  the  necessity  of  incorporating  cities  and  villagef 
most  distinctly  appears.  State  duties  of  a  local  nature  can,  foi 
the  most  part,  be  very  well  performed  through  the  employmeni 
of  Uie  usual  township  and  county  organizations;  so  that  if  the 
state  alone,  in  its  corporate  capacity,  were  to  be  regarded,  the  con- 
ferring of  special  corporate  powers  on  cities  and  villages  might 
very  well  be  dispensed  with.  ....  The  twofold  characteor  of 
these  corporations,  as  organizations  on  the  one  hand  for  state 
purposes,  and  on  the  other  hand  for  the  benefit  of  the  individnal 
corporators,  has  invariably  been  recognized  by  this  court  wher- 
ever there  has  been  occasion  to  refer  to  it  We  also  referred  in 
People  V.  Hurlbut,  24  Mich.  44,  9  Am.  £ep.  103,  to  several  de- 
cisions in  the  federal  supreme  court  and  elsewhere  to  show  that 
municipal  corporations,  considered  as  communities  oidowed 
with  peculiar  functions  for  the  benefit  of  their  own  citizens, 
have  always  been  recognized  as  possessing  powers  and  capacities 
and  as  being  entitled  to  exemptions  distinct  from  those  which 
they  possess  or  can  claim  as  conveniences  '"^  in  state  govern* 
ment  If  the  authorities  are  examined,  it  vrill  be  found  that 
these  powers  and  capacities,  and  the  interests  which  are  acquired 
under  them,  are  usually  spoken  of  as  private,  in  contradistino- 
tion  to  those  in  which  the  state  is  concerned,  and  which  are  called 
'public,'  thus  putting  these  corporations,  as  regards  all  such 
powers,  capacities,  and  interests,  substantially  on  the  footing  of 
private  corporations.  .  .  .  :  But  it  cannot  be  contended  that  au- 
thority in  the  legislature  to  determine  what  shall  be  the  extent 
of  capacity  in  a  city  to  acquire  and  hold  proper^  is  equivalent 
to  or  contains  within  itself  the  authority  to  deprive  the  city  of 
property  actually  acquired  by  legislative  permission.     As  to  the 
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property  it  thus  holds  for  its  own  private  piurpo6e6y.a  city  is  to 
be  regarded  as  a  constituent  in  state  govemmenty  and  is  entitled 
to  the  like  protection  in  its  property  rights  as  any  natural  per- 
son who  is  also  a  constituent  The  right  of  the  state,  as  regards 
such  property,  is  a  right  of  regulation,  and,  though  broader  than 
exists  in  the  case  of  individuals,  is  not  a  right  of  appropriation. 
The  constitutional  principle  that  no  person  shall  be  deprived  of 
property  without  due  process  of  law  applies  to  artificial  persons 
as  well  as  natural,  and  to  municipal  corporations  in  their  private 
capacity,  as  well  as  corporations  for  manufacturing  and  com- 
mercial purposes.  And  when  a  local  convenience  or  need  is  to 
be  supplied  in  which  the  people  of  the  state  at  large  or  any  por- 
tion thereof  outside  the  city  limits,  are  not  concerned,  the  state 
can  no  more,  by  process  of  taxation,  take  from  the  individual 
citizens  the  money  to  purchase  it,  than  they  could,  if  it  had  been 
procured,  appropriate  it  to  state  use.  To  this  extent  the  cor- 
porate right  appears  to  us  to  be  a  dear  and  undoubted  exception 
to  the  general  power  of  control  which  is  vested  in  the  state.'' 

^^  It  may  be  admitted  that  the  line  which  distinguishes 
those  matters  with  respect  to  which  cities,  as  state  agencies,  ex- 
c^icise  governmental  functions  from  those  as  to  which  it  acts 
ill  its  private,  corporate  capacity,  representing  the  people  of 
the  community,  is  not  always  weU  defined.    It  may  well  be  that^ 
in  cases  in  which  it  is  difficult  to  ascertain  to  which  class  a 
i^ght,  a  power,  or  a  function  should  be  assigned,  the  courts  would 
hesitate  to  annul  an  attempted  exercise  of  legislative  power. 
But  in  cases  in  which  the  proper  classification  can  be  ascertained 
the  courts  should  not,  and  do  not,  hesitate  to  act.    Upon  a 
question  of  this  kind  it  is  to  be  expected  that  under  the  vary- 
ing provisions  of  various  state  constitutions,  and  with  the  dif- 
ferent procedures  and  customs  which  obtained  in  the  various 
states  at  and  before  the  date  of  the  adoption  of  those  consti- 
tutions, there  should  be  conflict  in  the  authorities.    F&r  ex- 
ample, in  some  of  the  cases  we  have  cited  the  systems  devised 
for  police  and  fire  protection  seem  to  have  both  been  regarded 
M  purely  municipal  and  local,  and  therefore  exempt  from  legis- 
lative interference.    The  better  opinion  as  to  police  systems 
seems  to  be  that  inasmuch  as  the  state  is  charged  primarily 
^tt  the  preservation  of  public  peace  and  the  protection  of  life 
^^  property  in  the  cities  as  wdl  as  in  the  rural  districts,  the 
city  police  is,  in  large  measure  at  least,  a  part  of  the  state  con- 
fitahdary,  and  its  members  perform  the  functions  of  state  of- 
fidala  in  the  exercise  of  delegated  state  sovereignty.    There- 
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fore,  in  80  far  as  the  police  systemB  of  our  cities  form  a  part 
of  the  state  government,  they  are  subject  to  legislatiye  control 
And  this  control  has  been  distinctly  recognized  by  this  court  in 
Neumeyer  v.  Krakel,  110  Ky.  624,  23  Ky.  Law  Bep.  190,  63 
S.  W.  518.  But  between  the  police  systems  of  munidpalities 
and  the  fire  departments  there  seems  to  be  a  manifest  distinc- 
tion, ^'^  though  many  of  the  courts — ^as  in  Indiana,  Nebraska 
and  California — ^have  recognized  the  oflBcers  of  both  depart- 
ments as  purely  municipal  and  locaL  The  act  in  question  does 
not  undertake  to  deprive  the  local  authoritieB  of  the  power  of 
appointment  or  selection  of  the  fire  commissioners,  but  only  to 
regulate  and  fix  the  salaries  of  the  officers  and  employes.  It 
seems  conceded  that  the  establishment  of  fire  departments  by 
municipalities  is  a  voluntary  act  of  self -protection;  that  the 
municipality,  on  grounds  of  public  policy,  is  not  responsible  for 
negligence  of  its  fire  department;  and  that  the  property  of 
the  fire  department  is  held  by  the  municipalities  in  their  capa- 
city of  private  corporations.  We  do  not  undertake  to  say  that 
the  state  is  devoid  of  power  to  take  measures  for  the  protec- 
tion of  the  property  of  its  citizens  from  fire.  The  question  be- 
fore us  is  whether  the  rate  of  payment  of  the  employ^  of  such 
I  a  system,  devised  for  the  benefit  of  the  local  community,  of 

1  no  special  interest  or  advantage  to  the  state,  except  in  so  far 

1  as  it  is  advantageous  and  beneficial  to  the  community,  is  mu- 

I  nicipal  or  governmental  in  its  nature.    If  the  rate  of  pay  to  be 

fixed  for  such  employes  is  governmental,  then,  also,  is  the 
variety  of  fire-engines  to  be  used,  the  size  and  breed  of  the 
horses  which  pull  them,  the  number  of  fixe  plugs  or  cisterns 
to  be  established,  and  the  personnel  of  the  force.  If  the  legis- 
lature can  arbitrarily  fix  tiie  rate  of  payment  for  such  services 
at  sixty-five  dollars  per  month,  it  can  fix  it  at  any  other  sum 
which  it  deems  reasonable;  and  if  fixing  the  pay  of  firemen  is 
a  governmental  function  because  firemen  render  service  in  the 
preservation  of  the  property  of  citizens  of  the  commonwealth, 
then  it  is  also  a  governmental  function  to  fix  absolutely  the  per 
diem  of  the  street  sweepers  and  the  monthly  wages  of  the  jani- 
tors in  the  city  hall.  We  do  not  think  such  legislative  ""^  in- 
terference in  a  matter  in  which  no  one  but  the  firemen  and 
the  taxpayers  of  the  city  can  possibly  be  interested  could  have 
been  in  contemplation  of  the  framers  of  our  constitution,  or 
of  the  voters  who  sanctioned  its  adoption.  If  such  a  power  is 
governmental,  it  is  governmental  also  to  fix  the  wages  of  every 
employ^  of  every  city,  of  whatever  class.     There  were  cities  and 
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towns  before  the  constitution  was  adopted.    At  the  date  of  its 
adoption   they  were  managing  their  own  little  local  affairs. 
They  were  employing  and  paying  the  members  of  their  fire 
departments,  as  in  times  gone  by  they  had  managed  their  own 
volunteer  fire  departments.    The  makers  of  the  organic  law — 
the  Toters  whose  ballots  operated  to  enact  it — ^voted  for  it  with 
these  facts  before  them,  and  they  limited  the  time  which  might 
be  devoted  to  legislation  to  sixty  days  in  each  two  years.    Is 
it  conceivable  that  they  expected  or  intended  to  pennit  the  leg- 
islature to  take  charge  of  the  petty  salaries  of  every  hamlet 
in  the  state?    As  said  by  Judge  Olds  in  State  v.  Denny,  118 
Ind.  449,  21  N.  E.  282,  4  L.  B.  A.  65 :  "It  is  fair  to  presume 
that  the  people  of  the  state,  in  the  adoption  of  the  constitution, 
did  not  int^d  to  surrender  the  right  of  local  self-government 
in  so  far  as  to  allow  the  legislature  to  take  charge  of  the  fire 
department  of  etery  town  and  city  of  the  state,  and  to  appoint 
officers  to  take  charge  of  and  manage  the  affairs  of  such  de- 
partmenty  and  limit  the  legislative  body  to  sixty  days  every  two 
years.     We  do  not  believe  that  such  was  the  intention  of  the 
people  at  the  time,  nor  do  we  believe  that  such  is  the  extent 
of  ihe  power  at  the  present  time;  nor  is  there  any  word  or  sen- 
tence in  the  constitution  granting  such  power/'    As  said  by 
Judge  Cooley :  "Some  things  are  too  plain  to  be  written.    The 
state  has  no  interest  in  the  property  within  a  city  or  town,  ex- 
cept such  indirect  interest  as  it  has  in  **^  the  property  of  all 
its  citizens.     Since  the  organization  of  the  state  government, 
towns  and  cities  have  universally  exercised  the  exclusive  right 
of  self-government  in  the  control  and  repair  of  streets,  alleys 
and  sidewalks,  in  the  construction  of  sewers  and  waterworks, 
and  the  organization  and  control  of  fire  departments.    They 
have  been  held  liable  for  damages  resulting  by  reason  of  defec1» 
in  sidewalks,  streets  and  sewers.    All  property  within  its  cor- 
porate limits  is  liable  for  the  payment  of  debts  created  by  the 
municipality  in  providing  these  necessities  to  the  municipality, 
and  in  which  the  people  other  than  those  residing  within  the 
particular  town  or  city  are  in  no  way  directly  interested."    We 
do  not  think  the  legislature  can  fix  the  salaries  of  firemen,  any 
more  than  it  can  fix  the  pay  of  street  sweepers,  the  drivers  of 
ash  carts^  or  fix  the  price  per  square  yard  which  the  citizen 
shall  pay  for  an  improvement  of  the  public  ways. 

The  doctrines  stated  in  McDonald  v.  City  of  Louisville  (re- 
cently decided),  113  Ky.  425,  24  Ky.  Law  Rep.  271,  68  S.  W. 
413,  are  in  full  accord  with  the  views  here  expr^sed. 
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For  the  reasons  given^  the  judgment  is  reversed^  and  causa 
remanded,  with  directions  to  sustain  the  demurrer  to  the  peti- 
tion, and  for  further  proceedings  consistent  herewith. 

Whole  court  sitting. 


The  Legislature  has  No  Pwoer  to  appoint  permanent  officers  for  t1i« 
full  term  whose  duties  are  purely  municipal:  People  v.  Hurlbat, 
24  Mich.  44,  9  Am.  Bep.  103.  But  see  Gooch  ▼.  Exeter,  70  K.  H. 
413,  85  Am.  St.  Bep.  637,  48  Atl.  1100.  That  municipal  corporations 
have  no  vested  rights  in  their  offices,  charters,  or  corporate  powers, 
see  Commonwealth  v.  Moir,  199  Pa.  St.  534,  85  Am.  St.  Bep.  801,  49 
Atl.  351,  53  L.  B.  A.  837.  As  to  the  power  of  the  legislature  to  ex- 
ercise control  over  the  property  of  municipal  corporations,  see  Mount 
Hope  Cemetery  y.  Boston,  15&  Mass.  509,  33  N.  £.  695,  35  Am.  St.  Bep^ 
615,  and  note. 


LONG  Y.  ILLINOIS  CENTRAL  RAILROAD  COMPANY. 

[113  Ky.  806,  68  S.  W.  1095.] 

MASTER  AND  8EBVANT— Assumption  of  Bisluk— If  a  servant 

proceeds  under  the  order  of  his  master  or  superior  servant  in  per- 
forming an  act  whereb]^  he  is  exposed  to  unusual  danger,  the  master 
is  liable  for  the  resulting  injury  to  the  servant,  unless  the  risk  of 
the  act  was  fully  realized  by  the  latter,  or  was  so  apparent  that  no 
man  of  ordinary  prudence,  situated  as  he  was,  would  have  under- 
taken it.     (p.  376.) 

MA8TEB  AND  8EBVANT— BUk  ABBDJned  Under  Superior's 
Order. — ^A  section  hand  in  obeying  the  order  of  his  section-boss  to 
ride  on  a  hand-car  to  his  place  of  work,  when  both  knew  that  a  fast 
train  was  overdue,  but  neither  knew  its  whereabouts,  does  not  as- 
sume the  risk  of  injury  from  a  collision  therewith,  unless  the  danger 
was  so  obvious  that  a  man  of  ordinary  prudence,  situated  as  suck 
servant  was,  would  not  have  obeyed  such  order,  and  this  is  a  ques- 
tion for  the  jury  to  determine,     (p.  377.) 

S.  M.  Payton,  for  the  appellant 

W.  H.  Marriott,  for  the  appellee. 

®^  HOBSON,  J.  Appellant  filed  this  suit  to  recover  dam- 
ages for  the  loss  of  life  of  his  intestate  by  reason  of  the  aUeged 
negligence  ^^^  of  appellee,  and  at  the  conclusion  of  the  evidence 
on  both  sides  the  court  instructed  the  jury  peremptorily  to  find 
for  the  defendant,  although  he  had  overruled  this  motion  at 
the  close  of  the  plaintiff^s  testimony.  The  intestate  was  a  seo- 
tion-hand  in  the  service  of  appellee,  working  under  a  boss  whose 
name  was  Kron.  He  had  been  working  for  the  company  about 
three  days  at  the  time  of  his  death,  although  it  would  appear 
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irom  file  proof  tbat  he  had  been  in  the  same  service  under  a 
preyiooa  employment.    He  was  killed  on  September  10^  1900. 
On  that  morning  about  6  o'clock  the  section  boss,  with  his  crew 
of  seven  men,  including  the  intestate,  left  the  section-house 
on  the  hand-oar  and  went  to  Biney  station.    They  waited  there 
for  some  time  for  the  passenger  train  known  as  No.  104,  a 
fast  train  from  the  south,  but  it  was  late.    An  accommodation 
passenger  train,^  known  as  No.  32,  was  due  shortly  also  from 
the  south.     Kiney  is  not  a  telegraph  station.    The  section  boss 
finally  concluded  that  he  could  safely  go  to  Otter  creek,  which  was 
about  two  miles  north  of  Biney,  and  was  under  the  impression 
that  the  local  passenger  No.  32  would  probably  arrive  before 
the  fast   passenger  train  No.   104.    He  accordingly  ordered 
his  men  to  get  on  the  hand-car  and  go  to  Otter  creek.    This 
they  proceeded  to  do,  and  at  each  curve  they  stopped  and  looked 
and  listened  for  the  train  behind  them,  but  saw  or  heard  noth- 
ing.   After  they  had  made  three  stops  in  this  way,  and  when 
they  had  emerged  from  the  last  curve^  and  were  running  down 
the  grade  to  the  Otter  creek  switch,  and  not  very  far  from  it, 
<nie  of  the  men  on  the  car  suddenly  called  out,  ''There  she 
<^ome8.''     The  train  was  then  emerging  from  a  cut  about  eight 
hundred  feet  from  them,  and  running,  according  to  the  proof 
for  the  plaintiff,  sixty  or  seventy  miles  an  hour.    The  hands 
on  the  car^  except  Long,  immediately  jumped  off  without  stand- 
ing on  the  order  of  Iheir   going.    About  the  ®^^  time  they 
reached  the  ground,  or  before  they  got  up  from  the  fall,  the 
train  struck  the  car.    Whether  Long  did  not  know  of  the  ap- 
proach of  the  (train,  or  realize  how  close  it  was  to  him^  is  not 
made  clear  by  the  proof.    He  remained  on  the  car,  and  was 
thrown  up  into  the  air  by  the  engine  as  high  as  the  top  of  the 
smokestack,  and  his  brains  were  knocked  out.    The  proof  for 
the  plaintiff  tended  to  show  that  he  was  so  situated  that  he 
could  not  get  off  as  quickly  as  the  others,  while  that  for  the 
defendant  showed  that  the  section  boss  called  to  him  to  leave 
the  car.     But  this  was  evidently  just  before  the  train  struck  it. 
He  was  fifty-four  years  of  age,  and  was  perhaps  not  as  quick 
in  his  movements  as  the  younger  men.     The  proof  of  the  plain- 
tiff showed  that  there  were  two  whistling-boards  south  of  the 
hand-car,  one  for  a  road  crossing  and  one  for  the  station,  and 
that  the  train  did  not  whistle  for  either  of  these.     The  proof 
of  the  defendant  showed  that  the  train  did  whistle,  and  that 
it  was  running  between  fifty  and  sixty  miles  an  hour.     The 
schedule  time  of  the  train  was  thirty-five  miles.     On  that  mom- 
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ing  tliere  were  two  secti(ma  of  No.  101.  The  train  which  stru 
the  hand-car  was  the  fiiBt  section,  or  an  extra,  conaifiting-  of  fo 
01  five  sleepers,  carrying  escnisionists  to  Ohio,  but  nuuiing 
the  time  of  the  regular  train,  and  as  its  first  section.  It  li 
run  from  Paducah,  one  hundred  and  Beventy-fiva  milee,  witho 
sto|^ing,  and  was  about  twenty-fire  minutes  late.  Shortl j  aft 
it  came  the  second  section  of  No.  104,  or  the  regular  fast  trai 
and  also  the  accommodation  passenger  train,  known  as  Ifo.  3 
and  tiiey  were  all  three  at  Otter  creek  together.  It  is  urgi 
for  appellee  that  the  intestate  knew  the  train  was  ]at«  ax 
overdue,  and  took  the  lisk.  It  is  urged  for  appellant  that  ] 
acted  under  the  ordera  of  hie  foreman,  and  had  a  right  to  pr 
snme  that  his  superior  would  not  order  him  to  go  ahead  wit 
the  hand-car  if  there  was  danger.  The  ^^^  principle  relie 
on  la  that  the  servant  may  lawfully  obey  the  orders  of  his  en 
ployer,  relying  on  his  superior  knowledge  ftud  judgment.  Bu 
it  is  insisted  that  this  principle  does  sot  apply,  as  Biney  wa 
not  a  telegraph  station,  and  each  of  the  men  on  the  hand-ca 
knew  as  much  about  the  danger  as  the  boss.  The  circuit  cour 
seems  to  have  taken  this  view, 

Eron  had  a  watch,  and  so  far  as  appears  was  the  only  mai 
in  ttie  crew  who  bad  a  watch  that  was  running;  but  they  aL 
knew  the  time  of  the  train,  and  that  it  was  overdue.  Non( 
of  tliem  knew  that  there  was  an  extra  on  the  road  that  morning, 
but  as  this  was  running  on  the  time  of  the  regular  train,  and  wac 
simply  the  front  section  of  it,  it  did  not  materially  affect  the 
results  The  train  men  had  no  intimation  of  the  presence  of 
the  hand-car  on  the  track.  No  flag  was  put  out  by  Kron,  and 
no  torpedoes  or  anything  to  give  notice  of  danger  ahead.  In 
the  American  and  English  Encyclopedia  of  Law  (volume  30, 
second  edition,  page  ISO)  the  rule  is  thus  stated:  "Since  the 
master  is  under  a  special  duty  to  inspect  and  investigate  risks 
to  which  the  servant  is  exposed,  and  since  the  servant  may  rely 
upon  the  performance  of  this  duty,  the  fact  that  the  servant 
proceeds  under  the  orders  of  the  master  in  performing  an  act 
whereby  he  is  exposed  to  unusual  danger  renders  the  msster 
liable  for  a  resulting  injury  to  the  servant,  unless  the  risk  of 
the  act  was  fully  realized  by  the  servant,  and  was  so  appsrent 
that  no  man  of  ordinary  prudence,  situated  aa  he  was,  would 
have  undertaken  it"  A  number  of  cases  are  collected  sustain- 
ing  the  text:  See,  also,  to  same  effect,  I  Thompson  on  Neg- 
ligence, sees.  193,  443.  In  section  445,  it  is  said:  "Where  the 
negligence  of  one  person  has  prepared  a  risk  for  another,  and 
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that  other,  proceeding  in  the  discbarge  of  his  duty  or  in  the 
coune  of  his  bnamess,  acoepts  the  riak^  and  ia  hurt  ^^  in  con- 
sequence of  BO  doings  the  question  of  whether  he  ia  guilty  of 
contributoiy  negligence  ia  almost  alwaya  a  question  of  fact  for 
the  jury/*  A  servant  is  not  called  upon  to  set  up  his  unaided 
judgment  against  that  of  his  superiors.  He  may  rely  upon 
their  orders :  Ward  v.  Louisville  etc.  R  E.  Ca,  23  Ky.  Law  Rep. 
1326^  65  S.  W.  2.  As  has  been  well  said,  the  servant's  depend- 
ent and  inferior  position  is  to  be  taken  into  consideration ;  and 
if  the  master  gives  him  positive  orders  to  go  (m  with  the  work, 
and  the  servant  is  injured,  he  may  recover  unless  the  work  was 
so  obyioTialy  dangerous  that  a  servant  of  ordinary  prudence, 
situated  as  he  was,  would  not  have  obeyed. 

In  this  case  Long  was  a  mere  laborer.    The  section  f ore> 
man  under  whose  direction  he  woriced  represented  the  master, 
and  it  was  Long's  duty  to  obey  his  orders  in  the  usual  course 
of  business.    When  he  received  an  order  it  was  not  his  duty 
to  sit  in  judgment  upon  its  propriety,  or  to  enter  into  a  dis- 
cussion writh  him  as  to  the  facts  upon  which  it  was  based.    He 
had  a  right  to  presume  that  improper  orders  would  not  be  given, 
and  to  assume  that  the  section  foreman  would  not  direct  >^im 
to  take  risks  that  were  improper.    If  he  was  injured  while  obey- 
ing the  orders  of  his  superior  and  by  reason  of  his  negligence, 
he  may  recover,  unless  the  risk  was  such  that  a  person  of  ordi- 
nary prudence,  situated  as  Long  was,  would  not  have  taken 
it.    In  determining  whether  Long  should  have  obeyed  the  orders 
of  his  sup^or,  it  must  be  borne  in  mind  that  the  crew  were  out  on 
the  road,  and  that  if  Long  had  not  obeyed  he  could  not  have 
remained  with  the  crew.     So  far  as  appears,  he  knew  nothing 
about  the  running  of  the  trains,  and  was  not  required  by  his 
employment  to  know  about  them.    It  was  the  section  boss'  duty 
to  control  the  movements  of  the  crew,  and  to  do  this  with 
proper  regard  to  their  safety.    Long  had  a  right  to  ®^  rely  on 
his  superior  knowledge  and  judgment  as  to  the  safety  of  pro- 
ceeding with  the  hand-car  imder  the  circumstances,  unless  the 
facts  actually  known  to  Long  were  such  that  a  servant  of  ordi- 
nary prudence,  situated  as  he  was,  would  not  have  taken  the 
risk,  and  this  was  a  question  for  the  jury.    In  an  exhaustive 
note  on  this  subject  to  the  case  of  Dallemand  v.  Saalfeldt, 
48  L.  R.  A.  765,  the  editor,  after  pointing  out  the  conflict  of  au- 
thority on  the  question,  says :   "Some  judges,  following  out  the 
analogy  of  the  doctrine  stated  in  the  last  section,  have  held  that 
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the  rule  by  which  contributory  negligence  is  inferred,  as  matter 
of  law,  from  the  undertaking  or  continuance  of  work  which 
entails  an  abnormal  risk  of  which  the  serrant  was  aware,  in^ 
volves  the  corollary  that  the  addition  of  the  element  of  a  di- 
rect order  will  not  prevent  the  defense  from  taking  effect  if  the 
servant  xmderstood  the  perils  to  which  he  would  be  exposed 
in  obepng  that  order.  ....  But  by  almost  all   courts,  in- 
cluding those  who  apply  the  rule  just  referred  to  (see  Penn- 
sylvania, Illinois  and  North  Carolina  cases  cited   infra),  it 
is  held  that  the  fact  of  the  servant^s  having  been  directly  ordered 
to  do  the  act  which  caused  the  injury  introduces  into  the  situa- 
tion a  diflEerentiating  circumstance,  which  will  render  his  con- 
tributory negligence  a  question  for  the  jury  in  nearly  every 
eonceivable  state  of  the  evidence.    It  does  not  follow  ihst  be- 
cause the  servant  could  justify  a  disobedience  of  the  order  he 
is  guilty  of  negligence  in  obeying  it.  ...  .  Hence  vre  find 
it  laid  down  in  a  leading  case  that  where,  in  obedience  to  an 
order,  the  servant  performs  a  duty  which,  though  dangerous, 
is  not  so  dangerous  as  to  threaten  immediate  injury,  or  where 
I                                       it  is  reasonably  probable  that  the  work  may  be  safely  done  by 
'j                                       using  extraordinary  caution  or  skill,  he  may  recover  if  ***  in- 
jured  In  other  cases  the  same  principle  is  expressed 

i  by  a  restrictive  form  of  statement,  the  servant  being  held  en- 

'  titled  to  obey  a  specific  command  of  his  superior  without  neces- 

sarily incurring  the  consequences  of  contributory  negligence, 
unless  the  execution  of  that  command  involves  a  hazard  which 
no  ordinarily  prudent  person  would  have  subjected  himself 
to.'*  In  support  of  these  principles,  the  following  instances 
are  given  in  which  the  servant  was  allowed  to  recover:  Where 
a  section-hand  obeys  orders  to  take  a  hand-car  off  the  track, 
when  a  train  is  close  at  hand;  or  where  a  section-hand  under- 
took to  get  two  stones  off  the  track  when  a  train  was  approach- 
ing; or  where  a  brakeman  jumped  from  a  moving  train;  or 
where  a  laborer  was  injured  by  the  fall  of  a  large  wheel  which 
he  was  helping  to  move  down  an  incline;  or  by  the  caving  of 
a  bank ;  or  by  the  explosion  of  a  blast  over  which  he  was  ordered 
to  work.  These  principles  control  this  case.  If  a  gravel  train 
had  stopped  at  Siney  that  morning,  and  waited  for  the  passenger 
until  it  was  past  due,  and  the  conductor  had  then  concluded  to 
go  on  to  Otter  creek  ahead  of  the  passenger  train  and  had  oT" 
dered  the  hands  aboard  it  would  hardly  be  maintained  that  if  the 
train  had  been  run  into  by  the  passenger  before  it  reached 
Otter  creek,  and  one  of  the  laborers  killed,  the  company  would 
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QStble.  Tet  this  is,  in  substaDce,  the  case  we  have; 
on  bo6B  has  as  full  control  of  the  hand-car  as  the 
as  of  the  gravel  train.     The  hands  on  the  gravel 

not  be  required  to  inquire  what  orders  the  Con- 
or what  emergency  induced  Mm  to  go  forward,  or 
he  had  for  supposing  it  to  be  safe.  AH  this  applies 
tie  laborer  working  under  the  section  boss.  Long 
riding  on  the  hand-car  in  obedience  to  the  orders 
who  was  ***  takinghim  to  the  place  of  work,  and 
son  was  anxious  to  get  there  as  quickly  as  he  could. 

reversed,  and  cause  remanded,  with  directioDB  to 
ant  a  new  trial, 
irt  sitting. 
md  (yBear,  JJ.,  dissent 

M  of  tA«  Principal  Gate  will  be  fonncl  diicnMod  la  tbB 
lOte  to  Houston  ete.  By.  Co.  v,  De  Walt,  07  Am.  St.  Bep. 
i«  tight  of  recoTeiy  bj  emploffia  aeeeptiiiK  extrabazud- 
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[113  Ky.  857,  69  S.  W.  759.] 
&  AND  BANEHTO — Wiongfiil  DiAonot  of  Daporitoi'a 
on  of  JJunagM. — In  the  abBenee  of  malice,  oppressioa 
e,  the  wrongful  refusal  of  a  bank  to  honor  itg  depoii- 
nakea  it  liable  only  for  compenastory  damages  and  not 
daniages,  or  damagsi  for  hnmiliation  or  mortification  of 
'b  feelings,     (pp.  382,  3S3.) 

S  Aim  BAlfKINa — Dlabonor  of  Check— Element  of 
'  a  bank  wrongfully  dishonora  its  depoaitor'a  oheck, 
ce,  the  fact  that  such  'depoBitor  had  a  nerrous  ebill 
■tW  was  protested  and  returned,  cannot  be  considered  in 
the  damages  due  her  from  ancb  transaction,  (p.  3S3.) 
S  AND  BAM  KING^-DlShonor  of  Ohack— Meamra  of 
'  a  bank  wrongfully  diabonors  a  depositor'a  cheek,  with- 
ihe  depositor  is  entitled  to  recover  only  compensatory 
titn«  lost,  expenBcB  inenrred,  loss  of  buainess,  or  other 
1  by  reason  of  the  dislionor  of  tlie  rliret.     (p,  3S3.) 

y,  Burnett  &  Humphrey,  for  the  appellants. 

I  J.  J.  Davis,  for  tlie  appellee 

SON,  J.     On  April  4,  1900,  Joseph  W.  Mor(^y  de- 
1  appellant,  the  American  National  Bank,  $150  to 
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the  credit  of  the  appellee,  Virginia  R.  More;,  irho  was  his  «i 
In  the  latter  part  of  April  Moro;  raised  a  cdieck  given  him 
Belknap  &  Co.  from  $800  to  $1,800,  and  drew  the  money 
it  from  appellant.  On  Uay  4tb  he  committed  suicide.  Ap] 
lant  settled  with  Selknap  &  Co.  for  the  loss.  On  Maj  2 
.  appellee  deposited  with  the  bank  $73,  and  4^b  was  credi 
on  her  pass-book  underneath  the  $150  which  had  theretof 
been  entered  on  it.  In  the  month  of  September,  1900,  she  ^ 
in  Chicago  Illinoia,  taking  lessons  with  Urs.  Leonide  C.  La 
Ton,  with  the  idea  of  coming  back  to  Louieville,  and  doing  bni 
wood  work.  On  September  ISUi,  when  she  had  been  there  < 
week,  and  expected  to  continue  a  month  longer,  she  gave  li 
I^avaron  a  check  for  $30  on  appelant,  to  pay  for  two  wee 
leaeons  and  materials  bought  of  her.  She  had  previousiy  dra 
two  checks  for  $26  each,  which  had  been  paid.  When  the  i 
check  reached  appellant,  it  indorsed  on  it,  "Has  but  twe 
dollars  to  her  ci«dit,"  and  refused  to  pay  it.  The  check  i 
returned  from  Chicago,  and,  after  passing  through  the  hai 
of  the  different  indorsers,  was  returned  by  Mrs.  Lavaron 
appellant.  She  was  among  strangers,  had  no  ^^  friends 
Chicago,  was  very  much  mortified,  had  a  nervous  chill,  a 
finally  had  to  be  taken  to  her  mother  in  law,  at  Englewo 
Illinois.  She  telegraphed  to  Louisville,  but  appellant  persis' 
in  refusing  to  pay,  and  finally  money  was  forwarded  to  her  fr 
some  relatives  in  Louisville,  with  which  she  paid  Mrs.  Lavar 
and,  as  we  understand  the  evidence,  returned  to  Louisville. 
November  she  filed  a  suit  against  appellant  to  recover  the  balai 
of  her  deposit,  and  also  filed  tMs  suit  to  recover  damages  : 
the  refusal  to  pay  the  check  of  $30,  charging  that  the  statemt 
of  the  defenduit  returned  with  the  check  was  false  and  mi 
cious,  made  with  the  intent  to  injure  the  plaintiS;  that  by  r 
son  thereof  her  credit  had  been  injured,  she  had  been  grea 
humiliated,  and  had  endured  great  mental  suffering,  to  1 
damages  in  the  sum  of  $1,000.  After  the  suit  to  recover  t 
deposit  was  filed,  appellant  paid  to  her  the  balance  due  as  shoi 
by  her  pass-book,  $16S,  and  filed  answer  in  the  suit  for  damag 
denying  the  allegations  of  the  petition.  That  case  was  tri 
later,  resulting  in  a  verdict  and  judgment  for  $600,  to  revei 
which  this  appeal  is  prosecuted. 

The  reason  that  the  bank  did  not  pay  the  check  was  tl 
it  conceived  the  idea  that  the  $150  deposited  to  appelle 
credit  by  her  husband  was  his  money,  and  that  it  had  a  rig 
to  set  off  against  it  the  $1,000  it  had  lost  by  reason  of  his  ra 
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ing  the  Belknap  check.     So  it  charged  off  the  $150  on  her 
account^  and  credited  it  to  hiB  account.    But  it  gave  her  no 
notice  of  this^  and  it  manifestly  had  no  right  to  do  eo^  as  far 
as  the  proof  shows.    The  conrt  inatmcted  the  jnry  that  if 
at  the  time  the  check  was  presented  to  the  defendant  the  plain- 
tiff had  money  in  the  bank  deposited  to  her  credit  sufficient  to 
pay  the  check,  and  the  defendant  refused  to  honor  it^  then  they 
shonld  find  for  her  such  a  sum  *•*  in  damages  as  would  fairly 
compensate  her  for  any  loss  or  impairment  of  credit  she  sus- 
tsinedy  and  for  any  humiliation  or  mortification  of  her  feelings 
she  has  been  subjected  to,  by  reason  of  the  refusal  to  honor  her 
check;  and  if  the  defendant  maliciously  refused  to  honor  the 
check,  then,  in  addition  to  compensatory  damages,  they  might 
award  such  additional  sum,  by  way  of  punitive  damages,  as  in 
their  discretion  they  deemed  proper.    The  propriety  of  these 
Mstructions  is  the  chief  question  on  the  appeaL    In  Mt.  Ster- 
W  Nat  Bank  v.  Green,  99  Ky.  262,  18  Ky.  Law  Sep.  178,  35 
S.  W.  911,  32  L.  R.  A.  668,  it  was  held  that  if  a  bank  refuses 
to  honor  the  check  of  its  customer  without  sufficient  justifica- 
tion, he  has  his  action  for  damages  against  the  bank.    Citing- 
Uorse  on  Banks  and  Banking,  sec.  458.    But  in  that  case  the 
measure  of  damages  was  not  determined.    The  authorities  are 
^form  that  tiie  relation  between  the  bank  and  the  depositor 
B  that  of  debtor  and  creditor.    They  are  equally  uniform  that 
when  the  bank  fails  to  honor  the  check  of  its  depositor,  when 
he  has  fimds  with  it  sufficient  to  pay  the  check,  a  right  of  ac- 
tion accrues  at  once,  and  that  the  recovery  is  not  to  be  limited 
to  nominal  damages.    Mr.  Bishop  says  the  banker  for  this  may 
be  sued  in  tort,  tho;agh  the  wrong  is  believed  to  be  without 
^^xme:  Bishop  on  Noncontract  Law,  sec.  491.    In  5  American 
«id  English  Encyclopedia  of  Law,  page  1060,  the  rule  as  to 
^e  measure  of  damages  is  thus  stated :  ''The  depositor,  by  prov- 
mg  special  loss,  is  always  entitled  to  recover  substantial  dam- 
^es.    But  if  unable  to  show  any  special  loss  or  injury,  the 
better  opinion  seems  to  be  that  he  would  still  be  entitled  to 
i^ver  such  moderate  damages  as  the  jury  should  judge  to  be 
^  fair  and  reasonable  compensation  for  the  injury  which  he 
must  have  sustained,  for  it  is  almost  impossible  for  a  check  to 
be  dishonored  without  reflecting  upon  the  character  and  credit 
of  the  drawer,  the  extent  of  *•■  the  injury  being  within  the 
pecnliar  province  of  the  jury  to  determine.''    This  is  taken  from 
fte  language  of  Lord  Campbell,  C.  J.,  in  Rolin  v.  Stewart,  14 
Com.  B.  695,  and  seems  to  be  supported  by  the  later  cases  in 


382  Ambbican  Stats  Eepoets^  Vol.  101.      t^^ntuc 

England  and  in  this  country.  In  Patterson  v.  Marine  1 
Bank,  130  Pa.  St  419,  17  Am.  St.  Rep.  778,  18  Aa  63! 
judgment  for  $300  for  dishonoring  a  check  was  aflBrmed. 
trial  court  charged  the  jury  that  the  plaintifE  waa  entiUec 
recover  substantial  damages,  and  that  they  might  find  puni 
damages,  "if  under  all  the  circumstancea  in  the  case,  the  defe 
ant  unnecessarily  and  unreasonably  acted  in  disregard  of 
rights  of  plaintiff,  and  with  partiality  against  him."  The  c( 
said :  "A  bank  is  an  institution  of  a  quasi  public  character. 
is  chartered  by  the  government  for  the  purpose,  inter  alia, 
holding  and  safely  keeping  the  moneys  of  individuals  and  < 
porations.  It  receives  such  moneys  upon  an  implied  conti 
to  pay  the  depositors'  checks  upon  demand.  Individual  i 
corporate  business  could  hardly  exist  for  a  day  without  bank 
facilities.  At  tiie  same  time,  the  business  of  tiie  commun 
would  be  at  the  mercy  of  banks  if  they  could  at  their  pleasi 
refuse  to  honor  the  depositors'  checks,  and  then  claim  that  e^ 
action  was  a  mere  breach  of  an  ordinary  contract,  for  wh 
only  nominal  damages  could  be  recovered,  unless  special  da 
ages  were  proved.  There  is  something  more  than  a  breach 
contract  in  such  cases;  there  is  a  question  of  public  policy  : 
volved,  as  we  said  in  First  Nat.  Bank  v.  Mason,  95  Pa.  St.  11 
40  Am.  Rep.  633;  and  a  breach  of  the  implied  contract  betwe 
the  bank  and  its  depositor  entitles  the  latter  to  recover  au 
etantial  damages.  In  Uiis  case  the  jury  do  not  appear  to  ha 
given  more;  they  evidently  did  not  award  punitive  damagef 
In  SchafEner  v.  Ehrman,  139  111.  109,  32  Am.  St.  Eep.  192,  : 
N.  E.  917,  16  L.  R.  A.  134,  a  judgment  «*»  for  $450  damag 
was  affirmed,  where  the  dishonor  of  the  checks  was  due  to 
mistake  of  the  bookkeeper  in  charging  the  checks  of  anoth< 
customer  to  the  account.  It  w^as  held  that  there  was  no  evideni 
of  malice,  and  there  seems  from  the  report  of  the  case  to  hai 
been  little  proof  of  special  damage.  The  court  laid  down  i 
the  proper  measure  of  damages  a  reasonable  compensation  fi 
the  injury  the  customer  must  have  received  from  the  dishonorii 
of  his  checks.  In  Bank  of  Commerce  v.  Goos,  39  Neb.  437,  f 
N.  W.  84,  23  L.  R.  A.  190,  when  Goos*  check  was  dishonor© 
he  was  arrested  and  placed  in  prison,  and  newspapers  wei 
printed  and  sold  on  the  streets,  publishing  the  fact.  ITie  com 
reversed  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff,  on  the  ground  that  tt 
proper  measure  of  damages  waa  not  given  the  jury.  It  hel 
that  there  could  be  no  punitive  damages,  that  his  arrest  an 
imprisonment  could  not  be  considered,  and  that  he  could  onl 
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lecover  such  temperate  damages  as  would  be  a  reasonable  com- 
pensation for  the  dishonor  of  the  check.     Substantially  the 
same  role  was  laid  down  in  Svendsen  y.  State  Bank,  64  Minn. 
40,  58  Am.  St  Hep.  622,  65  N.  W.  1086,  31  L.  B.  A  552 ;  J. 
M.  James  Co.  v.  Continental  Nat  Bank,  105  Tenn.  1,  80  Am. 
St  Eep.  857,  58  S.  W.  261,  51  L.  R.  A  255;  Atlanta  Nat 
Bank  t.  Davis,  96  Ga.  334,  51  Am.  St  Eep.  139,  23  S.  E.  190. 
There  was  some  evidence  as  to  loss  of  credit,  and  aside  from 
this,  the  instruction  so  far  as  it  submitted  this  as  an  element  of 
damage,  was  correct    But  there  was  nothing  in  the  case  to  in- 
dicate actual  malice,  oppression,  or  bad  motive  on  the  part  of 
the  bank  and  no  instruction  should  have  been  given  as  to  puni- 
tive damages.    None  of  the  cases  allow  a  recovery  for  humilia- 
tion or  mortification  of  feeling  where  compensatory  damages 
only  are  allowed,  and  the  instruction  of  the  court,  in  so  far  as 
it  allowed  a  recovery  for  this,  was  improper.    The  fact  that  the 
plaintiff  ^^^  had  a  nervous  chill  when  tiie  check  was  protested 
sod  returned  to  her  and  had  to  be  taken  to  her  mother  in  law^s, 
was  immaterial,  as  the  nervous  chUl  was  not  the  natural  result 
of  the  protest  of  the  check,  or  such  a  thing,  as  should  reasonably 
have  been  anticipated  from  persons   of   ordinary   health   and 
strength.     On  the  contrary,  the  plaintiff  may  recover  for  any 
time  she  lost^  or  any  expenses  she  incurred,  or  for  any  loss  of 
business  or  instruction  that  she  sustained,  by   reason   of   the 
dishonor  of  the  check.    Her  pleading  does  not  appear  to  have 
been  drawn  under  the  view  of  the  law  we  have  indicated,  and 
<n^  the  return  of  the  case  she  may  have  leave  to  amend  her 
petition,  and  set  out  her  damages  specially,  if  she  desires  to  do 
so:  Robinson  v.  Western  Union  Tel.  Co.,  24  Ky.  Law  Eep.  452, 
68  S.  W.  656.    The  action  rests  upon  the  ground  that  the  bank 
18  charged  by  law  with  certain  duties,  and  that  for  a  breach  of 
^ese  duties  it  is  liable  to  the  party  injured  for  the  damages 
done  him.    The  measure  of  these  damages  is  the  same  as  in 
tte  case  of  the  breach  of  other  duties  imposed  by  law. 
Judgment  reversed,  and  cause  remanded  for  a  new  triaL 

fhi  Recovery  of  DamaffeSy  special  and  compenBatoiy,  for  tbe  failure 
9t  a  bank  to  honor  a  ebeek,  is  discussed  in  tbe  monographic  note  to 
7.  IL  James  Go.  v.  Bank,  80  Am.  St.  Bep.  865-875. 
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KLUQHEEZ  v.  CHICAGO,  MILWAUKEE  AND  ST.  PATJt 

EAILWAY  COMPANY. 

[90  Minn.  17,  95  K.  W.  686.] 

NEOUGENOE — ^Dangerona  Premises. — ^By  a  Mere  Uoeosee  to 
meant  one  who  has  the  tacit  permission  or  privilege  of  entering  upon 
the  premises  of  another,  bat  without  invitation,  express  or  implied; 
under  such  circumstances  a  person  enters  at  his  own  risk,  and  must 
take  the  premises  in  the  condition  in  which  h»  finds  them.     (p.  386.) 

KEGLIGENOE — Dangerous  Premises. — If  One  Inyites  another, 
either  expressly  or  by  implication,  to  go  upon  his  premises,  there 
arises  the  obligation  to  use  ordinary  care  that  the  visitor  shall  not  be 
injured,     (p.  386.) 

SAIIfWAT  DEPOT— Duty  to  Persons  There  Kear  Train 
Time. — ^While  a  railway  company  cannot  be  expected  to  be  contin- 
uously on  its  guard  as  against  loiterers  and  trespassers,  yet  it  should 
anticipate  that  its  station-house  and  depot  grounds  may  be  used  as 
a  place  of  meeting  by  people  for  various  lawful  purposes  at  or  about 
the  time  of  the  arrival  and  departure  of  trains,     (p.  388.) 

RAILWAY  DEPOT— Duty  to  Persons  There— Time  as  Affaet- 
ing. — ^The  time,  in  respect  to  the  arrival  of  trains,  at  whieh  a  person 
visits  a  depot  is  to  be  taken  into  consideration  in  determining  the 
duty  owed  him  by  the  railway  company.  But  it  is  not  possible  to 
lay  down  a  general  rule  as  to  the  limit  of  time  under  iJl  conditions 
within  which  one  shall  be  restricted  to  visit  such  premises  at  his 
peril;  it  is  a  question  of  fact  to  be  determined  according  to  the  cir- 
cumstances of  each  particular  case.      (p.  389.) 

EAILWAY  STATION — Duty  to  Persons  Meeting  Thexe.— As 
toward  one  who  goes  to  a  depot  an  hour  and  ten  minutes  before  train 
time  in  good  faith  to  meet  a  person  on  a  matter  of  business  who^ 
he  believes,  will  take  the  train,  the  railway  company,  in  unloading 
a  grav«l  train  near  by,  owes  the  duty  of  ordinary  care.     (p.  389.) 

EAILWAY— Breaking  of  Cable  In  Unloading  Qrayel  Train*^ 
In  an  action  against  a  railway  company  for  injuries  sustained  by  a 
person,  while  standing  near  a  depot,  through  the  breaking  from  its 
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9Uj  ropes  of  a  cable  used  in  unloading  a  gravel  train,  evidenee  of 
the  manner  of  starting  the  engine  and  of  tlie  eharacter  of  the  ropes 
ii  admiariblA.     (p.  390.) 

Pfan  &  Pfau  and  H.  H.  Field,  for  tilie  appellant 
Young  ft  L068OW,  for  the  respondent. 

^  LEWIS^  J.  Appellant  company  was  engaged  in  filling  a 
Lole  on  the  northerly  side  of  its  depot  in  the  city  of  Mankato, 
aad  for  such  purpose  had  constructed  a  temporary  track  upon 
which  it  ran  a  gravel  train  and  unloaded  the  gravel  by  means 
'  of  a  plow.  The  track  at  this  point  was  upon  a  curve,  and  the 
plow  was  placed  on  the  northerly  end  of  the  gravel  train,  one 
end  of  a  long  steel  wire  cable  was  attached  to  l^e  plow,  and  the 
other  end  was  fastened  to  a  locomotive  at  the  southerly  end  of 
the  train,  and  because  of  the  curvature  of  the  track  it  was 
necessary  to  fasten  the  cable  over  the  middle  of  the  cars  so  that 
the  plow  would  follow  them.  The  cable  was  kept  in  place  by 
means  of  pulleys  ^^  some  distance  apart,  fastened  with  ropes 
to  the  side  of  the  cars  upon  the  outer  arc  of  the  circle,  and  the 
cable  passed  through  these  pulleys.  A  straight  line  drawn  from 
the  plow  to  the  locomotive  touched  the  outhouse  and  the  comer 
of  the  depot 

About  4  o'clock  in  the  afternoon,  respondent,  a  boy  of  four- 
teen years,  was  standing  in  the  depot  grounds  at  a  point  about 
<mfi-third  of  the  distance  between  the  corner  of  the  depot  and 
the  outhouse,  which  was  about  twenty  feet  from  the  depot.  The 
locomotive  was  started  in  motion  to  begin  the  process  of  plow- 
ing the  gravel  from  the  cars,  when,  at  a  point  nearly  opposite 
the  depots  one  of  the  ropes  bro^e,  releasing  the  cable,  which, 
with  the  action  of  the  engine,  violently  straightened,  struck  the 
comer  of  the  depot  and  the  outhouse,  and  also  respondent^ 
causing  him  serious  injury.  Sespondent  secured  a  verdict  in 
the  court  below,  and  this  appeal  involves  the  question  whether, 
luider  the  circumstances,  appellant  was  called  upon  to  exercise 
ordinary  care;  also  the  correctness  of  certain  rulings  of  the 
<»urt 

The  liability  of  the  company  turned  upon  the  nature  of  the 
elation  existing  between  it  and  respondent  at  the  time  of  the 
liccident.  If  respondent  was  a  trespasser  upon  appellant's 
property,  then  it  owed  him  no  duty  except  to  refrain  from  those 
aetg  commonly  denominated  ^'wUlful,"  but  there  is  no  claim 
in  this  case  that  any  such  degree  of  purpose  was  manifest.  It 
is  claimed  t>iat  under  the  preat  trend  of  authorities,  if  respond- 
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ent  was  upon  the  prenuEes  as  a  mere  liceiiBee,  appellant  01 
him  no  greater  degree  of  care  than  if  he  had  been  a  treepaa 

Bj  a  "mere  licensee"  is  meant  the  tacit  permission  or  pr 
lege  which  a  person  has  of  entering  upon  the  premises  of 
other,  but  without  anj  invitation,  express  or  implied,  Un 
such  circumstances  a  pereon  enters  at  his  own  risk,  and, 
owner  having  assumed  no  responsibility  in  respect  to  the  c 
duct  or  care  of  such  trespasser  or  licensee,  must  take  the  pn 
ises  in  the  condition  in  which  he  finds  them.  But  where 
owner,  either  expressly  or  by  implication,  invites  a  person  to 
upon  his  premises,  there  arises  at  once  the  obligation  to 
ordinary  care  to  see  that  tiie  person  thus  invited  shall  not 
injured.  This  duty  arises  from  the  nature  of  the  contract 
is  reasonable  for  the  person  invited  to  assume  that  the  owi 
will  use  ordinary  prudence  to  protect  him  while  acting  in  pi 
Buance  of  the  invitation. 

^'^  No  great  difficulty  has  arisen  in  applying  this  princi] 
to  private  parties,  but  there  has  been  much  discussion,  and  soi 
difference  of  opinion,  with  reference  to  the  obligatioDS  of  pn 
lie  and  quasi  public  corporations  as  to  persons  in  and  aroui 
their  premises,  such  as  station-houses  and  depot  grounds. 
is  generally  claimed  by  such  corporations  that  station-houj 
and  depot  grounds  are  primarily  their  properties,  to  be  nsi 
for  their  purposes,  and  that  the  public  has  no  ri^ts  connect 
therewith  except  in  the  transaction  of  business  with  the  ownei 
There  has  been  a  difference  of  opinion  as  to  what  constitot 
such  business.  It  will  not  be  disputed  that  the  public  has  t! 
right  to  enter  stations,  and,  so  far  as  reasonably  necessar 
depot  grounds,  for  the  purpose  of  taking  trains  and  alightir 
from  them,  and  making  inquiries  at  the  offices  of  the  dep< 
during  business  hours  for  the  purpose  of  obtaining  informatio 
and  transacting  business  with  the  officers  or  agents  in  charge 
but  some  courts  have  limited  to  a  very  narrow  compass  the  tin: 
within  which  a  passenger  may  enter  such  premises  fw  the  pu! 
pose  of  awaiting  the  arrival  of  trains:  Pennsylvania  B,  Co.  ' 
Martin,  111  Fed.  58G,  49  C.  C.  A.  474,  55  L.  R.  A.  361. 

Controversy  baa  often  arisen  where  a  party  injured  had,  0 
claimed  to  have,  some  business  relations  directly  with  the  com 
pany,  and  the  question  at  issue  was  whether,  under  the  circnni 
stances  existing  at  the  particular  time,  the  company  was  unde 
obligations  to  exercise  ordinary  care  for  his  protection.  It  ha 
been  held  that  where  a  person  entered  a  railroad  station  in  thi 
evening  to  take  a  train,  and,  after  finding  that  the  last  one  hu 


June,  1903.]     Klugherz  v.  Chicago  etc.  By.  Co.  387 

gon^  remained  there  for  his  own  convenience  for  some  time 
dnnng  which  the  station  master  put  ont  the  lights  at  the  usual 
dosing  time,  the  company  was  not  liable  for  injuries  to  such 
peiBon  recelYed  while  stepping  off  the  platform  in  the  dark: 
Heinlein  v.  Boston  etc.  E.  B.,  147  Mass.  136,  9  Am.  St  Bep. 
676^  16  N.  E.  698.  The  decision  is  based  upon  the  principle 
that  Ihe  railroad  company  had  business  hours  within  which  it 
kept  the  station  open  and  lighted  for  the  benefit  of  the  public, 
and  that  its  rules  and  hours  for  doing  business  must  be  com- 
plied with.  To  the  same  effect,  see  Cincinnati  etc.  B.  B.  Co. 
T.  Aller,  64  Ohio  St.  183,  60  N.  E.  205,  and  Dowd  t.  Chicago 
etc.  By.  Co.,  84  Wis.  105,  36  Am.  St.  Bep.  917,  64  N.  W.  24, 

20  L.  B.  A.  527.    But  that  rule  does  not  gOTem  the  case  before 

us. 

The  case  now  under  consideratiou  is  also  distinguished  from 
those  cases  where  a  railroad  company  has  permitted  the  public 
to  acquire  by  **  user  certain  rights  or  priyileges,  as,  for  in- 
stance, a  crossing  over  some  part  of  its  grounds  or  track.  Un- 
der such  circumstances  it  has  been  held  that  the  company  will 
be  required  to  exercise  the  same  degree  of  care  as  applicable  to 
other  streets  or  crossings :  Davis  t.  Chicago  etc.  By.,  58  Wis.  646, 
46  Am.  Bep.  667,  17  N.  W.  406 ;  Harriman  v.  Pittsburgh  etc 
E.  B.  Co.,  45  Ohio  St.  11,  4  Am.  St.  Bep.  507, 12  N.  B.  451. 

It  is  claimed  by  respondent  that  the  case  is  governed  by  In- 
g&Us  y.  Adams  Exp.  Co.,  44  Minn.  128,  46  N.  W.  325,  where  it 
vas  held  that  a  police  officer  of  Austin,  Minnesota,  was  entitled 
to  recover  for  injuries  received  by  the  negligent  running  of  an 
overloaded  truck  on  the  platform  of  the  railway  company ;  but 
^  that  case  the  accident  occurred  at  or  about  the  time  of  the 
arrival  or  departure  of  a  train,  and  the  officer  was  in  the  exer- 
cise of  his  duty  at  the  time,  and  had  a  right  to  be  there.  It 
must  be  conceded  that  railroad  companies  have  a  right  to  de- 
tennine  what  are  reasonable  business  hours  during  which  the 
pubUc  is  permitted  to  transact  business  wit^  them,  and  that 
they  may  limit  the  use  of  their  premises  to  certain  definite  per- 
iods of  time;  but  we  are  not  prepared  to  say  that,  as  a  matter 
of  law,  such  companies  do  not,  under  any  circumstances,  owe 
the  duty  of  ordinary  care  to  persons  having  occasion  to  visit  a 
depot  for  the  purpose  of  meeting  some  one  expected  to  be  there 
at  a  certain  time,  even  though  neither  party  has  business  rela- 
tions  with  the  company. 

In  this  case  the  young  man  stated  that  he  went  to  the  station 
to  meet  a  Mr.  Bates  on  a  matter  of  business ;  that  he  expected 
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liim  to  be  there  about  train  time  for  the  purpose  of  boar 
the  train;  but  when  respondent  went  to  the  premises  it 
about  an  hour  and  ten  minutee  before  the  time  of  dcpai 
of  the  train,  of  which  fact  he  was  aware.  It  may  be  inf( 
that  he  went  go  early  in  anticipation  of  meeting  the  man  t 
or  in  that  vicinity,  in  time  to  find  him  and  have  a  cfuanhi 
before  his  departure. 

We  are  unable  to  aee  why  the  duty  of  the  railroad  com 
to  the  public  should  be  confined  to  those  having  strictly  bna 
relations  with  the  company.  There  is  no  reasonable  diatin 
between  the  rights  of  a  person  visiting  the  premises  for  the 
pose  of  escorting  another  to  a  departing  train,  and  the  r 
of  one  who  goes  there  for  the  purpose  of  talking  with  a  de] 
ing  person  on  a  business  matter.  There  is  a  wide  diffei 
between  the  use  of  tiie  premises  with  such  ■*  motives 
those  of  idle  curiosity  and  merely  to  kill  time.  While  the  ( 
pany  cannot  be  expected  to  be  continuously  on  its  guar 
against  loiterers  and  trespasserB,  yet  it  ia  reasonable  thi 
should  anticipate  that  the  station-house  and  depot  grounds 
be  used  as  a  place  of  meeting  by  people  for  various  lawful 
poses  at  or  about  the  time  of  the  arrival  and  departure  of  tn 

The  dangers  connected  with  the  unloading  of  the  gravel  t 
were  not  apparent  to  a  casual  observer  who  might  be  in 
vicinity — the  unloading  operations  were  not  conducted  u 
the  premises,  although  contiguous  thereto.  The  method  of 
tening  the  cable  by  means  of  pulleys  and  ropes,  and  the  mai 
of  operating  the  plow  by  an  engine,  were  dangerous  proceedi 
It  must  have  been  evident  to  those  in  charge  of  the  work  i 
if  the  stay  ropes  gave  way  the  cable  would  instantly  sv 
across  the  intervening  space  between  the  cars  and  &e  de; 
and  this  space  was  outside  of  the  system  of  tracks.  There 
been  much  discueeiou  in  the  books,  and  fine  distinctions  b 
been  drawn,  between  active  and  passive  negligence  and  actc 
commission  and  omission.  There  is  a  marked  difference 
tween  acts  of  negligence  attributed  to  the  condition  of  the  pn 
ises,  or  arising  from  acts  committed  thereon,  and  conditi 
arising  outside  of  the  premises.  On  the  one  hand,  a  visitor 
the  depot  grounds  may  reasonably  be  expected  to  assume 
condition  as  he  finds  it,  for  it  ia  open  to  his  observation; 
tiie  other  hand,  there  may  be  nothing  to  put  him  upon 
piiard,  and  it  would  seem  unreasonable  to  require  &teti  a  licen 
to  assume  the  risk  of  meeting  with  such  unlooked  for  occ 
rences. 
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What  the  result  might  be  if  the  respondent  was  a  lioensee,  it 
18  not  now  necessary  to  determine,  for  we  are  not  prepared  to 
hold,  as  a  matter  of  law,  that  he  was  either  a  trespasser  or  a 
mere  licensee.     Nor  do  the  facts,  taken  most  favorably  for  re- 
spondent, require,  as  a  matter  of  law,  the  conclusion  that  he 
was  upon  the  premises  by  invitation,  expressed  or  implied,  and 
that  appellant  owed  him  the  duty  of  ordinary  care.    It  is  not 
possible  to  lay  down  a  general  rule  as  to  the  limit  of  time  under 
all  conditions  within  which  a  person  shall  be  restricted  to  visit 
such  premises  at  his  own  periL    It  is  a  question  of  fact,  and 
must  be  determined  according  to  the  circumstances  of  each 
particular  case.     The  line  should  not  be  too  closely  drawn,  and 
Tmder  the  facts  and  circumstances  of  this  case  we  think  it  was 
a  question  for  the  **  jury  to  determine  whether  the  respondent 
was  acting  in  good  faith  and  in  the  reasonable  expectation  of 
meeting  a  person  to  be  there  for  a  lawful  purpose.    In  deter- 
mining tiiat  question,  the  time  respondent  went  to  the  depot  in 
advance  of  the  train  time  is  to  be  taken  into  consideration,  but 
the  fact  that  he  was  there  an  hour  and  ten  minutes  ahead  of 
time  is  not  necessarily  decisive.    If  he  was  there  with  such  in- 
tention, appellant  owed  him  the  duty  of  exercising  ordinary 
care  in  conducting  the  unloading  operations  in   the   vicinity. 
Whether  it  did  exercise  such  care  by  the  use  of  proper  stay 
ropes,  or  by  keeping  a  reasonable  lookout   to   guard   persons 
against  the  danger,  were  questions  for  the  jury. 

The  court  instructed  the  jury  that  if  respondent  was  upon 
fte  premises  for  the  lawful  purpose  of  seeing  Mr.  Bates,  whom 
l^e  supposed  was  going  to  take  tiie  train  an  hour  or  so  after  the 
time  he  went  there,  appellant  owed  him  the  duty  of  ordinary 
eaie;  and  to  the  same  effect  if  he  was  there  for  a  lawful  and 
legitimate  purpose,  near  the  time  when  a  train  was  about  to 
*rnve  or  depart,  for  the  purpose  of  seeing  a  person  whom  he 
B'lpposed  was  going  away  on  the  train,  then  the  company  owed 
tiie  same  duty.  This  was  error,  as  it  took  from  the  jury  con- 
sideration of  the  element  of  time.  As  above  stated,  the  time 
^Q*was  there  should  be  considered  in  connection  with  all  the 
circumstances.    For  this  reason  a  new  trial  must  be  granted. 

There  was  no  error  in  receiving  testimony  with  reference  to 
^  circumstances  under  which  respondent  went  to  the  depot, 
^i  his  expectation  of  meeting  Mr.  Bates.  It  was  also  proper 
for  the  court  to  receive  evidence  as  to  how  the  accident  occurred, 
including  the  manner  in  which  the  engine  was  started.^  The 
(ist  of  the  act  of  negligence  was  the  insufficient  fastening  of 
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the  cable,  but  in  determiniiig  that  qaeetion  it  vaa  oompetei 
consider  the  manner  in  vhich  the  engine  was  etarted.  It 
also  proper  to  receive  evidence  in  regard  to  the  character  oi 
rope  and  its  suitabilitj  for  Buch  use.  We  find  no  other  em 
the  charge  of  the  court. 
Order  reversed,  and  nev  trial  granted. 

It  It  tlu  Duty  of  a  Balhevif  eompuij  to  keep  ite  statioii-hoiw 
depot,  in  a  comfortable,  eafe,  tuid  proper  condition:  St.  Iionis 
By.  Co.  T.  "Wilson,  70  Ark.  136,  91  Am.  Bt.  Eep.  74,  «6  S.  W. 
Jordan  v.  New  York  eto.  B.  B.  Co.,  165  Mug.  346,  52  Am.  St. 
622,  43  N.  E.  Ill,  32  L.  R.  A.  101;  Fnllerton  v.  Fordyco,  121  M 
43  Am.  St.  Bep.  S16,  £6  &  W.  687.  It  hu  been  held,  homvar, 
one  who  goes  there  at  night  after  business  hoars  asaameB  the 
of  the  premiMH  being  nnsafe:  Sallivan  t.  Minneapolis  etc.  B7. 
00  Minn.  390,  post,  p.  414,  97  N.  W.  114.  And  it  has  aUo  1 
held  that  a  railwaj  eompanj  msj  insist  that  sneh  of  its  p&tron 
coutempUte  taking  a  morning  train  shall,  if  they  daaira  to  ol 
find  qnaiterg  other  than  its  waiting-room:  Central  of  Georgia 
Co.  V.  Uotes,  117  Ga.  »23,  97  Am.  St.  Bep.  223,  4S  &  EL  »90. 


BEEDE  T.  WISCONSIN  CENTBAL  RAILWAY  COMPAl! 

[90  Hinn.  36,  95  N.  W.  461.] 


OONNBOTINa  I 
apples,  shipped  over  connecting  railroads,  were  in  good  eondit 
when  accepted  by  the  first  carrier  but  damaged  by  frost  when 
livered  by  the  last  carrier,  the  burden  ia  on  it  to  show  that  the  1 
did  not  result  from  any  cause  for  which  it  was  responsible,  althoi 
the  apples  were  transported  in  through  sealed  eara.     (p.  392.) 

Edmund  A.  Frendergast  and  TharaaB  H.  Oill,  for  Uie  i 
pellant. 

George  H.  Stilee,  for  the  respondent. 

">■  STABT,  C.  J.  Action  to  recover  damages  which  1 
plaintiff  sustained  by  ttie  alleged  negligence  of  the  defendai 
as  a  common  carrier,  in  the  transportation  of  two  carloads' 
apples.  At  the  close  of  the  evid^ce  the  defendant  reqaest 
the  trial  court  to  direct  a  verdict  in  its  faror.  The  motion  « 
denied,  and  the  cause  submitted  to  the  jury,  and  a  Terdict  1 
turned  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff.  The  defendant  appealed  fw 
an  order  denying  ite  motion  for  judgment  or  a  new  trial. 

The  principal  queetion  on  this  appeal  is  whether  the  verdi 
is  sustained  by  the  evidence.     The  facts  were  stipulated  by  t 
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parties^  except  certaiii  facts  to  which  an  expert  testified.  The 
iacts^  as  stipulated^  were,  in  effect,  these :  The  plaintiff  shipped 
from  Plymouth,  New  Hampshire,  two  carloads  of  apples^  con- 
signed to  himself  at  St  FauL  The  apples  were  in  good  condi- 
tion when  delivered  to  the  initial  carrier,  and  were  placed  in 
refrigerator-cars,  and  forwarded  at  owner's  risk  of  freezing, 
and  arrived  at  their  destination  with  the  seal  to  the  cars  intact. 
When  the  apples  were  deUvered  to  the  plaintiff  at  St.  Paul  by 
the  defendant,  the  last  carrier,  they  had  been  injured  by  fros^ 
and  the  plaintiff  was  damaged  thereby  in  the  sum  of  two  hun- 
dred and  thirty-six  dollars  and  twenty-five  cents,  for  which 
sttm,  with  interest,  it  was  stipulated  he  should  have  judgment 
in  this  case,  if  entitled  to  recover.  The  cars  reached  Lancaster, 
Nev  Hampshire,  December  9,  1900,  and  remained  there  some 
nineteen  hours.  During  this  time  the  thermometer  ranged 
from  six  to  sixteen  degrees  below  zero.  It  does  not  appear 
wh^her  anything  was  done  to  protect  the  apples  from  frost 
while  the  cars  were  at  Lancaster.  The  cars  came  into  the 
possession  of  the  defendant  at  Manitowoc  on  December  ^^  15th, 
and  were  forwarded  over  its  line  on  the  first  train  leaving  after 
their  arrival.  In  the  meantime  they  stood  upon  the  sidetrack 
of  the  defendant  seventeen  hours  without  any  protection  from 
the  elements,  during  which  time  the  thermometer  ranged  from 
eight  to  seventeen  degrees  below  freezing  point  There  was  also 
testimony  by  an  expert  in  handling  and  transporting  fruit  to 
the  effect  that  apples,  if  kept  in  motion,  could  be  transported 
in  refrigerator-cars  without  freezing  when  the  thermometer 
nnged  from  zero  to  fifteen  d^rees  bdow.  He  also  expressed 
sn  opinion  to  the  effect  that^  if  the  apples  were  sidetracked  and 
i^mained  without  any  protection  for  seventeen  hours,  they  would 
l)ecome  frosted,  with  the  tiiermometer  standing  from  eight  to 
<s?enteen  degrees  below  freezing  point 

It  is  the  claim  of  the  defendant  that  it  conclusively  appears 
from  the  evidence  that  the  apples  were  frozen  before  they  came 
to  thq  possession  of  the  defendant.  It  may  be  conceded  that 
the  evidence  would  sustain  a  verdict  to  that  effect,  but  we  are 
of  the  opinion  that  the  verdict  against  the  defendant  is  not  so 
decidedly  against  the  preponderance  of  the  evidence  as  to  justify 
us  in  interfering  with  it  The  apples  were  in  good  condition 
'vrhen  accepted  by  the  first  carrier,  and  damaged  by  frost  when 
delivered  to  the  consignee  by  the  defendant,  the  last  carrier; 
hence  the  burden  was  on  it  to  show  that  the  loss  did  not  result 
from  any  cause  for  which  it  was  responsible:  Shriver  v.  Sioux 
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City  etc.  By.  Co.,  24  Minn.  606,  31  Am.  Eep.  353 ;  Shea  v.  Min- 
neapolis etc.  M.  By.  Co.,  63  Minn.  228,  65  N.  W.  458.  This 
rule  is  not  modified,  as  defendant  claims,  by  the  fact  that  the 
apples  were  transported  in  through  sealed  cars :  Leo  v.  St.  Paul 
etc.  By.  Co.,  30  Minn.  438,  15  N.  W.  872. 

The  defendant  sought  to  show  that  it  was  not  responsible  for 
the  loss  by  showing  that  the  weather  was  colder  while  the  apples 
were  in  the  hands  of  the  initial  and  intermediate  carriers  than 
it  was  while  the  defendant  had  control  of  them,  and  that  for 
nineteen  hours  the  cars  were  detained  at  Lancaster  when  the 
weather  was  severely  cold.    It  cannot,  however,  be  presumed,, 
in  the  absence  of  evidence,  that  no  measures  were  taken  to  pro- 
tect the  apples  from  frost  during  this  delay.    The  evidence  was 
not  conclusive  that  the  apples  were  in  the  same  condition  when 
they  came  to  the  hands  of  the  defendant  as  they  were  when  it 
delivered  them  to  the  plaintiflf,  for  the  inference  to  be  drawn 
*^  from  the  admitted  facts  was  one  of  fact  for  the  jury.     There 
were  no  prejudicial  errors  in  the  charge  of  the  court.     It  is 
clear  from  the  whole  charge  that  the  court  did  not  intend  to 
submit  to  the  jury  any  claim  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff  for 
damages  by  reason  of  the  delay  of  the   cars   at   Manitowoc. 
What  was  said  in  this  respect  was  technically  inaccurate,  but 
could  not,  in  our  opinion,  have  misled  the  Jiiry.    If  defendant 
believed  otherwise,  it  should  have  called  the  attention  of  the 
court  to  the  matter :  Steinbauer  v.  Stone,  86  Minn.  274,  88  N. 
W.  754. 

Order  affirmed. 


BtTBDBK  OF  PBOOF  AS   BETWEEN    OOKKEOTIKO   OABBIBBS 
TO  SHOW  WHO  IS  AT  FAXTLt  FOB  LOSS  OF  INJUBT. 

I.    First  or  Initial  Carrier,  892. 
n.    Intennedlate  Oarrlera^  304. 

in.    Last  or  Tennlnal  Carrier. 

a.  In  Case  of  Damage  to  Oooda;  394. 

b.  Of  Loss  of  OooiU,  396. 

e.    FarticQlar  Blinds  of  Goods— Baggage,  897. 

d.  Goods  DeUvered  by  Expressmen,  897. 

e.  Shipments  in  Throngh  Sealed  Cars,  398. 

IV.    Bebuttal  of  FresomptlonSy  399. 

Z.    First  or  Initial  Carrier. 

Where  goods  are  received  in  good  condition  by  a  carrier  for  flWp- 
inent,  and  in  the  course  of  their  transportation  they  pass  through 
the  hands  and  over  the  lines  of  connecting  carriers,  there  is  no 
presumption,  if  they  are  delivered  by  the  last  carrier  in  a  damaged 
condition,  that  the  injury  occarred  while  the  goods  were  in  the  hands 
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of  tbe  first  carrier:  Fannin^on  Kereantile  Co.  t.  Chicago  etc.  B. 
B.  Co.,  166  Mmb.  154,  44  N.  E.  131.  It  would  seem,  too,  that  the 
same  rule  is  applicable  where  a  part  of  the  goods  are  lost  during  their 
transportatioiiy  so  that  onlj  a  partial  delivery  can  be  made  bj  the 
last  carrier;  for  when  a  part  of  a  shipment  is  lost,  the  loss  is  in  the 
nature  of  damage  to  the  goods:  See  Owyn  Harper  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Caro- 
lina Cent.  B.  B.,  128  N.  C.  280,  83  Am.  St.  Bep.  675,  38  S.  E.  894, 
A-uerican  Exp.  Co.  v.  Second  Nat.  Bank,  69  Pa.  St.  394,  8  Am.  Bep. 
268.  But  where  there  is  a  total  loss,  or  the  freight  or  baggage,  as 
the  case  may  be,  does  not  reach  its  destination,  the  first  carrier  it 
prima  facie  liable  for  the  loss:  Ohio  etc.  B.  B.  Co.  t.  Emrich,  24  111. 
App.  245;  International  etc.  By.  Co.  v.  Foltz,  3  Tex.  Civ.  App.  644, 
22  a  W.  541;  BrintnaU  t.  Saratoga  etc.  B.  B.  Co.,  32  Vt.  665. 

To  quote  from  the  (^imon  of  Justice  McClelland  in  Louisville  etc. 
B.  B.  Go.  T.  Jones,  100  Ala.  263,  14  South.  114:  ''Where  goods  are 
delivered  to  a  common  carrier  for  transportation  to  a  point  beyond 
its  own  lines  under  a  through  bill  of  lading,  which,  however,  con- 
tains a  stipulation  exempting  the  receiving  carrier  from  liability 
from  loss  or  damage  occurring  beyond  its  own  terminal,  and  the 
goods  are  not  delivered  to  the  consignee  at  all,  the  presumption  of 
law  is  that  they  were  lost  by  the  receiving  carrier,  and  he  will  be 
liable  unless  he  can  show  that  the  consignment  was  safely  delivered 
to  the  connecting  carrier;  the  burden  is  on  him  in  such  case,  and 
plaintiif  having  shown  nondelivery  by  the  discharging  carrier  is  en- 
titled to  recover  without  more:  Georgia  Pac.  By.  Co.  v.  Hughart,  90 
Ala.  36,  8  South.  62. 

"On  the  other  hand,  where  upon  such  shipment  and  bill  of  lading 
the  goods  have  been  delivered  by  the  connecting  or  final  carrier  to 
the  consignee,  or  have  been  carried  to  the  place  of  consignment  for 
delivery,  and  are  then  in  a  damaged  condition,  the  presumption  of 
law  is  that  they  were  delivered  by  the  receiving  to  the  connecting 
carrier  in  good  condition,  and  that  the  damage  occurred  while  they 
were  in  the  possession  of  the  deliyering  carrier;  and,  therefore,  in  an 
action  against  the  receiving  carrier  for  damages  occasioned,  not  by 
the  loss,  destruction,  or  nondelivery  of  the  property,  but  by  the  in- 
juries inflicted  upon  it  at  some  time  before  delivery  to  the  consignee, 
the  presumption  of  safe  delivery  by  the  first  to  the  second  carrier 
must  be  overcome  by  evidence  that  the  damage  occurred  before  the 
shipment  passed  out  of  the  possession  of  the  first  carrier;  the  burden 
in  this  latter  case  is  upon  the  plaintiff,  and  unless  he  discharges  it, 
he  fails  to  make  out  his  cause  of  action  and  must  be  cast.  The  pre- 
sumption of  law  being  that  the  delivering  carrier  has  damaged  the 
property,  in  an  action  by  the  owner  against  him,  the  plaintiff  need 
only  prove  the  shipment  in  good  condition  and  the  delivery  in  dam- 
aged condition:  Montgomery  etc.  By.  Co.  v.  Culver,  75  Ala.  587,  51 
Am.  Bep.  483;  Cooper  v.  Georgia  Pac.  By.  Co.,  92  Ala.  329,  25  Am. 
8t.  Bep.  59,  9  South.  159." 


il 
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In  an  action  against  the  initial  carrier  for  damages,  the  plaintiff 
must  rebut  the  presumption  that  the  goods  were  injured  ^while  the/ 
were  in  the  hands  of  the  terminal  carrier.  This  being  done,  it  de- 
volves on  the  intermediate  carrier  to  show  its  freedom  from  respon- 
sibility; and  this  being  shown,  the  burden  is  on  the  first  carrier  to 
overcome  the  presumption  of  negligence  which  arises  from  the  circum- 
stances: Fort  Worth  etc.  By.  Co.  v.  Shanley  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  81  S. 
W.  1014.  It  is  not  error  to  refuse  to  enter  judgment  against  the 
first  carrier,  for  the  reason  that  it  fails  to  show  that  the  injury  did 
not  occur  on  its  line,  where  there  ia  no  evidence  that  snch  was  the 
case:  St.  Louis  etc  Ey.  Co.  v.  Cohen  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  55  S.  W.  1123. 
This,  however,  is  anticipatory  of  presumptions  against  intermediate 
and  terminal  carriers. 

ZZ.    Intennediate  Oarriera. 

It  is  said  that  among  connecting  carriers  that  one  in  'whose  hands 
goods  are  found  injured  is  presumed  to  have  caused  the  damage,  and 
the  burden  is  upon  it  to  rebut  the  presumption:  Morgan  town  Mfg. 
Co.  V.  Ohio  etc.  By.  Co.,  121  N.  C.  514,  61  Am.  St.  Bep.  679,  28  a  E. 
474;  Hinkle  v.  Southern  By.  Co.,  126  N.  C.  932,  78  Am.  St.  Bep.  685, 
36  S.  E.  348.    In  case  such  carrier  is  an  intermediate  carrier,  neither 
the  first  nor  the  last  of  connecting  linesi  this  presumption  would 
seem  to  attach  to  it:  See  Savannah  etc.  By.  Co.  v.  Harris,  26  Fla. 
148,  23  Am.  St.  Bep.  551,  7  South.  544.    But  when  property,  in  this 
ease  baggage,  is  in  good  condition  when  delivered  to  an  intermediate 
road,  and  damaged  when  delivered  at  its  destination,  it  does  not  de- 
volve on  the  intermediate  road  to  show  that  it  was  in  good  condition 
when  delivered  to  the  terminal  road:  Montgomery  etc.  By.   Co.  v. 
Culver,  75  Ala.  587,  51  Am.  Bep.  483.    If,  however,  baggage  does 
not  reach  its  destination,  the  burden  is  on  an  intermediate  carrier 
into  whose  hands  the  baggage  came  to  show  a  safe  delivery  thereof 
to  the  next  carrier:  Philadelphia  etc.  B.  B.  Co.  v.  Harper^  29  Md. 

330. 

m.    Last  or  Tennisal  Carrier. 

a.    In  Case  of  Damage  to  CkMds. — ^If  goods  were  received  in  good 
condition  by  the  first  or  any  intermediate  carrier  of  a  connecting 
line,  the  last  or  terminal  carrier  of  the  line  is  presumed  to  have  re- 
ceived them  in  that  condition;  and  if  they  are  damaged  when  they 
reach  the  place  of  consignment,  the  burden  is  on  the  last  carrier,  in 
an  action  against  it  for  damages,  to  show  that  the  injury  did  not 
occur  while  the  goods  were  in  its  hands:  Evans  v.  Atlanta  etc.  B.  B. 
Co.,  56  Ga.  498;  Georgia  B.  B.  Co.  v.  Gann,  68  Ga.  350;  Central  B.  B. 
etc.  Co.  V.  Bayer,  91  Ga.  115,  16  S.  E.  953;  Shriver  v.  Sioux  City  etc 
B.  B.  Co.,  24  Minn.  506,  31  Am.  Bep.  353;  Dixon  v.  Bichmond  ets. 
B.  B.  Co.,  74  N.  C.  538;  Memphis  etc.  B.  B.  Co.  v.  HoUoway,  9  Baxt. 
188;  Louisville  etc.  B.  B.  Co.  v.  Tennessee  Brewing  Co.,  96  Tenn.  677, 
86  S.  W.  392;  Texas  etc  By.  Co.  v.  Adams,  78  Tex.  372,  22  Anu  St. 
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Bep.  56,  14  S.  W.  666;  Hanston  etc.  B.  B.  Co.  t.  Key  (Tex.  Civ.  App.)» 
SS  8.  W.  43;  Gulf  etc.  B7.  Co.  t.  Cnihney,  95  Tex.  309,  67  B.  W. 
77.  Compare  Marquette  ete.  B.  B.  Co.  t.  Eirkwood,  45  Mich.  51,  40 
Am.  Bep.  453,  7  N.  W.  209.  But  to  raifle  thia  presumption,  it  maet 
Im  shown  that  the  goods  were  delivered  in  good  condition  to  the 
iLrst  carrier:  Lake  Erie  etc.  By.  Co.  t.  Oakes,  11  IlL  App.  489;  and 
that  the  loss  oeenrred  while  the  car  was  in  transitu:  Cooper  y,  Geor* 
gia  Pac  By.  Co.,  92  Ala.  329,  25  Am.  St.  Bep.  59,  9  South.  159. 

"The  rule  Is,''  says  Justice  Lewis  in  Gulf  etc.  By.  Co.  t.  Jones, 
1  Ind.  Tex.  354,  37  S.  W.  208,  ''when  property  is  delivered  to  a  rail- 
road company  to  be  transported  by  that  and  other  companies  over 
their  respective  roads  to  its  place  of  destination,  it  ii  enough  for 
the  owner,  in  an  action  against  the  company  delivering  the  prop- 
erty to  recover  damages  for  negligence,  to  show  that  he  delivered  the 
property  to  the  first  carrier  in  good  order;  and  the  burden  is  then 
cast  upon  the  company  delivering  the  goods  thus  injured  of  proving 
that  they  were  not  injured  while  in  its  possession,  or  that  they 
«ame  to  its  possession  thus  injured.'' 

This  presamption  ii  not  removed  by  a  statute  which  makes  the  ini- 
tisl  carrier  liable  in  every  case  for  loss  or  damage  to  goods,  allowing 
it,  however,  to  discharge  itself  by  the  production  of  a  written 
Toeeipt  from  the  next  carrier  to  which  it  properly  delivered  the 
goods:  WilleU  v.  Southern  By.,  66  S.  C.  477,  45  S.  B.  93. 

Concerning  the  reason  and  policy  of  this  doctrine,  Justice  Woods 

in  the  above  South  Carolina  case    has  this  to  say:  ''The  general  rule 

i^  that  the  burden  is  on  the  carrier  which  delivers  the  goods  to  the 

^^^nsignee  to  respond  to  any  damage  which  occurs  in  transit,  or  show 

1*^  it  was  done  while  in  the  hands  of  some  other  carrier.  ....  'In 

an  action  against  the  last  carrier,  if  it  is  shown  that  the  goods  were 

delivered  to  the  first  earrier  in  good  order,  this  condition,  in  the 

absence  of  a  contrary  showing,  will  be  presumed  to  continue  until 

the  goods  came  into  the  possession  of  the  last  carrier,  and  that  the 

^ajury  occurred  on  that  line.    This  is  on  the  principle  that  things 

onee  proved  to  have  existed  in  a  certain  condition  are  presumed  to 

^▼e  continued  in  that  condition  until  the  contrary  is  established 

by  evidence.'    We  think  this  doctrine  is  supported  by  public  policy 

so  important  as  to  amount  to  necessity.    With  the  immense  traffio 

and  the  resulting  complicated  methods  of  modem  American   rail- 

^ads,  and  the  connection  of  these  roads  with  one  another,  to  im* 

pose  upon  the  owner  of  property  passing  over  connecting  lines  the 

burden  of  wn^lring  affirmative  proof  that  the    loss    occurred    on    a 

certain  one  of  these  lines,  would  be  practically  relieving  of  liability 

railroads    handling    freight    as    connecting    lines;    for    the    owner 

^old  rarely  make  the   required  proof,   and  when  he  could   make 

it,  in  most  instances  the  expense  of    doing    so    would    be    greater 

^iua   the    value    of    the    goods.    The    rule  works  no  hardship  to 

the  raihroads  as  common  carriers,  because  they  receipt  to  one  another 
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and  can  easily  trace  loss  or  damage."  To  the  same  effeet  see  the 
opinion  of  Justice  Johnson  in  Smith  t.  New  York  Cent.  B.  B.  Co., 
43  Barb.  225,  affirmed  in  41  N.  T.  620. 

"This  is  tfie  only  mle,"  observes  Justice  Thompson   in  Flynn  v. 
St.  Louis  etc.  By,  Co.,  43  Mo.  App.  424,  "which  offers  any  protec- 
tion to  the  shipper,  except  in  eases  where  the  goods  are  lost  in  a 
fire,  shipwreck,  railway  accident,  or  in  some  catastrophe  of  a  public 
nature.    Where,  as  in  a  ease  like  the  present,  the  goods  are  com- 
mitted to  the  initial  carrier^  and  placed  in  a  car  on  the  road  of  such 
carrier,  and  the  car  is  sealed  and  thus  hauled  through  over  the  con- 
necting roads  to  its  final  destination,  and  the  goods  are  found  broken 
at  the  terminus,  the  shipper  can  seldom  or  never,  from   the  nature 
of  the  case,  find  out  and  prove  what  negligence  in  drawing*  the  train, 
or  in  shunting  or  switching  the  car,  or  in  shunting  other  cars  against 
it,  may  have  produced  the  injury.    The  rule  above  invoked  would 
leave  him  absolutely  helpless  and  without  remedy  in  nearly  all  eases. 
....  No  presumption  of  negligence   can  attach   to   either    carrier, 
except  the  last,  in  the  absence  of  evidence  that  neither  of  such  car- 
riers  delivered  the   goods  to  its  connecting  carrier  in   a    damaged 
condition;  as  to  them  the  presumption  of    right    acting    exonerates 
them.    But  this  presumption  of  right  acting  is  repelled,  as  to  the 
terminal  carrier,  by  the  fact  of  the  goods  having  been  delivered  to 
him  in  a  damaged  condition.    The  means  of  knowledge  are  within 
his  power,  but  not  ordinarily  within  the  power  of  the  shipper,  and 
he  may  protect  himself,  if  blameless,  by  showing  that  the  goods  came 
into  his  hands  in  the  same  condition  in  which  he  delivered  them; 
and  thus  the  responsibility  may  be  shifted  backward  from  one  car- 
rier to  another,  until  it  is  fastened  upon  the  one  who  is  really  to 
blame.    They,  in  undertaking  for  their  gain  as  well  as  for  the  public 
advantage,  to  make  and  execute  through  contracts  of  shipment,  haw 
the  power  of  fixing  the  responsibOity  where  it  belongs,  and  of  ad- 
justing the  loss  among  themselves.    The  shipper  has  no  such  power." 

b.    Of  Loss  of  Goods. — ^Where  goods  were  delivered  in  good  condi- 
tion to  the  initial  carrier,  for  shipment,  but  only  a  part  of  the  con- 
signment reaches  its  destination,  the  presumption  is  that  the  goods 
reached  the  terminal  carrier  in  the  same  good  condition  in  which 
they  were  delivered  to  the  initial  carrier,  and  that  the  loss  is  due  to 
the  fault  of  the  terminal  carrier.     The  same  rules  that  govern  in  the 
case  of  damaged  goods  are  applicable  here:  Southern  Express  Co.  v. 
Hess,  53  Ala.  19;  Savannah  etc.  By.  Co.  v,  Harris,  26  Fla.  148,  23 
Am.  St.  Bep.  551,  7  South.  544;  Faison  v.  Alabama  etc.  By.  Co.,  69 
Miss.  569,  80  Am.  St.  Bep.  577,  18  South.  37;  Gynn  Harper  Mfg.  Co. 
V.  Carolina  Cent.  B.  B.  Co.,  128  N.  C.  280,  83  Am.  St.  Bep.  675,  38 
S.  E.  894;  Laughlin  v.  Chicago  etc.  By.  Co.,  28  Wis.  204,  9  Am.  Bep. 
493.     But  where  the  loss  is  total,  and  it  does  not  appear  that  the 
freight  or  baggage  ever  came  into  the  hands  of  the  terminal  carrier, 
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the  mle  ia  otlierwiBe,  and  tlie  final  earrier  is  not  liable,  nnleM  a  joint 
contract,  partnership,  or  ratification  is  shown:  McDowell  t.  Joice,  46 
SL  App.  625;  Bomero  y.  McKeman  (App.  Div.)y  88  N.  Y.  Sapp.  365; 
Church  ▼.  Atchison  etc.  B.  B.  Co.,  1  Okla.  44,  29  Pae.  530;  Texas  ete. 
B.  B.  Co.  V.  Berry,  31  Tex.  Civ.  App.  3,  71  8.  W.  326. 

c  PartlciilaT  Kinds  of  Goods— Baggages-Perishable  goods,  sneh 
as  batter  and  melons,  shipped  in  good  order,  are  presumed  to  reach 
the  terminal  carrier  in  like  good  order;  and  if  they  are  in  a  damaged 
condition  when  they  reach  their  destination,  the  burden  is  on  the 
last  earrier  to  ahow  that  they  were  not  in  good  condition  when  de- 
livered to  it:  Forrester  v.  Georgia  B.  B.  etc.,  92  Oa.  699,  19  S.  E.  811; 
Beard  ▼.  Blinois  Cent.  By.  Co.,  79  Iowa,  518,  18  Am.  St.  Bep.  381, 
44  N.  W.  800,  7  li.  B.  A.  280.  A  prima  facie  case  is  made  out  against 
the  terminal  earrier  when  fruit  is  shipped  in  good  condition  and 
received  by  the  consignee  in  bad  condition:  Missouri  etc.  By.  Co.  v. 
Hazzie,  29  Tex.  Civ.  App.  295,  68  S.  W.  56.  See,  too,  the  principal 
case,  ante,  p.  390. 

The  same  doctrine  applies  to  shipments  of  livestock:  Paramore  v. 
Western  B.  B.  Co.,  53  Ga.  383;  Texas  etc.  By.  Co.  v.  Bamhart,  5  Tex. 
Civ.  App.  601,  23  S.  W.  801,  24  S.  W.  331. 

Where  baggage  is  delivered  to  a  carrier  in  good  condition  and  is 
cheeked  through  to  its  destination,  the  passage  being  over  several 
connecting  roads,  and  at  the  end  of  the  journey  the  baggage  is  found 
to  be  injured,  the  presumption  is  that  the  injury  occurred  while  it 
wi  in  the  control  of  the  last  earrier,  and  the  burden  is  on  it  to 
eiplain  that  the  loss  was  otherwise:  Moore  v.  New  York  etc.  B.  B. 
Co.,  173  Mass.  335,  73  Am.  St.  Bep.  298,  53  N.  £.  816;  Strong  v.  Long 
Iilaad  B.  B.  Co.,  86  N.  T.  Supp.  911,  91  App.  Div.  442;  mon%raphie 
Bote  to  Wood  Y.  Maine  Cent.  B.  B.  Co.,  99  Am.  St.  Bep.  363.    As  is 
•aid  in  Montgomery  etc.  By.  Co.  v.  Culver,  75  Ala.  587,  51  Am.  Bep. 
^83:  ''From  the  necessities  of  trade  and  commerce,  or  of  successful 
competition,  or  from  other  causes,  it  has  become  common  to  establish 
long  routes  of  transportation  by  successive  and  connecting  roads. 
TJnder  such  circumstances,  it  would  generally  be  difficult  and  often- 
tunes  impossible,  for  the  owner  to  show  on  which  road  they  were 
injured.    One  of  the  roads  is  certainly  responsible;  and  the  last  car- 
eer has  the  means  of  showing  the  condition  of  the  goods  when  re- 
ceived by  him.    The  safety  and  protection  of  the  commercial  and 
traveling  pubUc  require  the  recognition  of  the  presumption,  in  the 
absence  of  evidence,  that  the  goods  continued  in  the  same  condition 
as  i?hen  received  by  the  first  carrier,  unless  it  may  be  exceptional 
gooiU  of  a  perishable  nature,  and  casts  on  the  discharging  carrier, 
who  delivers  them  in  a  damaged  condition,  the  burden  of  showing 
their  condition  when  received  by  him.'' 

d.    Goods  Delivered  by  Expressmen. — The  question  has  arisen  as 
to  whethor  an  expressman  who  delivers  goods  to  a  railroad  company 
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for  Bhipment  over  itt  Una  and  tbroogh  other  carriers  is  a  eonix 
earrier  within  tha  meaning  of  the  roles  above  considered.  Ii 
lett  ▼.  Southern  By.,  M  a  C.  477,  45  B.  E.  93,  the  plaintiff  deli 
an  «niamental  camphor  wood  cheat  to  an  eipreseman  at  Port 
ter.  New  York,  marked  for  Aiken,  Booth  Carolina.  Tho  ehea 
delivered  to  plaintiff  at  Aiken  in  a  damaged  condition,  ^vith  tite 
■Iiattered.  Action  for  the  damages  waa  bronKlit  against  the  laa 
rier  having  it  in  charge.  The  court  laid:  "The  next  qneati 
Wu  the  expraoaman  to  whom  the  cheat  waa  delivered  a  eonni 
common  carrier  in  soch  a  aenM  that  deliverj  to  him  of  the  ehi 
good  condition  ralaea  the  preramption  that  it  waa  doliverad  t 
railroad  at  Port  Cheater  In  good  conditiont  It  ie  a  matter  of 
mon  knowledge  that  when  one  apeaks  of  an  ezpreaaman  in  a 
he  nanall;  means  an  agent  of  one  of  the  local  expreas  «omp 
whoae  bnsineae  i«  to  transport  goods  for  all  persooa  who  offer  < 
Such  companies  are  common  carriers;  Piedmont  Co.  v.  Colamboi 
B.  X.  Co.,  19  6.  C.  36S;  Jackson  Works  v.  Hnrlbot,  158  N.  7.  3 
Am.  St.  Xep.  432,  58  N.  E,  MS;  and  when  railroad  companies  ro 
freight  for  shipment,  aa  in  tbia  eaie,  jast  as  thef  receive  it  from  i 
railroads,  we  are  onablo  to  aee  the  force  of  the  position  that  It  Ii 
to  be  regarded  aa  a  connecting  carrier.  ....  We  hold,  thorafore, 
the  presumption  la  that  the  cheat  was  delivered  to  the  rail 
company  at  Fort  Cheater  in  good  condition,  and  the  presmnption 
it  waa  damaged  b;  the  last  carrier  stands,  in  the  abaence  of 
proof  to  the  contrary." 

But  where  a  drayman  delivers  a  trank  to  the  initial  carrier, 
another  dTayinan  delivora  it  to  the  owner  at  his  destination,  w 
it  is  dfaeovered  that  part  of  the  contents  are  missing,  the  ti 
bearing  no  Indication  of  having  been  tampered  with,  it  ia  bel< 
Bingwalt  v.  Wabaob  B.  B.  Co.,  45  Neb.  760,  04  N.  W.  217,  that  n 
Bomo  evidence  ia  introdneed  showing  that  the  trtink  was  not  ope 
or  tampered  with  while  in  the  possession  of  the  drajmen,  the  ; 
sumption  will  not  arise  that  the  goods  were  loet  while  in  the  pos 
■ion  of  asf  of  the  connecting  linea  of  railroads  over  which  it 
been  transportod. 

e,  Shipmentfl  In  Tbrongli  BaaJed  Oars. — The  rule  that  when  go 
were  reeeived  in  good  condition  hf  the  first  carrier,  but  are  dama; 
when  delivered  to  the  consignee  hy  the  final  carrier,  the  burdei 
on  it  to  show  that  the  losa  did  not  result  from  anj  cause  for  wt 
it  was  responsible,  is  not  modified  hj  the  fact  that  the  goode  v 
shipped  in  through  aeated  ears.  This  ia  the  holding  of  the  prinei 
ease,  ante  p.  390.  Bee,  also.  Central  B.  B.  v.  Bogen,  60  Qa.  251;  C 
V.  New  York  etc.  B.  B.  Co.,  182  Uaaa.  290,  94  Am.  St.  Bep.  656, 
N.  E.  400;  Leo  v.  St.  Lonie  etc.  By.  Co.,  30  Minn.  438,  15  N.  W.  8' 
Faiaon  v.  Alabama  etc.  By.  Co.,  60  Miss.  569,  30  Am.  St.  Sep.  677, 
South.  87;  Flynn  v.  St.  Louis  etc.  By.  Co.,  43  Mo.  App.  424. 
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IV.    SebuUal  of  Presiii^ptioiiiL 

The  premimptioii  of  negligence  againet  eonneeting  carriers  nnder  cer- 
tain cirCTimataneegy  which  hag  engaged  onr  attention  in  the  foregoing 
pages,  is,  of  eonxsey  not  conclnsiye.    The  initial  carrier,  as  to  a  consign- 
ment that  never  reaches  its  destination,  may  shift  responsibility  by 
Ehowing  that  it  delivered  the  goods  to  its  connecting  line;  aod  the  ter- 
minal carrier,  as  to  goods  that  it  delivers  at  their  destination  in  a  dam- 
aged condition  may  shift  responsibility  by  making  proof  that  it  recived 
them  in  a  damaged  condition:  Central  B.  B.  etc.  Co.  ▼•  Bogers,  57  Oa. 
336;  Snsong  v;  Florida  etc.  B.  B.  Co.,  115  Ga.  361,  41  S.  E.  566;  Fox  v. 
Wabash  B.  B.  Co.,  38  K.  Y.  Snpp.  88, 16  Misc.  Bep.  370;  International 
etc.  By.  Co.  ▼.  Foltz,  3  Tex.  Civ.  App.  644,  22  S.  W.  541.    In  an  action 
against  a  terminal  carrier  for  injuries  to  stoves  while  in  transit,  evi- 
dence that  they  were  improperly  packed  in  the  car  by  the  shipper 
or  initial  carrier  is  sufficient,  with  evidence  of  proper  handling  of 
the  sealed  ear  by  the  defendant  while  in  its  custody,  to  rebut  the 
presumption  of  negligence:  Texas  etc.  By.  Co.  v.  Kelly  (Tex.  Civ. 
^PP-)»  74  8.  W.  343.    Under  a  statute  declaring  that  the  last  carrier 
which  receives  goods  ''as  in  good  order"  shall  be  responsible  to  the 
eonaignee  for  any  damage  to  them,  such  carrier  cannot  show  that  the 
goods  were  not  received  in  good  order  by  giving  a  receipt  which  is 
wholly  sOent  on  the  question:  Georgia  B.  B.  etc  Go.  v.  Forrester,  96 
Qa.  428,  23  S.  £•  416. 
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BOUNDABIES  Wheie  Water  of  Lake  Becedes.— When  an  ir- 
regnlarly  shaped,  non-navigable  lake  without  outlet  or  inlet  drys  up, 
it  is  not  proper  to  divide  the  bed  among  riparian  owners  by  estab- 
lishing central  points  and  luies,  and  extending  the  side  lines  of  ripar- 
ian tracts  from  where  they  cross  the  meander  line  to  such  points  and 
lines.  •  (pp.  402,  406.) 

BOUKDABIES  Where  Water  of  Iiake  Becedes. — When  the 
waters  of  a  non-navigable  lake  recede  and  disappear,  each  riparian 
proprietor  owns  that  part  of  the  lake  bed  included  in  the  triangle 
i^e  by  projecting  lines  from  the  points  where  the  side  division 
iines  respectively  cross  the  marginal  line  to  the  center  of  the  lake; 
^nt  if  the  lake  is  of  irregular  shape  and  without  outlet  or  inlet,  the 
inequalities  occasioned  by  the  broken  shore  line  should  be  equitably 
^i1l8ted  between  the  contiguous  owners  by  disregarding  the  irregu- 
^ties,  or  by  treating  the  lake  as  composed  of  separate  bodies  of 
^ter.    (pp.  406,  407.) 
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Action  to  determine  bonudariea  between  riparian  oi 
lake  in  front  of  whoee  property  had  gone  Axy.  The 
are  the  plats  referred  to  in  the  (q)inion : 
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UcKenzie,  W.  H.  Leeman,  John  Lind  and  A. 
e  appellants. 

onug,  for  the  respondent. 

,  J.  Swan  Lake,  in  Sibley  county,  meandered  and 
originally  contained  several  hundred  acres,  oc- 
ins  of  sections  17,  18,  19  and  20,  towiubip  112, 
r.  a  great  many  years  it  haa  been  gradually  dry- 
the  time  of  the  commencement  of  this  addon  vae 
'  land,  and  tbe  Tsrions  shore  owners  commenced 
g  for  the  pnrpoee  of  partitioning  the  bed  of 
The  trial  conrt  divided  the  land  in  accordance 
Figure  1,  and  for  the  purpose  of  division  eatab- 
entral  points,  C,  D,  and  E,  connecting  them  by 
larked  upon  the  pla^  1  C.  L.,  2  G.  L.,  and  3  C.  L- 
Itep.  ToL  101-2C 
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Having  established  these  center  points  and  center  lines,  the 
court  divided  the  land  among  the  several  owners  by  extending 
the  side  lines  of  the  several  tracts  from  the  point  where  they 
crossed  the  meander  line  to  points  C,  D,  and  E,  and  to  pointe 
on  the  center  lines  as  indicated  by  the  plat.  Certain  of  the 
property  owners  complain  of  the  result  npon  the  ground  that 
the  division  is  unequal.  Some  of  them  contend  for  the  rule 
that  the  dividing  lines  should  radiate  to  the  center  of  the  lake; 
others  insist  that  it  is  not  practicable  to  establish  a  center  for 
division  in  a  lake  of  this  character,  but  that  it  was  proper  to 
adopt  center  lines.  The  latter,  however,  are  not  satisfied  with 
the  center  lines  established  by  the  trial  court,  but  suggest  ob- 
tain modifications,  and  propose  that,  with  proper  center  lines 
established,  the  side  division  lines  of  the  several  fractions  be 
extended  at  right  angles  to  the  center  lines. 

The  question  presented,  then,  is.  What  is  the  proper  method 
of  dividing  the  bed  of  the  lake  under  such  circumstances? 

In  Lamprey  v.  State,  52  Minn.  181,  38  Am.  St.  Itep.  541, 
63  N.  W.  1139,  18  L.  B.  A.  670,  it  was  stated  that  shore  owners 
take  to  the  center  of  the  lake,  but  in  that  case  tiiere  was  under 
consideration  merely  the  question  whether  the  shore  owner  wa* 
entitled  to  that  portion  of  the  land  exposed  between  the  meander 
line  and  the  water,  which  had  perceptibly  receded,  as  against 
a  patentee  of  the  land  from  the  United  States  government,  and 
the  question  as  to  what  should  constitute  the  center  of  the  lake, 
and  when  that  method  should  be  varied  er  strictty  applied,  wss 
not  before  the  court. 

In  Shell  V.  Matteson,  81  Minn.  38,  83  N.  W.  491,  the  only 

question  involved  was  the  constitutionality  of  Laws  of  1897, 

I  page  478  (chapter  267),  and  that  act  was  held  unconstitutional 

I  upon  the  ground  that  the  riparian  owners  held  title  to  the 

oenter  of  the  lake. 

In  Hanson  v.  Eice,  88  Minn.  273,  92  K  W.  982,  the  inquiry 
was  whether  or  not  one  of  the  owners  should  be  restricted  to 
the  full  government  subdivision  in  which  the  fraction  of  hi» 
land  was  located,  and  be  cut  off  from  the  lake  by  extending 
the  land  of  an  adjoining  shore  owner.  In  the  discussion  of 
that  question,  in  which  the  court  declined  to  follow  the  Wis- 
consin rule,  it  was  said  that  each  owner  was  entitled  **®  to  the 
land  between  the  shore  and  the  center  of  the  lake.  But  in  that 
case  the  meander  line  as  drawn  by  the  government  survey  was 
incorrect,  and  the  dispute  was  in  dividing  up  the  land  between 
the  meander  line  and  the  lake  proper. 
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The  rule  has  long  been  established  that  riparian  owners  upon 
a  stream  take  to  the  center  of  the  current :  Schnrmeier  y.  St. 
Paul  etc  E.  B.  Co.,  10  Minn.  59  (82),  88  Am.  Dec.  59;  Olson 
V.  Thomdike,  76  Minn.  399,  71  N.  W.  399.  But  we  have  no 
knowledge  of  any  attempt  to  apply  this  role  to  lakes,  where 
tiieie  is  no  inlet  or  ontlet  It  would  seem  reasonable  that  where 
a  lake  is  long,  and  comparatively  narrow,  it  may  be  treated 
u  a  river,  and  a  center  line  established  from  one  end  of  the 
lake  to  the  other,  which  should  be  considered  the  thread  of  the 
stream.  Such  rule  could  also,  for  the  same  reason,  be  adopted 
in  case  of  irregularly  shaped  lakes,  where  there  had  been  an 
inlet  and  outlet,  and  through  which  th^e  might  have  been 
either  a  real  or  theoretical  current,  which  would  be  deemed 
to  be  the  center  Une.  In  such  cases  the  various  owners  may  be 
^d  to  have  purchased  their  property  with  a  view  to  the  original 
situation. 

In  the  case  before  us  the  evidesuse  does  not  disclose  whether 
originally,  or  in  times  of  high  water,  there  was  an  inlet  and  an 
<nitlet  to  the  lake,  nor  does  it  appear  whether  there  is  a  gradual 
dope  toward  tiie  center  on  all  sides  of  the  lake.  The  theory 
iip<m  which  the  court  proceeded  was  that  the  method  adopted 
sccompliBhed  a  more  equable  division  among  the  various  owners 
^ium  any  other  system,  but  the  manner  in  which  the  waters 
i^ceded  from  time  to  time  was  not  taken  into  account.  Because 
of  the  irregular  shape  of  the  lake,  a  division  made  by  rvmning 
the  side  lines  of  the  various  fractions  to  the  center  would  be 
uiequal,  and  unjust  to  the  owners  of  those  fractions  peculiarly 
fitnated,  and  apparently  for  this  reason  the  c^itral  point  princi- 
ple of  division  was  .rejected.  It  is  apparent  that  in  the  method 
^opted  there  was  an  attempt  to  combine  two  systems — one 
naming  Ihe  side  lines  to  the  center  points  of  the  lake,  and  the 
^er  to  run  them  to  center  lines,  which,  theoretically,  were 
the  thread  or  middle  of  the  stream. 

'I^  application  of  the  center  line  principle  to  this  lake 
Presents  very  serious  difficulties.  In  the  first  place,  we  discover 
^0  mle  according  to  which  the  center  lines  were  established, 
^cept  that  they  were  run  from  *®^  the  three  principal  points, 
^>  D,  and  B,  Figure  1,  to  the  center  point  C,  as  nearly  as  pos- 
sible equidistant  from  the  adjacent  shore.  The  question  arises 
*^  once,  what  better  reason  is  there  for  running  a  center  line 
from  p,  in  the  manner  indicated,  than  from  the  bay  in  lot  11, 
f<*on  18,  or  from  the  bay  in  lots  8  and  9,  section  IS  ?  And, 
^i  the  center  line  may  properly  begin  at  the  shore  line  P,  why 
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ahonid  not  the  center  line  D  be  extended  to  the  sbon 
yreet  line  of  lot  4,  section  20,  and  why  shonld  not  th' 
line  terminating  at  E  be  extended  to  the  shore  betw 
3  and  4,  or  between  2  and  3?  It  is  evident  that  th£ 
■were  drawn  and  center  points  located  wittiout  referencf 
natural  condition  of  the  original  lake,  either  in  respect  1 
or  natural  current,  and,  bo  far  as  we  are  able  to  see, 
in  arbitrary  division  without  i^ard  to  the  legal  righti 
owners. 

There  is  no  doubt  that  the  divisioD  must  be  made 
ing  to  the  principle  applicable  to  accretions  or  relict 
noticed  in  Hanson  v.  Rice,  88  Minn.  873,  92  N.  W.  9i 
before  stated,  where  the  shores  of  a  lake  are  compa 
even,  and  the  lake  is  either  round  or  long,  few  difficnlti 
in  applying  one  of  the  prinAiples  of  division  above  men 
but  where  the  shore  line  is  uneven,  and  the  body  of  « 
an  irregular  shape,  the  difficulty  comes  in  avoiding  a 
of  different  interests. 

In  the  New  England  states  many  questions  have  ai 
reference  to  the  division  of  lands  which  have  accnmnlate 
the  seashore  between  low  and  high  water  mark,  and  the 
have  aimed  to  establish  a  principle  which  would  reeult 
ing  the  riparian  owners  an  equal  division  in  tlie  accm 
soil.  For  instance,  in  Gray  v.  Belnce,  5  Cush.  9,  in  d 
the  flats  which  had  accumulated  in  a  cove  between  high  t 
water,  a  base  line  was  run  across  the  mouth  of  the  co' 
parallel  lines  were  drawn  at  right  angles  with  the  baf 
from  the  ends  of  the  division  lines  of  the  channel  to  loi 
mark.  In  that  case  the  flat  to  be  divided  was  of  the  sami 
as  the  channel,  and  the  result  was  tJiat  each  propriet 
given  an  equal  division,  and  the  division  lines  could  thi 
be  extended  without  variation.  But  in  the  case  of  1 
Boston  Mill  Corp.,  6  Pick.  168,  the  cove  was  circiilar,  a 
distance  across  its  mouth  shorter  than  the  shore  line 
upland,  and  the  division  was  made  by  causing  the  sid 
to  converge  upon  the  base  line  at  the  mouth  of  the  cov 
to  divide  the  accumulation  proportionately.  Again,  in  t 
of  Emerson  v.  Taylor,  **»  9  Greenl.  (Me.)  42,  S3  An 
£31,  there  was  a  conflict  of  interests,  and  the  base  lu 
drawn  between  the  two  points  where  the  side  lines  of  d 
crossed  the  high-water  mark,  and  from  such  base  line,  a 
angles  to  it,  lines  were  extended  to  low-water  mark,  ai 
shore  being  on  a  curve,  the  various  extensions  thus  ma 
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a  surplus  or  loss,  which  was  divided  evenly  between  the  adjoin- 
ing parcels.  A  review  of  many  of  the  New  England  cases 
upon  this  subject  will  be  found  in  a  note  to  Northern  Pine 
Land  Co.  ▼.  Bigelow  Co.,  21  L.  B.  A.  776.  In  all  of  them 
the  courts  were  dealing  with  the  space  left  bare  by  the  receding 
waters,  or  with  land  which  had  accumulated,  the  main  body 
of  water  being  still  in  existence. 

The  principle  running  through  the  decisions  is  that  the 
riparian  owner  actually  owns  that  part  of  the  accretion  which 
lies  between  the  points  where  the  division  lines  cross  the  margin 
in  a  straight  direction  to  the  center  of  the  channel,  and,  if  there 
is  no  channel,  then  converging  to  a  common  center.     Cases 
have  arisen  where,  from  the  very  nature  of  the  situation,  these 
general  roles  could  not  be  strictly  applied.    As  stated  in  Walker 
V.  Boston,  3  Cush,  1,  22:  *'Many  coves,  inlets,  and  estuaries 
of  rivers  are  so  irregular  and  various  in  outline,  and  so  traversed 
by  crooked  and  meandering  creeks  and  channels,  from  which 
the  sea  does  not  ebb,  that  it  is  utterly  impossible  to  apply  to 
them  any  of  the  rules  which  have  been  applied  to  other  cases.'' 
The  difficulty  to  be  anticipated  in  dividing  up  the  bed  of  a 
lake  where  there  is  no  center  line  is  stated  by  Justice  Camp- 
bell in  Lincoln  v.  Davis,  63  Mich.  375,  390,  61  Am.  Eep.  116, 
19  N.  W.  103 :   **In  carrying  out  lines  of  ownership  in  narrow 
streams,  it  is  easy  to  find  the  general  course  of  the  stream. 
Mid  to  draw  lines  perpendicular  to  that  course  from  the  term- 
inal shore  lines.    But  on  lakes  all  lines  from  the  shore  tend 
to  converge  in  some  central  part  of  the  lake,  and,  while  irregu- 
larity of  shape  prevents  drawing  them  to  a  common  center,  they 
must  all,  if  protracted,  cross  each  other  in  a  perplexing  way. 
The  rule  adopted  in  such  waters,  where  the  whole  surface  could 
be  appropriated,  has  always  been  to  divide  the  water  area  in 
proportion  to  the  shore  frontage,  and  never  to  attempt  any  di- 
vision by  lines  run  from  the  shore,  except  over  such  parts  of* 
the  lake  as  are  substantially  adjacent  to  the  shore.    In  some 
<A8e8,  by  a  fair  partition,  a  shore  owner  would,  by  his  extent 
of  shore  ^'^  line,  obtain  a  share  beyond  the  center.    But  it 
seems  impossible,  if  the  whole  water  is  to  be  regarded  as  divided 
lip,  to  reach  a  division  without  some  proceeding  in  the  nature 
of  a  partition,  which  will  fix  the  various  possessions.^' 

And  again,  in  the  case  of  Jones  v,  Lee,  77  Mich.  35,  40,  43 
N.  W.  856,  the  same  learned  justice,  in  discussing  the  general 
question,  states:  "It  appears  clearly  enough  in  the  present 
case  that,  while  there  is  a  considerable  frontage  facing  north- 
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west  or  sontheaat,  the  lake  being  longest  in  that  dlrectio 
must  also  be  large  end  frontages  whicti  look  up  <»  down 
perpendicularly,  or  nearly  bo,  to  any  line  across  from 
bank,  at  moet  places  along  the  shores.  If  this  body  ( 
were  not  navigable,  and  if  all  its  waters  could  in  any 
apportioned  among  the  riparian  proprietors  for  any  law; 
pose,  it  is  evident  that  it  could  not  be  dwie  by  referenc* 
filum  aquEG,  or  middle  thread,  but  must  be  done  by  some 
proportion,  which  probably  could  only  he  got  at  by  sonn 
tion  proceeding,  inasmuch  as  such  waters  are  common 
ordinary  uses." 

And  in  Hardin  v.  Jordan,  140  U.  S.  371,  408,  11  S 
Eep.  808,  35  L.  ed.  428,  the  court  says :  "If  there  shoal 
any  question  between  the  plaintiff  and  other  riparian 
of  lands  situated  on  the  margin  of  the  lake  as  to  the  coqti 
of  the  side  lines  of  the  plaintiff's  land  in  the  lake,  it 
disposed  of  by  the  parties  themselves  by  a  resort  to  eqT 
to  such  other  form  of  procedure  as  may  be  proper."  J 
referring  to  the  difficulties  of  applying  the  general  rules 
vision  it  was  said:  "Where  a  lake  is  very  long  in  comj 
with  its  width,  the  method  applied  to  rivers  and  streams 
probably  be  the  most  suitable  for  adjusting  riparian  ri| 
the  lake  bottom  along  its  sides,  and  the  use  of  convergin 
would  only  be  required  at  iia  two  ends." 

To  return  to  a  consideration  of  the  lake  bed  in  question 
inating  the  center  line  theory  for  the  reason  already  stat 
are  unable  to  apply  any  principle  of  ownership  to  the  di 
land  except  the  one  already  recognized  by  this  court  in  t 
cisions  above  noted;  i.  e.,  that  the  several  riparian  prop 
own  that  portion  of  the  increase  immediately  adjacent  i 
included  in  the  triangle  made  by  projecting  lines  from  the 
where  the  side  division  lines  respectively  cross  the  margin 
to  the  center  of  the  lake.  Had  the  waters  only  *"*  reci 
few  rods  from  the  marginal  line,  there  would  he  little  dij 
in  dividing  up  the  strip  of  land  thus  laid  bare ;  but  in  p 
tion  as  the  water  receded  toward  the  center  the  difficulties 
increase,  and,  now  that  the  water  has  entirely  disappear! 
find  the  side  lines  converging  upon  one  another  to  such  . 
tent  that  the  rule  cannot  he  strictly  applied. 

Whatever  inequalities  or  injustice  may  arise  from  thes 
fiicting  interests  caused  by  the  irregularity  of  the  shore 
be  solved  upon  some  equitable  basis  which  will,  as  nea 
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possible,  give  to  each  proprietor  that  portion  of  the  increase 
^hidi  belongs  to  him.  In  the  first  place,  what  is  the  center  of 
the  lake  bed?  Is  it  the  center  of  the  figure  (lake  bed),  or  is  it 
the  deepest  portion  to  which  point  the  waters  gradually  re- 
-ceded and  at  last  disappeared?  The  latter  might  coincide  with 
the  former,  but,  where  the  two  do  not  coincide,  which  should 
eontrol?  If  the  waters  had  receded,  leaving  some  of  these 
amall  bodies  of  water  at  different  points  in  the  original  lake, 
diyision  might  be  made  upon  the  theory  that  they  constitute  in- 
dependent lakes,  to  be  treated  as  central  points.  But,  as  a  gen- 
eral rule,  such  conditions  do  not  ezis^  and  the  center  of  the 
figure  must  be  accepted  as  the  common  center. 

An  examination  of  the  ^lat  Figure  2,  where  a  central  point, 
"G,  is  assumed,  discloses  that,  if  a  division  be  made  according  to 
this  principle,  lot  1,  section  20,  will  have  an  advantage  over  lot 
2,  which  lies  immediately  south,  on  account  of  the  peculiar  for- 
mation of  the  point  or  projection  of  land  which  extends  into  the 
lake.  The  same  thing  occurs  in  lot  4,  section  17,  and  lot  10, 
eection  18,  the  latter  having  the  advantage,  and  a  difficulty  arises 
as  between  lots  10  and  11,  section  19.  The  chief  difficulty,  how- 
ever, is  in  reference  to  lots  1, 12,  and  14,  at  the  western  end  of 
the  lake. 

Commencing  with  lots  1  and  2,  in  section  20,  lot  1  should  not 
be  permitted  to  have  the  advantage  given  it  by  the  projection 
into  the  lake  at  the  intersecting  line  between  1  and  2.  The  in- 
equality occasioned  by  this  irregularity  in  the  shore  ought  to  be 
divided  between  the  parties  immediately  affected.  It  is  a  fair 
adjustment  as  between  the  two  lots  that  such  projection  be  ig- 
nored, and  the  division  line  running  to  the  center  point  start, 
not  at  the  marginal  line,  but  at  the  point  where  the  division  line 
ef  lots  1  and  2  crosses  a  line  drawn  from  the  point  where  the 
northerly  side  line  of  lot  1  crosses  the  marginal  line  to  the  point 
'^^^  where  the  south  line  of  lot  2  crosses  the  marginal  line  as 
indicated  on  Figure  2.  This  would  result  in  giving  to  lot  2 
a  slight  portion  of  the  increase  directly  in  front  of  the  south- 
west comer  of  lot  1.  The  same  principle  applied  to  lot  4,  sec- 
tion 17,  and  lot  10,  section  18,  makes  an  equable  division,  as 
indicated  on  the  plat.  In  respect  to  lots  10  and  11,  section  19, 
the  inequality  may  be  adjusted  as  indicated  on  the  plat.  This 
arrangement  gives  lot  10  all  it  is  entitled  to,  and  gives  lot  11  no 
<*redit  for  the  small  bay  of  the  lake  where  the  dividing  line  be- 
tween the  lots  crosses  the  marginal  line. 
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Lot  12,  section  18,  bordering  on  the  sonthweBt  corner  of  tbe- 
lake,  bad  a  considerable  water  frontage,  but,  on  account  of  the 
peculiar  shape  of  the  point  of  land  at  the  southerly  part  of  lot 
11,  the  divlBion  line  between  lots  11  and  12  crosses  the  marginal 
line  at  a  point  too  far  south  to  leave  any  considerable  portion 
of  the  lake  bed  adjacent  to  lot  13,  and  the  interests  of  lots  1^ 
11,  12,  and  14,  conflict  in  any  attempt  to  divide  up  the  bed  im- 
mediately in  front  of  those  lots.  There  are  two  ways  of  adjust- 
ing this  inequality:  1.  By  disregarding  the  point  of  land  at  the- 
aautherly  end  of  lot  11,  and  dividing  file  space  on  the  principle 
applied  to  lots  1  and  3,  section  SO;  and  2.  Treat  the  bay  border- 
ing on  lota  1, 14,  and  12,  west  of  the  dotted  line  A,  B,  as  an  in- 
dependent laiie.  The  latter  method  might  very  properly  be  ap- 
plied if,  as  the  waters  receded,  some  portion  were  cut  off  from 
the  maid  part  of  the  lake  by  a  ridge  across  the  neck  of  the  ba^^ 
or  if  there  were  a  de^  central  point  where  the  water  remained 
last  The  evidence  is  silent  on  the  subject,  and  we  can  only- 
assume  that  such  condition  did  not  exist,  and  that  the  lake  bed 
slopes  gradually  from  west  to  east.  However,  even  if  such  wer& 
the  case,  this  bay  may  be  treated  by  analogy  as  a  separate  lake, 
and  by  bo  doing  the  interests  would  appear  as  indicated  in  the- 
plat  Figure  2,  assuming  D  to  be  the  center  point  This  arrange- 
ment leaves  the  irregular  tract  A,  B,  D,  C,  less  tiie  portion  of 
lot  11  within  its  borders,  the  property  of  the  owners  of  lota  1^ 
14,  and  13,  which  should  be  apportioned  between  them  by  the- 
court  in  accordance  with  the  acreage  acquired  by  each  in  the 
bay  west  of  the  dotted  line  A,  B. 

We  are  aware  that  in  applying  this  method  of  dividing  the 
lake  bed  it  will  be  a  matter  of  some  difficulty  to  find  the  exact 
center  points.  They  may  be  located  by  the  interested  parties 
by  common  consent,  "**  and,  if  they  cannot  agree,  a  compe- 
tent surveyor  can  ascertain  them  by  actual  tests,  or  by  the  ap- 
plication of  a  mathematical  rule  which  is  used  for  the  purpose. 
It  is  also  apparent  that  some  of  the  divisions  of  land  thus  allot- 
ted would  be  of  no  practical  value  on  account  of  their  peculiar 
shape.  No  doubt  the  email  tracts  would  be  purchased  by  th& 
larger  holders,  or  be  otherwise  adjusted  to  make  the  land  prac 
tically  useful. 

The  method  of  adjustment  here  suggested  may  not  be  suitable 
for  the  division  of  all  irregular  lakebeds,  but  we  have  aimed  to 
outline  a  plan  which  will  give  the  riparian  owners  as  near  a& 
possible  what  is  theirs  by  law.  Ijet  it  be  understood  that  the 
effect  of  this  decision  is  not  to  direct  a  division  of  the  lake  in 
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question  aocording  to  figure  2.  We  have  attempted  only  to  lay 
down  certain  principles  which  may  be  applied  in  case  the  facts 
shall  prove  to  be  as  we  have  assumed  them  to  be.  Upon  a  new 
trial  evidence  should  be  taken  as  to  the  history  of  the  lake^  and 
the  division  worked  out  as  near  as  may  be  in  accordance  with 
the  principles  herein  defined. 
Order  reversed  and  new  trial  granted. 


AccreUoHi  and  AUuvion  an  diseuBsed  in  the  monographie  notes  to 
Hagan  ▼.  Campbell,  33  Am.  Dec.  276-281;  Conlthard  r,  Steyena,  35 
Am.  St.  Bep.  307-313;  and  eonsulty  also,  the  ease  of  Widdeeombe  ▼. 
Chiles,  173  Mo.  195,  73  S.  W.  444,  61  L.  R.  A.  309,  96  Am.  St.  Bep. 
507,  and  eases  cited  in  the  cross-reference  note  thereto.  As  to  the 
manner  of  fixing  boondaiy  lines  when  the  waters  of  a  lake  recede  or 
disappear,  see  Carr  ▼.  Moore,  119  Iowa,  152,  97  Am.  St.  Bep.  292, 
93  N.  W.  52;  Noyes  ▼.  Collins,  92  Iowa,  566,  54  Am.  St.  Bep.  571,  61 
N.  W.  250,  26  L.  B.  A.  609;  Fuller  ▼.  Shedd,  161  HI.  462,  52  Am.' 
St.  Bep.  380,  44  N.  E.  286,  33  L.  B.  A.  146;  Hammond  ▼.  Shepard,  186 
IlL  235,  78  Am.  St  Bep.  274^  57  N.  K  867. 


BOARDMAN  y.  HOWARD. 

[90  Minn.  273,  96  N.  W.  84.] 

ImAJXULO'BS}  AKD  TEKAITT— Betomlng  Premises  in  Good 
Ordetw — ^A  provision  in  a  lease  that  the  tenant  shall  return  the  prem- 
ises in  as  good  condition  as  when  received,  'Moss  by  fire,  inevitable 
accident,  or  ordinary  wear  excepted, '^  obligates  the  tenant,  upon  the 
termination  of  the  lease  by  agreement  after  a  fire,  to  remove  the 
debris  and  rubbish  resulting  from  the  partial  burning  of  his  goods. 

(p.  411.) 

Stevens^  O^rien  &  Albrecht^  for  the  appellants. 
Henry  C.  Jamee,  for  the  respondents. 

*''•  LOVELY,  J.  This  is  an  action  to  recover  nnpaid  rent ; 
also,  for  expenses  of  the  landlord  incurred  in  removing  property 
damaged  by  fire  and  left  on  the  premises  by  the  tenant  after 
surrendering  the  same.  The  cause  was  tried  to  the  court,  who 
made  findings  of  fact,  and  held  as  a  conclusion  of  law  that  plain- 
tiffs were  entitled  to  recover  a  portion  of  one  month^s  rent ;  also, 
a  specific  sum  for  expenses  incurred  by  the  landlord  in  taking 
away  injured  goods  of  defendants  after  they  had  quit.  This 
appeal  is  from  an  order  denying  a  new  trial. 

The  following  facts  are  embraced  in  the  findings  of  the  court 
and  are  supported  by  the  evidence:  Plaintiffs  leased  a  building 
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in  the  ***  city  of  Stl  Paul  to  defendaats  for  three  years  from. 
January  1,  1^1,  at  a  gtipnlated  monthly  rentaL  The  tenants 
took  poEEession,  and  occupied  it  for  the  storage  and  sale  of  house- 
hold farniture.  On  November  19th  following,  the  praniees  be- 
came untenantable  by  reason  of  a  fire  occurring  without  fault 
of  either  party.  On  the  succeeding  December  let,  plaintiffs 
entered  without  opposition  by  defendants,  and  engHged  In  re- 
pairs to  make  the  place  serriceable  for  reoccupation.  During 
the  month,  defendants  were  permitted  to  take  out  their  damaged 
property,  and  continued  to  do  so  until  the  first  of  the  next  Janu- 
ary, when  they  informed  plaintiffs  that  they  had  entirely  re- 
moved therefrom  and  sorrendered  the  premises.  After  the 
building  was  given  up  by  the  tenants,  there  still  remained  therein 
.s  large  quantity  of  injured  furniture  and  rubbish  of  no  value, 
but  diBtinguiahable  as  having  been  a  part  of  defendants'  stock. 
This  worthless  material  was  removed  by  the  plaintiffa  at  their 
own  expense,  to  facilitat«  repairs  and  their  future  use  of  the 
premises.  The  court  found  the  reasonable  amount  of  this  ex- 
pense, and  that  defendants  were  liable  therefor. 

By  the  terms  of  the  written  lease  it  was  provided  that  upon 
its  expiration,  or  when  terminated  by  forfeiture  or  otherwise, 
the  tenants  would  yield  up  the  premises  in  as  good  condition 
M  irtien  the  same  were  entered,  "loss  by  fire,  inevitable  accident, 
or  ordinary  wear  excepted."  There  are  other  provisions  in  the 
lease  relalive  to  the  surrender  of  the  premises  upon  notice,  aa 
irell  as  for  Qte  removal  of  offal  and  garbage,  which  were  dis- 
cussed on  the  argument;  but  under  the  view  we  have  adopted 
these  portions  of  the  rental  contract  do  not  affect  the  result^  and 
need  not  be  considered. 

There  is  no  controversy  over  the  amount  found  to  be  due  as 
unpaid  rent  for  a  part  of  the  month  of  November,  but  it  is  in- 
sisted that,  after  defendants  had  removed  the  portion  of  their 
stock  which  they  took  away  in  December,  they  might  without 
breach  of  duty  allow  a  considerable  portion  to  remain  upon  the 
surrender  of  the  building.  A  reasonable  construction  of  the 
facts  found  by  the  trial  court  authorizes  the  view  that  the  rela- 
tions between  the  landlord  and  tenants  were  actually  terminated 
by  agreement  on  December  Ist,  when  the  landlord,  desiring  to 
take  possession  of  his  property  to  make  repairs,  entered  on  that 
day,  and  that  the  tenants  were  licensed  by  the  landlord  there- 
after to  he  there  for  the  purpose  of  taking  away  their  property, 
and  ""  continued  to  do  so  until  it  became  apparent  that  the 
debris  and  rubbish  resulting  from  the  partial  destruction  of  the 
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injuTed  furniture  which  had  been  their  property  wts  valueless, 
vfaen  they  ceased  to  remove  it,  but  left  it  in  the  building,  thus 
imposing  upon  the  landlord  this  burden. 

We  have  no  doubt  that  the  provision  in  the  lease  for  the  sur- 
Tender  of  the  premises  by  the  tenants  in  as  good  condition  as 
^en  received  applies  to  the  building  itself.  The  exception  re- 
lating to  injury  of  the  building  by  fire,  while  it  would  excuse 
the  tenants  from  repairing  or  rebuilding,  would  not  justify  them 
in  imposing  burdens  upon  the  landlord  arising  strictly  from  the 
tenants'  occupancy  and  use  of  the  premises;  hence  the  injury 
by  fire  to  the  goods  of  defendants  was  a  misfortune  they  had  to 
assume  themselves.  A  part  of  this  was  the  injury  to  the  fumi- 
tore  still  belonging  to  them,  and  which,  under  the  terms  of  the 
lease  as  well  as  upon  reasonable  considerations  of  justice,  it  was 
their  duty,  rather  than  the  landlord's,  to  remove.  It  would  fol- 
low that  the  tenants,  under  the  privilege  to  take  away  their 
goods,  could  not  enjoy  it  so  far  as  beneficial,  and  leave  a  part 
of  their  damaged  property  in  the  building  to  encumber  plain- 
tiffs' possession,  and  the  expenses  incurred  by  the  landlord  in 
removing  the  rubbish  which  defendants  left  and  declined  to 
take  away  was  a  legal  obligation  against  them. 

Order  affirmed. 


Jf  a  Lease  PrwHdei  for  a  Return  of  the  premises  ''in  as  good  eon- 
^tion  as  it  now  is,  nsoal  wear  excepted, "  tbe  tenant  is  not  answer- 
able if  the  property  is  destroyed,  without  fault  on  his  part,  during 
tbe  term:  Seevers  v.  Ghibel,  94  Iowa,  75,  58  Am.  St.  Bep.  381,  62  K. 
W.  669,  27  U  B.  A.  733. 


KIEKEBT  T.  ERICKSON. 

[90  Minn.  299,  96  N.  W.  705.] 

8TATX7TB  OF  FBAUD&— A  Sale  of  WUd  Grass  growing  npon 
the  vendor's  land  is  within  the  statute  of  frauds,  and  a  written  con- 
tract eannot  be  dispensed  with.     (p.  413.) 

Oluf  Qjersety  for  tiie  appellant. 

C.  A.  Posnes,  for  the  respondent 

^  COLLINS,  J.  Prom  the  findings  of  fact,  which  stand 
oachallenged  in  this  court,  it  appears  that  the  plaintiflf,  owner 
^t  a  certain  quarter  section  of  land,  entered  into  an  oral  contract 
with  the  defendant  for  the  sale  of  wild  grass  then  growing 


413  AJtaaiOAN  State  KEPoaxs,  Vol.  101.     [Minnesot 

thereon,  the  agreed  price  being  seventy-five  dollars,  no  part  i 
which  has  been  paid.  Afterward  the  defendant  entered  ap< 
the  land,  and  cut  one  Bwath  of  this  grass,  about  five  feet  wii 
and  forty  rods  long.  The  defendant  did  not  remove  the  c 
grass,  nor  did  he  agun  enter  npon  the  premises.  No  part 
the  remainder  was  cut  by  either  plaintiff  or  defendant.  T 
eoort  below  held  that  plaintiff  could  not  recoTer  the  amou 
agreed  upon,  and  its  judgment  will  have  to  be  affirmed. 

The  grass  which  was  the  subject  of  the  oral  contract  was 
part  of  the  plaintifPs  real  estate,  and  the  agreement  was  Toi 
because  it  attempted  to  create  an  estate  in  land,  and  was  not 
writing,  as  required  by  General  Statutes  of  1894,  section  431 
There  hag  hem  a  great  deal  of  discussion  ""*  upon  this  an 
ject,  and  the  courts  of  last  resort  are  greatly  at  variance,  n 
only  as  to  the  rule  to  be  applied,  but  dao  as  to  the  reason  f 
holding  one  way  or  ttie  other.  But  in  this  particalar  case  i 
simply  have  to  ascert^n  whether  the  alleged  contract  of  pi: 
chase  involved,  either  by  express  stipulation  or  by  fair  implic 
tion  from  the  circumstances,  an  agreement  that  the  vend 
should  have  the  right  to  enter  upon  or  occupy  the  vendor's  lai 
during  a  definite  or  indefinite  time  after  the  bargain.  Whe 
such  an  agreement  is  a  part  of  the  transaction  it  seems  clear  th 
an  interest  in  land  is  contracted  for  and  agreed  to  be  give 
Such  an  agreement  comes  within  the  statute  of  frauds,  and 
written  contract  cannot  be  dispensed  with ;  Brown's  Statute 
Frauds,  sec.  S57a;  2  Taylor  on  Evidence,  sec  963.  See,  ali 
1  Benjamin  on  Sales,  sea  131 ;  1  Mecbem  on  Sales,  sec.  341. 

At  common  law,  grasses  growing  from  perennial  roots  a 
regarded  as  fructus  naturales,  and,  while  unsevered  from  t] 
soil,  are  considered  as  pertaining  to  the  realty:  Sparrow 
Pond,  49  Minn.  412,  38  Am.  St.  Hep.  571,  52  N.  W.  36, 16  : 
E.  A.  103.  We  have  no  statute  changing  this  rul^  except  Gei 
era!  Statutes,  section  6464,  which  has  no  relevancy  hera  ] 
Erickson  v.  Paterson,  47  Minn.  625,  50  N.  W.  699,  it  waa  hei 
that  growing  crops,  fructus  industriales,  pass  with  the  land  ape 
the  conveyance  thereof  without  express  mention,  unless  pro] 
erly  reserved:  See,  also,  Eammrath  j.  Eidd,  89  Minn.  380,  S 
Am.  St.  Eep.  603,  96  N.  W.  213.  This  is  because  for  the  pn 
poses  of  sole  they  are  regarded  as  part  of  the  real  estate. 

In  this  particular  case  tiie  right  of  the  defendant  to  entt 
upon  plaintiff's  premises  for  the  purpose  of  cutting  and  remw 
ing  the  grass  was  implied  from  the  fact  of  the  sale.  This  gai 
the  former  exclusive  possession  of  the  land  upon  which  the  grai 
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purpoee  of  cutting  and  removing  it;  a  limited  pos- 
sure,  but  Bufficlent  for  Mm,  in  case  the  contract 
i,  to  maintain  an  action  against  any  person  enter- 
land  and  interfering  with  his  right  to  cut  and  re- 
8 :  Crosb;  t.  Wadsworth,  6  Eaat,  602.  Snch  a  case 
Dgnished  from  one  where  the  vendor  of  the  pro|>- 
0  sever  it  from  the  soil  himself.  Verbal  sales  of 
r  have  frequently  been  upheld  as  not  within  the 
i  clear  that  this  agreement,  as  found  by  the  court, 
lie  of  an  interest  in  land,  and  came  within  the  pro- 
le  statute. 

<en  if  it  coiild  be  held  that  Qie  contract  was  for  the 
lal  property,  the  price  agreed  upon  exceeded  fifty 
re  being  no  written  not«  or  memorandum  of  the 
acceptance  of  the  goods,  and  no  payment  of  any 
>uichase  money,  it  came  within  the  provisioDS  of 
itea  of  189^  section  4210,  and  was  void. 
[fi's  counsel  suggests  that  when  the  defendant  en- 
le  land  and  cut  a  small  part  of  the  grass  there  was 
impliance  with  the  statute.  But  by  this  act  alone 
cept  or  receive  any  part  of  the  property  attempted 

affirmed. 

rl  Com  is  cited  in  Sileen  t.  Kennadj,  90  Hlnn.  414,  97 
era  it  ie  held  that  a  eontraet  tor  the  parehue  of  stand- 
\  eontraet  for  an  intereit  in  landa,  is  within  the  etatntft 
i  mmt  be  in  writing.  For  other  authorities  on  th» 
hether  a  Mle  of  timber  le  within  the  atatnte,  eee  807- 
ray,  100  Wie.  B80,  69  Am.  Bt.  Rep.  957,  76  N.  W.  T69i 
horea,  95  Ue.  237,  8S  Am.  St.  Bep.  404,  49  Atl.  1051. 
{mith  T.  Leighton,  88  Kan.  S44,  6  Am.  St.  Bep.  778,  17 
an  agreement  in  writing  ie  neceseary  In  the  eale  of 
I.  See,  also,  Uighell  v.  Dongherty,  86  Towa,  4S0,  41 
511,  B3  N.  W.  402,  17  L.  B.  A.  755;  Aldrich  t.  Bank  of 
ib,  276,  97  Am.  St.  Bep.  648,  89  N.  W.  772,  67  L.  E.  A. 
th  T.  Eidd,  89  Uinn.  880,  99  Am.  8L  Bep.  603,  96  N. 
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SULLIVAN  T.  MINNEAPOLIS,  ST.  PAUL  AND  SAUL1 
SAINTE  MAEIE  RAILWAY  COMPANY. 

[90  Minn.  390,  97  N.  W.  114.] 
BAHiBOADS — DefectlT*  Station  Flatfoim. — A  woman  whc 
goei  to  a  railway  station  in  the  evening  after  buaineSB  hoora,  tb« 
depot  b«ing  eloaed,  the  liclitH  estinguiBbed,  and  the  agent  gone,  tc 
find  her  husband,  who  has  gone  there  to  attend  to  tom»  shipping, 
asBumea  the  riek  of  the  platform  being  nnsafe.     (p.  116.) 

AUred  H.  Bright,  J.  H.  Wendell  and  C.  A.  Pidgeon,  for  the 
appellant 

P.  E.  Latham  and  James  C.  Tarbox,  for  the  respondent. 

■*•  LEWIS,  J.  This  action  was  bronght  to  recover  damagea 
for  personal  iujaries  occasioned  by  stepping  into  a  hole  in  the 
depot  platform  of  appellant  ***  company.  At  the  close  of  the 
evidence  defendant  moved  for  a  verdict  upon  the  ground  that 
plaintiff  had  failed  to  prove  a  canse  of  action,  because  ehe  had 
no  right  to  be  upon  the  depot  platform  at  the  time,  and  be- 
cause it  conclusively  appeared  from  the  evidence  that  the  com- 
pany vas  not  reepoosible  for  the  defect  in  the  platform.  The 
motion  was  granted,  and  plaintiff  moved  for  a  new  trial  upon 
the  ground  that  the  verdict  was  not  justified  by  the  evidence, 
and  that  the  court  erred  in  rejecting  certain  testimony  offered 
by  plaintifF  as  to  the  condition  of  the  plank  which  had  been 
broken  or  removed,  causing  a  hole.  From  an  order  granting 
a  new  trial,  appeal  was  taken. 

It  does  not  appear  upon  what  ground  the  court  granted  the 
motion,  but,  if  it  conclusively  appears  from  the  evidence  that 
plaintiff  cannot  recover  in  any  respect,  it  will  ^>e  unnecessary  to 
consider  the  second  ground.  Plaintiff  was  a  married  woman, 
twenty-nine  ycara  of  age,  and  resided  in  the  village  of  Maple 
Lake,  with  her  husband,  who  was  in  the  butcher  business.  The 
depot  is  situated  about  a  block  from  the  butcher-shop,  and  at 
about  8:20  on  the  evening  of  October  8,  1901,  her  husband 
left  the  shop,  and  went  toward  the  depot,  for  the  purpose  of 
attending  to  the  shipping  of  a  carload  of  stock,  at  which  time 
the  station  was  open  and  lighted  and  the  lamp  on  the  station 
platform  was  burning.  The  regular  west-bound  passenger  train 
arrived  and  departed  some  time  between  8 :20  and  8 :28.  Plain- 
tiff's husband  reached  the  depot  within  ten  or  fifteen  minutes 
after  the  train  departed,  was  there  about  five  minutes   trans- 
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acting  buBinesB  with  the  agents  and  then  went  to  the  stock- 
jards  in  the  licinity;  and  after  his  departure  the  agent  closed 
the  office^  put  oat  all  the  lights,  and  went  home.  Soon  after 
the  agent  went  away^  plaintiff  left  the  butcher-shop  and  went 
to  the  depot  for  the  purpose  of  finding  her  husband  and  getting 
the  keys  from  him  that  she  might  lock  up  the  shop.  She 
wss  aocompanied  by  a  younger  sister,  who  t^ified  that  plain- 
tiff went  upon  the  platform  in  the  usual  way,  walked  along 
toward  the  door  of  ihe  depot  office,  and  stepped  into  the  hole, 
lesulting  in  the  injuries  complained  of;  that  she  helped  her 
out  and  in  about  ten  minutes  assisted  her  home.  Plaintiff 
testified  tbat  there  were  no  lights,  and  it  was  very  dark.  From 
these  undisputed  facts  it  is  dear  that,  although  the  plaintiff 
#ent  to  the  depot  expecting  to  find  her  husband  there,  she 
knew  the  train  had  come  and  •^^^  gone,  and  as  she  approached 
fte  depot  she  saw  that  the  lights  had  been  turned  out. 

In  the  case  of  Klugherz  v.  Chicago  etc.  Ry.  Co.,  90  Minn. 
17,  ante,  p.  384,  95  N.  W.  586,  it  was  held  that,  if  respondent 
went  upon  the  station  grounds  in  good  faith,  in  pursuance  of 
the  purpose  of  meeting  a  person  for  business  consultation,  who 
he  had  reason  to  believe  was  to  take  a  train,  the  company  owed 
him  the  duty  of  ordinary  care  in  conducting  the  unloading 
operations.     It  was  quite  clear  in  that  case  that,  if  respondent 
had  gone  to  the  depot  about  train  time  for  the  purpose  of  tak- 
ing the  train  or  accompanying  one  who  was  to  take  it,  and  was 
injured,  he  would  not  be  a  trespasser,  and  would  be  entitled  to 
recoyer;  bnt  a  serious  question  was  raised  whether  liability 
wose  under  the  peculiar  circumstences  of  the  injury  and  the 
time  he  visited  the  station.     It  was  held  that  there  was  no  rea- 
Bcmable  distinction  between  visiting  a  depot  for  the  purpose  of 
taking  a  train,  or  accompanying  a  person  boarding  a  train  and 
going  to  the  depot  to  have  a  business  conference  with  one  about 
to  depart  or  arrive.    It  was  also  considered  that  a  mistake  of 
Wi  hour  as  to  the  time  of  the  arrival  or  departure  of  the  train 
▼ould  not,  of  itself^  relieve  the  railroad  company. 

But  there  is  a  clear  distinction  between  the  facts  in  tliat 
case  and  the  one  now  before  us.  There  the  accident  occurred 
in  the  daytime,  and  there  was  nothing  to  notify  the  visitor  that 
the  premises  were  intended  to  be  closed  to  the  public  at  that 
particular  time.  Here  it  was  past  business  hours,  the  lights 
^ere  turned  out,  and  the  premises  enveloped  in  darkness. 
There  was  no  act  on  the  part  of  the  company  to  lead  plaintiff 
to  believe  that  it  was  holding  its  place  of  business  open  to  the 
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public,  or  eren  to  suggest  that  her  husband  was  transacimg 
business  in  the  depot  office,  except  the  fact  that  some  time  prior 
she  had  seen  him  go  in  that  direction.  On  the  contrary,  there 
was  everything  to  notify  her  that  the  place  was  doeed.  In 
the  absence  of  some  invitation,  express  or  implied,  to  go  upon 
the  premises  at  that  time  of  night,  plaintiff  assumed  the  risk 
consequent  upon  hetr  movements.  There  is  nothing  to  suggest 
that  the  company  was  guilty  of  gross  negligence  in  the  care  of 
its  platform  and  in  permitting  the  hole  to  remain  unprotected. 

For  these  reasons  the  first  order  of  the  trial  court  was  rights 
and  the  order  granting  a  new  trial  was  error* 

Order  reversed. 


While  a  RaihDOif  Company  cannot  be  expected  to  be  continnously  on 
its  guard  as  against  loiterers  and  treBpassers,  yet  it  should 
anticipate  that  its  station-house  and  depot  grounds  may  be  used 
as  a  place  of  meeting  by  people  for  various  lawful  pixxposas 
at  or  about  train  time:  Klughes  v.  Chicago  etc  By.  Co.,  90  Minju  17, 
ante,  p.  884,  95  K.  W.  586. 


PEEET  ▼.  TOZEB. 

[90  Minn.  431,  97  N.  W.  137.] 

BMFLOYMEirr  of  Infant  In  Violation   of  Law.—- If  Iiijnry 

results  to  an  infant  employ^  in  a  sawmill  from  a  failure  properly 
to  guard  dangerous  machinery,  his  employer,  who  has  not  procured 
a  certificate  i^om  the  school  authorities  permitting  the  employment, 
as  required  by  statute,  is  prima  facie  liable  in  damages,     (p.  423.) 

DAMAaES  FOB  PEBSOKAI.  IN JUKT— When  not  Excessive. 
A  verdict  of  seven  thousand  seven  hundred  and  fifty  dollars  for  in- 
juries received  by  a  boy  of  fourteen  years  requiring  the  amputation 
of  his  right  leg  below  the  knee  is  not  excessive,     (p.  424.) 

BarrowB  &  Morrison,  for  the  appellant. 
Arthur  W.  Selover,  for  the  respondent 

**^  LOVELY,  J.  Action  to  recover  for  personal  injurieB 
sustained  by  a  boy  of  fourteen  years  while  employed  in  defend- 
ant's sawmill  at  South  Stillwater.  ***  There  was  a  verdict 
for  plaintiff.  This  appeal  is  from  an  order  denying  defendants 
motion  for  judgment  notwithstanding  the  verdict  or  a  new 
trial  in  the  alternative. 

The  evidence  t^ided  to  show  that  plaintiff  had  worked  in 
defendant's  mill  tending  a  ''slab  conveyor''  twenty-four  days 
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irhen  the  aocident  oocorredL    The  purpose  of  the  slab  conyeyor 
▼as  to  transmit  boards  to  two  circular  saws,  where  they  were 
to  be  cut^  and  f r(»n  thence  carried  to  a  place  below^  where 
pieces  that  could  be  used  for  lumber  would  be  picked  out  by 
•other  servants.     Part  of  the  working  machinery  connected  with 
the  slab  conveyor  consisted  of  two  metal  sprocket  wheels,  the 
upper  one  fastened  to  a  -shaft  near  the  top  of  a  table  where 
the  saws  were  set,  adjoining  which  plaintiff  was  required  to 
stand,  the  surface  being  at  his  breasts    The  lower  sprocket 
wheel  was  adjusted  on  a  shaft  three  feet  below  the  upper  one. 
Both  wheels  were  kept  in  motion  by  chain  belting,  whereby  the 
attached  shafts  and  saws  thereon  were  propelled  with  great 
velocity.    It  was  the  plaintiff's  duty  to  stand  upon  a  platform 
adjacent  to  tiie  lower  wheel^  which  was  covered  to  some  ex- 
tent by  a  wooden  box.    He  was  required  to  oil  the  machinery, 
handle  the  levers  which  stopped  the  movement  of  the  sprocket 
chains  and  shafts,  and  keep  pieces  of  wood  from  accumulating 
in  front  of  the  saws  to  prevent  their  being  clogged.    The  neces* 
sity  for  removing  the  refuse  wood  from  the  front  of  the  saws 
was  quite  frequent,  and  required  plaintiff  to  use  a  stick,  and 
to  T^ich  forward  over  the  table  to  accomplish  this  purpose. 
When  tiie  accident  occurred  plaintiff  was  standing  with  his 
feet  near  the  guard  of  the  lower  sprocket  wheel.    In  attempting 
to  remove  pieces  of  refuse  wood  which  were  clogging  the  saws, 
he,  nnder  his  claim,  inadvertently  intruded  one  of  his  feet  into 
the  rapidly  moving  gearing  which  was  behind  the  outer  surface 
of  the  box  covering.    It  was  caught  and  pulled  into  the  machin- 
ery, inflicting  injuries  which  required  the  amputation  of  his 
right  leg  below  the  knee,  with  severe  consequent  pain  and  suf- 
fering.   There  was  a  general   verdict  for   plaintiff.     Special 
questions  were  submitted  at  request  of  defendant,  with  answers 
favorable  to  plaintiff. 
The  alleged  negligence  for  which  plaintiff  seeks  recovery  is: 

1.  His  unlawful  employment  by  reason  of  his  immature  years; 

2.  The  neglect  of  defendant  properly  to  guard  the  lower  sprocket 
▼heel  and  chain  where  his  foot  was  caught;  and  3.  The  failure 
ky  his  employer  '***  to  give  proper  warnings  and  instructions 
of  the  risks  incurred  in  the  service.  The  assignments  of  error 
qnestion  the  sufficiency  of  the  evidence,  the  propriety  of  several 
vistructions  given  at  the  trial,  as  well  as  the  refusal  to  give 
others  in  bdialf  of  defendant. 

From  an  examination  of  the  entire  evidence  we  are  satisfied 
that  it  reasonably  tends  to  show  that  the  guards  in  front  of 
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the  gearing  where  plaintiff's  foot  was  caught^  which  to  outward 
appearances  protected  him^  would^  permit  the  slipping  of  th& 
operator's  foot  into  the  revolving  machinery  behind  the  wooden. 
box  covering  it;  and  whetiier  the  defendant  was  negligent  in  this^ 
respect  was  for  the  jury.  Neither  is  it  conclusive  that  the  plain-^ 
tiff  was  required  to  have  made  a  more  thorough  examination  of 
the  gearing  and  guard  near  which  he  was  required  to  place  his- 
f eet  while  performing  his  duties^  nor  that  he  assumed  the  risks 
and  hazards  occasioned  thereby;  h^ice  that  part  of  the  blended 
motion  asking  for  judgment  was  properly  denied.  We  cannot 
say^  either^  that  plaintiff  should  have  exercised  greater  caution^ 
or  failed  in  ordinary  care^  in  preventing  his  foot  from  being 
caught.  The  evidence  tended  to  show  that  he  had  received  no- 
warning  of  danger^  and  upon  all  these  questions  the  verdict  must 
be  held  conclusive^  and  allowed  to  standi  unless  there  was  error 
in  respect  to  a  material  instruction  upon  the  burden  of  proofs 
and  the  damages  are  so  large^  in  view  of  plaintiff's  injuries^  a» 
to  indicate  that  it  was  the  result  of  passion  and  prejudice. 

The  serious  question  for  our   consideration  on  this   review 
arises  upon  an  instruction  wherein  the  court^  in  reference  to 
plaintiff's  age^  attempted  to  give  effect  to  two  legislative  enact*- 
ments  of  this  state — Laws  1895^  p.  386  (c  171),  as  amended 
by  Laws  1897,  p.  625  (c.  360).    The  first  section  of  chapter 
171,  page  386,  Laws  of  1895,  forbids  the  employment  of  children 
under  fourteen  years  of  age  in  any  factory,  workshop,  or  mine. 
Section  2  prohibits  any  child  who  can  attend  school  from  beings 
employed  at  any  occupation  during  sdiool  hours.     Section  3 
provides  that  the  commissioner  of  labor  and  assistant  factory 
inspector  shall  have  a  right  to  demand  a  certificate  of  the  physi- 
cal fitness  of  infants  for.  labor  from  some  regularly  licensed 
physician.    Section  7,  which  is  specially  material  here,  provides 
that:  "No  child  actually  or  apparently  luider  sixteen  years  of 
age  shall  be  employed  in  any  factory,  workshop  or  mercantile 
establishment  *•*  or  in  the  service  of  any  public  telegraph,  tele- 
phone, or  district  messenger  company,  or  other  corporation,  nn* 
less  the  person,  firm  or  corporation  employing  said  child  pro- 
cures and  keeps  on  file  ....  a  full  and  complete  list  of  suck 
children  employed  therein.*' 

Section  8  provides  that  in  towns  or  cities  having  a  super- 
intendent of  schools  the  certificate  provided  for  in  section  T 
shall  be  issued  by  him,  or  when  there  is  no  superintendent  of 
schools  then  by  a  member  of  the  school  board;  and  provides 
for  a  statement  therein  of  special  qualifications  of  the  child^ 
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Section  10  provides  for  a  visitation  of  the  factory,  workshop, 
etc,  bj  the  auperintendent  of  education  and  the  sdiool  board. 
Section  12  enacts  that:  ^^very  owner,  superintendent,  agent  or 
overseer  of  any  factory,  workshop,'^  etc.,  "who  employs  or  per- 
mits to  be  employed  therein  or  tiiereby  any  child  contrary  to 
the  {»t>viBions  of  this  act,  and  any  person  who  employs  a  child 
contrary  to  the  provisions  of  this  act  ...  •  shall  be  guilty  of  a 
misdemeanor^  and  upon  conviction  thereof  •  •  •  .  shall  be  fined 
Bot  less  than  twen^  dollars  nor  more  than  fifty  dollars  for 
ttdi  and  every  off^isa  A  failure  to  produce  to  an  ofiBcer  or 
employ^  of  the  bureau  of  labor,  or  to  a  member  or  authorized 
agent  of  the  board  of  education  or  board  of  trustees  of  the  city 
er  school  district  in  which  the  said  child  is  employed,  on  de- 
mand, the  certificate  and  register  required  by  this  act,  shall  be 
piima  facie  evidence  of  the  illegal  employment  of  the  child 
vhose  certificate  is  not  produced/' 

This  law  was  amended  by  Laws  of  1897,  page  625  (chapter 
360),  whidi  provides  that:  ^^No  child  under  fourteen  years  of 
age  shall  be  ^nployed  at  any  time  in  any  factory  or  workshop 
or  about  any  mine.  Ko  such  child  shall  be  employed  in  any 
mercantile  establishment  nor  in  the  service  of  any  telegraph, 
telephone  or  public  messeng^  company,  except  during  the  vaca- 
tion of  the  public  schools  in  the  town  wh^e  such  child  is  emr 
ployed.  No  child  under  sixteen  years  of  age  shall  be  em- 
ployed at  any  occupation  dangerous  or  injurious  to  life,  limb, 
heaiih  or  morals/' 

^^  Section  5  of  the  previous  law  is  amended  so  that  it  reads 
A8  foQows:  ^^Whenever  it  appears  upon  due  examination  that 
the  labor  of  any  minor  who  would  be  debarred  from  employ- 
ment under  the  provisions  of  sections  2  and  4  of  this  act  [pro- 
hibiting the  employment  of  infants,  so  as  to  prevent  their  at- 
tendance upon  school]  is  necessary  for  the  support  of  the  fam- 
ily to  which  said  minor  bdongs,  or  for  his  own  support,  the 
school  board  or  board  of  school  trustees  of  the  city,  village  or 
town  in  which  said  child  resides  may,  in  the  exercise  of  their 
^flcretion,  issue  a  permit  or  excuse  authorizing  the  employment 
of  snch  minor  within  such  time  or  times  as  they  may  fix/* 

^e  undisputed  evidence  tended  to  show  that  at  the  time  of 
plaintiffa  employment  he  was  three  days  past  his  fourteenth 
birthday.  No  evidence  was  offered  to  show  that  the  certificate 
provided  for  in  section  12  of  the  act  of  1895  had  been  pro- 
<^Trt,  or  was  in  possession  of  defendant,  nor  was  it  disputed 
that  such  employment  was  illegal  in  this  respect,  and  sub- 
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jected  defendant  to  the  penalties  provided  for.  llie  i 
given  by  the  trial  court  which  counsel  for  defendant 
in  Bubstauce  stated  that  the  fact  that  plaintiff  waa 
teen  years  of  age  in  connectiim  witii  his  employmc 
sawmill  waajn  violation  of  the  statute,  and  the  in 
the  machinery  which  he  was  tending  at  the  time  mad 
facie  case  of  negligence  against  defendant,  so  that^  if 
tiff  had  rested  upon  this  proof,  and  no  evidence  had  I 
duced  to  contradict  it,  he  would  have  been  entitled  1 
But  it  waa  further  stated  by  the  court  in  qualificatioi 
prima  facie  showing  might  be  rebutted  by  evidena 
that  the  machine  which  cauaed  plaintiff's  injury  wai 
guarded,  or  that  the  plaintiff  himself  contributed  tc 
dent. 

Leaving  out  of  consideration  the  probable  effect  oJ 
structions,  it  may  be  said  that  the  evidence  to  show  1 
tiff  exercised  the  care  for  his  own  protection  requir 
of  hia  years  was  sufficient  to  sustain  the  verdict^  am 
court  omitted  to  instruct  that  the  burden  was  upon  tl 
ant  to  establish  these  facts  in  defense,  we  should 
doubted  that  it  waa  our  duty  to  approve  the  £ndii 
jury;  but  the  question  ia  clearly  presented  by  this  i 
■*■*  whether  the  violation  of  the  statute,  followed 
from  causes  necessarily  incident  to  the  employment  an 
of  defendant,  shifted  the  burden  otherwise  imposed  u 
tiff,  but  upon  mature  reflection  we  think  our  doul 
respect  must  be  resolved  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff. 

Counsel  for  defendant  insist  that  the  statutes  fi 
we  have  quoted  at  length,  so  far  as  the  same  related  1 
of  the  age  of  plaintiff,  were  intended  to  secure  for  th 
educational  benefits  only;  therefore  could  not  be  rt 
a  proximate  cause  of  an  accident  occurring  through  t 
of  the  master  to  furnish  reasonably  safe  instrument 
their  work  upon  dangerous  instrumentalities,  or  ii 
protecting  the  same,  or  the  failure  to  give  necessary  ii 
to  an  injured  lad  of  the  specific  risks  he  incurred, 
adopt  the  view  that  the  sole  object  of  these  statu' 
secure  educational  advanlages  to  children.  Neither  ■ 
of  the  subject  nor  the  terms  of  the  enactments  then 
justify  such  a  conclusion. 

About  the  middle  of  the  last  century,  when  Ec 
achieved  marked  success  in  the  development  of  its  mi 
furnished  the  means  to  operate  its  workshops  by  stE 
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and  thereby  attained  its  commercial  supremacy  in  the  world 
markets,  cheap  child  labor  was  largely  utilized,  to  the  detriment 
of  the  morals,  health,  and  personal  safety  of  very  many  young 
children,  which  aroused  the  humane  and  charitable  impulses  of 
the  reformers  and  philanthropists  of  that  country,  who  con- 
ducted an  earnest  and  effective  propaganda  to  mitigate  the  evils 
that  deprived  the  objects  of  their  solicitude  of  the  benefits  of 
education  and  moral  instruction,  subjecting  them  to  the  evils 
of  a  servile  peonage,  to  minister  to  the  selfishness  of  the  em- 
plc^er.    In  1878  thds    agitation  resulted    in  a  parliamentary 
codification  of  several  former  enactments  embracing  a  complete 
system  to  ^arge  the  scope  of  existing  laws,  wherein  not  only 
the  direct  interests  of  the  children  themselves  were  considered 
as  an  important  factor  in  the  scheme,  but  also  the  prevention 
of  ignorance,  suffering,  and  crime,  with  their  results  to  the 
public  welfare.    A  reference  to  the  history  of  the  "factory  acts'' 
of  England,  which  may  be  found  in  any  modem  encyclopedia, 
clearly  Indicates  that  these  laws  were  adopted  not  only  to 
diminish  ignorance  and  immorality,  but  also  to  prevent  the 
maiming  and  injuring  ^''^  of  young  children  in  hazardous  oc- 
cupations, whereby  they  would  become  burdens  upon  the  public. 
Our  own  statutes  from  which  we  have  quoted  above  are  not 
as  complete  nor  as  systematically  arranged  as  the  perfected 
^ghsh  scheme,  yet  it  seems  quite  apparent  that  the  protection 
of  life  and  limb  among  the  uneducated  infants  of  the  state  was 
intended  as  well  as  in  the  English  prototype.    While  a  distinc- 
tioQ  is  made  in  our  law  between  children  under  fourteen  years 
and  those  between  fourteen  and  sixteen  years,  the  difference 
is  me  of  degree,  not  in  the  obligations  imposed.    This  is  but 
a  fair  inference  from  our  previous  views  of  the  capacity  of  in- 
fants to  protect  themselves  from  the  dangers  contcnnplated,  for 
^e  do  not  have  to  look  beyond  the  decisions  of  this  court  to 
&d  evidence  that  the  intelligence  of  the  youth  who  are  en- 
8^ed  in  hazardous  employments  is  a  material  fact  for  the 
consideration  of  the  jury  to  determine  whether  they  assume  the 
^^  incurred  or  contribute  to  unfortunate  results  arising  there- 
from: Twist  V.  Winona  etc.  R.  B.  Co.,  39  Minn.  164,  12  Am. 
St.  Bep.  626,  39  K  W.  402;  Hepfel  v.  St.  Paul  etc.  Ey.  Co., 
49  Minn.  263,  51  N.  W.  1049. 

Counsers  claim,  broadly  stated,  is  that  it  was  the  operation 
of  the  machinery,  and,  at  most,  the  improper  protection  of  the 
*^^e,  that  was  the  proximate  cause  of  the  injury,  and  not  the 
violation  of  the  statute.    This  claim  finds  support  in  some 
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decisions,  notably  that  of  Goodwillie  v.  London  etc  Co.,  108 
Wis.  207,  84  N.  W.  164.    But  authorities  of  the  highest  re- 
spectability hold  that  the  violation  of  a  statute  prohibiting  the 
employment  of  a  child  in  a  hazardous  occupation,  where  such 
employment  is  prohibited  by  law,  establishes  a  right  to  recover 
for  negligence ;  hence,  in  such  cases  liability  is  to  be  presmmed 
from  the  employment  in  disobedience  of  law:  Marino  t,  Leh- 
maier,  173  N.  Y.  630,  66  N.  E.  572;  Breckenridge  t.  Beagan, 
22  Ohio  C.  C.  71 ;  Morris  v.  Stanfield,  81  ni.  App.  264 ;  Queen 
V.  Dayton  Coal  Co.,  95  Tenn.  458,  49  Am.  St  Bep.  935,  33 
S.  W.  460,  30  L.  B.  A.  82.    Unless  we  can  say  that  the  statute 
has  no  effect  in  "a  suit  for  damages  where  the  law  had  been 
violated,  we  are  required  to  hold  that  the  employment  which 
the  legislature  positively  forbids  furnishes  evidence  tending  to 
show  at  least  presumptively  that  one  of  the  causes  of  the  injxuy 
in  this  case  was  the  violation  of  the  stattite,  in  analogy  to  the 
well-known  doctrine  that  ordinances  regulating  the  hitching  of 
horses,  the  speed  of  trains  in  cities,  or  other  subjects  of  mu- 
nicipal control  are  ^^  held  to  be  evidence  to  sustain  the  charge 
of  negligence :  Weyl  v.  Chicago  etc.  By.  Co.,  40  Minn.  350,  42 
N.  W.  24;  Dugan  v.  St.  Paul  etc.  By.  Co.,  43  Minn.  414,  46 
N.  W.  851. 

It  is  well  settled  that  a  wrongdoer  is  at  least  responsible  for 
the  results  likely  to  occur,  or  resulting  as  a  natural  consequence 
from  his  misconduct,  or  such  as  might  have  been  reasonably 
anticipated :  Eansiel  v.  Minneapolis  etc  By.  Co.,  32  Minn.  331, 
20  N.  W.  332.    In  cases  of  tort  the  application  of  the  rule  as 
to  proximate  cause  is  that,  where  several  concurring  acts,  one 
of  them  a  wrongful  omission  of  defendant,  produce  an  injury, 
and  it  would  not  have  been  produced  but  for  such  wrongful  act 
or  omission,  such  act  or  omission  is  the  proximate  cause  of  an 
injury  which  might  have  been  anticipated  as  a  natural  conse- 
quence thereof:  Campbell  v.  City  of  Stillwater,  32  Minn.  308, 
60  Am.  Bep.  567,  20  N.  W.  320.    And  the  doing  of  an  act  pro- 
hibited  by  municipal  regulation  may  be  regarded  as  the  proxi- 
mate cause  of  an  injury  which  directly  resulted  from  other 
sources :  Salisbury  v.  Herchenroder,  106  Mass.  458,  8  Am.  Bep. 
354. 

It  is,  however,  of  doubtful  utility  to  refine  upon  the  rule  ex- 
pressed by  the  maxim,  '^Causa  proxima  non  remota  spectatur," 
for  plaintiff's  right  of  action  rests  upon  the  broad  ground  that, 
where  a  statute  requires  an  act  to  be  done  or  abstained  from 
by  one  person  for  the  benefit  of  another,  then  an  action  lies  in 
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the  latter's  favor  againsfc  the  former  for  neglect  in  such  act  or 
<ab6tmeQce^  even  though  the  statute  gives  no  special  remedy. 
E?en  the  impoeition  of  a  penalty  by  the  statute  does  not  oust 
the  remedy  by  indictment,  nor,  a  fortiori,  by  suit,  for  negli- 
gence, unksg  the  penalty  be  given  to  the  parly  injured  in  satis- 
faction for  injury:  Wharton  on  Neghgenoe,  sec.  443.  This 
principle  has  been  recognized  and  applied  in  this  state,  and  it 
ifi  now  well  settled  that,  where  a  statute  or  municipal  ordinance 
imposes  upon  any  person  a  specific  dufy  for  the  protection  or 
^efit  of  others,  if  he  neglects  to  perform  that  duty  he  is  liable 
to  those  for  whose  protection  or  benefit  it  was  imposed  for  any 
injuries  of  the  character  which  the  statute  or  ordinance  was 
designed  to  prevent:  Osborne  ▼.  McMasters,  40  Minn.  103,  12 
Am.  St  Rep.  698,  41  N.  W.  643. 

From  the  inyestigation  we  have  made  of  the  reasons  for  the 
statute  upon  which  the  instruction  of  the  trial  court  was  based, 
ve  have  reached  the  conclusion  that  the  certificate  which  the 
school  authorities  ^^  are  to  give  upon  iheir  examination  of 
an  infant  was  intended  to  secure  educational  advantages  to  the 
subjects  of  legal  solicitude,  and  likewise  to  vest  in  the  school 
officials  the  i>ower  to  determine,  in  the  exercise  of  wise  judg- 
inent,  wheth^,  from  the  intelligence  and  capacity  of  sudi  in- 
fant, it  would  be  reasonably  safe  for  him  to  engage  in  danger- 
ous occupations.  The  failure  to  obtain  this  certificate  was  a 
violation  of  the  statute,  and  entitled  the  plaintiff  to  a  remedy 
for  the  negligent  acts  of  defendant  Hence  it  was  proper  to 
give  effect  to  the  conceded  disregard  of  the  law,  and,  where  an 
injury  is  within  the  mischief  of  the  statute,  it  is  not  easy  to 
«^  how  less  weight  could  be  given  to  the  statute  than  was  ex- 
pressed by  the  instruction  of  the  trial  court,  which  makes  the 
violation  of  the  law,  with  consequent  injury  from  the  dangerous 
tnachinery  in  use  in  defendant's  mill,  prima  facie,  but  not  con- 
clusive, evidence  of  plaintifiPs  right  to  recover. 

In  the  remaining  assignments  there  are  several  criticisms  of 
the  charge  of  the  trial  court  and  the  refusal  of  defendanfa 
Quests.  We  have  considered  these  carefully,  and  are  of  the 
opinion  that  the  charge  as  a  whole  properly  defined  the  relation 
of  master  and  servant^  and  the  relative  obligations  in  the  exer- 
<ase  of  the  duty  and  care  owing  to  each  by  the  other.  Where, 
^  Bome  instances,  the  court's  instructions  are  not  accurate  ex- 
pressions of  the  law,  a  reference  to  other  portions  of  the  charge 
sbows  that  the  jury  could  not  have  been  misled  to  defendant's 
injury.    Of  the  charge  as  a  whole  it  may  be  said  that  it  was 
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exceptionally  clear  and  able^  and  gare  the  law  required  for  th» 
protection  of  defendant's  interest  as  effectually  as  could  be  n^ 
quired. 

The  wounds  inflicted  upon  plaintiff  were  seyere  and  ex* 
tremely  painful.  He  was  confined  to  the  house  for  a  consider* 
able  portion  of  time  undergoing  a  surgical  operation  which  ba» 
crippled  him  for  life.  In  view  of  his  age,  the  severity  of  hi» 
injuries,  the  suffering  caused  thereby,  and  his  permanent  dis- 
ability^ we  do  not  think  that  the  inference  is  to  be  drawn  from 
the  verdict  of  seven  thousand  seven  hundred  and  fifty  dollais 
that  it  was  the  result  of  passion  and  prejudice  by  the  jury. 

Order  affirmed. 


As  to  the  Effect  of  an  Employer  TioUting  ttatntory  provisioiis  Ib> 
tended  for  the  protection  of  employes,  see  the  monographic  note  to 
Houston  etc.  By.  Go.  ▼.  De  Walt,  97  Am.  St.  Bep.  891,  892.  And  tf 
to  the  violation  of  a  statutory  duty,  generally,  as  constitnting  ne^^* 
genee,  see  Harrington  ▼.  Los  Angeles  By.  Co.,  140  CaL  514,  98  £m» 
St.  Bep.  85,  74  Pac.  15;  Chicago  etc.  B.  B,  Go.  T.  MoehelL  193  BL 
208,  86  Am.  St.  Bep.  818,  61  K.  B.  1028. 
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iPAEKS   ▼.    ST.    LOUIS   AND    SUBURBAN   RAILWAY 

COMPANY. 

[178  Mo.  108,  77  S.  W.  70.] 

8TBEET  RAILROADS — KegUgenoe  — Pusenger  in  Dangerou 
Posttion. — If  a  street  railway  company  consents  to  a  passenger's  tak- 
iiig  a  dangerous  position  on  its  car  and  knowinprly  assumes  to  carry 
lum  in  that  position,  it  must  exercise  that  high  degree  of  care  which 
the  law  requires  a  carrier  to  observe  for  the  safety  of  his  passen- 
gers. The  degree  of  care  to  be  observed  by  the  railway  company  in 
Bach  ease  must  be  in  proportion  to  the  danger  which  the  passenger's 
anions  position  entails,     (p.  428.) 

STREET  RAIUbOADS— Oontrilmtory  KegUgenofr— Passenger 
&i  Bangeioiis  Position. — ^If  a  passenger  takes  a  dangerous  position  on 
a  street-car,  even  with  the  consent  of  the  company,  he  must  observe 
for  his  own  safety  the  care^  proportioned  to  the  apparent  danger, 
that  a  man  of  ordinary  prudence  would  observe  under  like  circum- 
stances, and,  if  he  fails  in  this,  and  is  injured  from  a  cause  arising 
ODt  of,  or  incident  to  the  position  itself,  without  negligence  on  the 
part  of  the  railroad  company,  it  is  not  liable.  Though  the  company 
18  negligent,  still  if  the  passenger  fails  in  such  observance  of  ordin- 
^  eare,  he  is  guilty  of  contributory  negligence  and  cannot  recover, 
(p.  429.) 

STREET  RAUJtOADS — ^Passenger     in  Dangerous  Position — 
^fosal  to  Carry. — A  street  railroad  company  has  a  right  to  refuse 
to  earry  a  passenger  who  takes  an  unusual  and  dangerous  position  on 
its  ear.    (p.  429.) 

STREET  RAILROADS — Contributory  Negligence — Dangerous 
Position  of  Passenger. — If  a  passenger,  in  boarding  a  street-car, 
takes  a  dangerous  i>osition  thereon  with  the  knowledge  and  consent 
oi  the  railroad  company,  and  thereafter  is  not  guilty  of  negligence, 
^tit  is  injured  through  the  negligence  of  the  company  arising  out  of 
a  condition  which  thereafter  becomes  extrahazardous,  he  cannot  be 
defeated  of  his  right  to  recover,  on  the  ground  that  he  was  guilty 
9t  contributory  negligence,    (p.  430.) 
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public,  or  even  to  suggest  that  her  husbajid  was  transacting 
business  in  the  depot  office,  except  the  fact  that  some  time  prior 
she  had  seen  him  go  in  that  direction.  On  the  contrarj,  there 
was  everything  to  notifj  her  that  the  pkce  was  closed.  In 
the  absence  of  some  invitation,  express  or  implied,  to  go  upon 
the  premises  at  that  time  of  night,  plaintiff  astiumed  the  risk 
consequent  upon  har  moYementa.  There  is  nothing  to  snggeet 
t^at  the  company  was  gnilty  of  gross  negligence  in  the  care  of 
its  platform  and  in  permitting  the  hole  to  remain  nnprotected. 

For  these  reasons  the  fiist  order  of  the  trial  court  was  rightj 
•Dd  the  order  granting  a  new  trial  was  error. 

Order  reversed. 

WhUe  a  BaUwav  Oompanv  cBimot  b«  expscted  to  ba  eontinaoiiBlj'  on 
ita  gaard  m  agaliist  loiteren  and  treepaMers,  ^et  it  ahonld 
anticipate  that  Ub  station-hoaie  and  depot  groonda  mar  be  vfl«d 
aa  a  place  of  meeting  bj  people  for  vnrioiiB  lawfnl  pnrpoaea 
at  or  aboat  train  time:  Elaghee  t.  Chieafo  flt«>  87.  Go_  W  Miim.  17, 
ante,  p.  8S4,  DB  N.  W.  686. 


PBERT  T.  TOZER. 

IM  Minn.  481,  67  N.  W.   187.1 

EMFIiOTMBNT  Of  Ijifaat  In  Violation  of  Law.— If  ZnJniT 
reanltfl  to  an  infant  employ^  in  a,  Bawmill  from  a  failnre  properly 
to  guard  dangeronB  machineTj,  hie  emplojer,  who  baa  not  procured 
a  certificate  from  tbe  Bchool  anthorities  permitting  tbe  empIOTment, 
aa  required  hy  statatv,  is  prima  facie  liable  in  damages,     (p.  423.) 

SAUAGES  FOB  FEBBOHAI.  INJTIST— When  not  BxeeaalTV. 
A.  verdict  of  bavbd  thouBand  seven  hundred  and  SIty  doUara  for  in- 
jorlsB  received  hy  a  boy  of  fourteen  yean  reqniflng  tbe  amputation 
of  hiB  right  leg  mIow  tbe  knee  ia  not  sxeeauve.     (p.  424.) 

Barrows  &  Morrison,  for  the  appellant. 

Artiiar  W.  Selover,  for  the  respondenL 

*»*  LOVELY,  J.  Action  to  recover  for  personal  injuries 
sustained  by  a  boy  of  fonrteen  years  while  employed  in  defend- 
ant's sawmill  at  South  Stillwater.  ***  There  was  a  verdict 
for  plaintifF.  This  appeal  is  from  an  order  denying  defendant's 
motion  for  judgment  notwithstanding  the  verdict  or  a  new 
trial  in  the  alternative. 

The  evidence  t^ided  to  show  that  plajntifF  had  worked  in 
defendant's  mill  tending  a  "slab  conveyor"  twenty-four  days 
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jrheii  the  accident  oocunedL    The  purpose  of  the  Blab  conyeyor 
xras  to  transmit  boards  to  two  circular  saws,  where  they  were 
Lo  be  cnt^   and  from  thence  carried  to  a  place  below,  where 
pieces  that  could  be  used  for  lumber  would  be  picked  out  by 
other  servants.     Part  of  the  working  machinery  connected  with 
the  slab  conveyor  consisted  of  two  metal  sprocket  wheels,  the 
upper  one  fastened  to  a  *8haft  near  the  top  of  a  table  where 
the  saws  were  set,  adjoining  which  plaintiff  was  required  to 
stand,   the   surface  being  at  his  breast.    The  lower  sprodcet 
wheel  was  adjusted  on  a  shaft  three  feet  below  the  upper  one. 
Both  wheels  were  kept  in  motion  by  chain  belting,  whereby  the 
attached  shafts  and  saws  thereon  were  propelled  with  great 
velocity.     It  was  the  plaintiff's  duty  to  stand  upon  a  platform 
adjacent  to  the  lower  wheel,  which  was  covered  to  some  ex- 
tent by  a  wooden  box.    He  was  required  to  oil  the  machinery, 
handle  the  levers  which  stopped  the  movement  of  the  sprocket 
chains  and  shafts,  and  keep  pieces  of  wood  from  accumulating 
in  front  of  the  saws  to  prevent  their  being  clogged.    The  neces- 
sity for  removing  the  refuse  wood  from  the  front  of  the  saws 
was  quite  frequent^  and  required  plaintiff  to  use  a  stick,  and 
to  reach  forward  over  the  table  to  accomplish  this  purpose. 
When  the  accident  occurred  plaintiff  was  standing  with  his 
feet  near  the  guard  of  the  lower  sprocket  wheel.    In  attempting 
to  remove  pieces  of  refuse  wood  which  were  clogging  the  saws, 
be,  under  his  claim,  inadvertently  intruded  one  of  his  feet  into 
the  rapidly  moving  gearing  which  was  behind  the  outer  surface 
of  the  box  covering.    It  was  caught  and  pulled  into  the  machin- 
ery, inflicting  injuries  which  required  the  amputation  of  his 
right  leg  below  the  knee,  with  severe  consequent  pain  and  suf- 
iehng.    There  was  a  general    verdict  for    plaintiff.     Special 
questions  were  submitted  at  request  of  def endant^  with  answers 
iaYorable  to  plaintiff. 
The  alleged  negligence  for  which  plaintiff  seeks  recovery  is: 
'    !•  His  unlawful  employment  by  reason  of  his  immature  years; 
2.  The  neglect  of  defendant  properly  to  guard  the  lower  sprocket 
I    ^Wl  and  chain  where  his  foot  was  caught;  and  3.  The  failure 
ky  his  employer  '***  to  give  proper  warnings  and  instructions 
^i  t\\e  risks  incurred  in  the  service.     The  assignments  of  error 
qneetion  the  sufficiency  of  the  evidence,  the  propriety  of  several 
^^Tuctions  given  at  the  trial,  as  well  as  the  refusal  to  give 
^^thers  in  behalf  of  defendant. 

^om  an  examination  of  the  entire  evidence  we  are  satisfied 
^  it  reasonably  tends  to  show  that  the  guards  in  front  of 
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the  gearing  where  plaintiff's  foot  was  caught^  which  to  outward, 
appearances  protected  him^  would^  permit  tiie  slipping  of  the^ 
operator's  foot  into  the  revolying  machinery  behind  the  wooden. 
box  covering  it;  and  whetiiier  the  defendant  was  negligent  in  this- 
respect  was  for  the  jury.  Neither  is  it  conclusive  that  the  plain-^ 
tiff  was  required  to  have  made  a  more  thorough  examination  of 
the  gearing  and  guard  near  which  he  was  required  to  place  liis- 
f eet  while  performing  his  duties^  nor  that  he  assumed  the  risks 
and  hazards  occasioned  thereby ;  hence  that  part  of  the  blended, 
motion  asking  for  judgment  was  properly  denied.  We  canniyt 
«ay^  either^  that  plaintiff  should  have  exercised  greater  cauiiony. 
or  failed  in  ordinary  care^  in  preventing  his  foot  from  being- 
caught.  The  evidence  tended  to  show  that  he  had  received  na> 
warning  of  danger^  and  upon  all  these  questions  the  verdict  miust^ 
be  held  conclusive^  and  allowed  to  standi  unless  there  was  error 
in  respect  to  a  material  instruction  upon  the  burden  of  proof,. 
and  the  damages  are  so  large^  in  view  of  plaintiff's  injuries,  as 
to  indicate  that  it  was  the  result  of  passion  and  prejudice. 

The  serious  question  for  our   consideration  on  this   review^ 
arises  upon  an  instruction  wherein  the  court^  in  reference  to- 
plaintiff's  age^  attempted  to  give  effect  to  two  legislative  enact- 
ments of  this  state — Laws  1895^  p.  386  (c  171  )>  as  amended 
by  Laws  1897^  p.  625  (c.  360).    The  first  section  of  chapter 
171^  page  386^  Laws  of  1895^  forbids  the  employment  of  children, 
under  fourteen  years  of  age  in  any  factory^  workshop^  or  mine. 
Section  2  prohibits  any  child  who  can  attend  school  from  beings 
employed  at  any  occupation  during  school  hours.     Section  3^ 
provides  that  the  commissioner  of  labor  and  assistant  factory^ 
inspector  shall  have  a  right  to  demand  a  certificate  of  the  physi- 
cal fitness  of  infants  for.  labor  from  some  regularly  licensed 
physician.    Section  7^  which  is  specially  material  here^  provides 
that:  ^^No  child  actually  or  apparently  under  sixteen  years  of 
age  shall  be  employed  in  any  factory,  workshop  or  mercantile 
establishment  "*•*  or  in  the  service  of  any  public  telegraph,  tele- 
phone, or  district  messenger  company,  or  ottier  corporation,  un- 
less the  person,  firm  or  corporation  employing  said  child  pro* 
cures  and  keeps  on  file  •  .  •  •  a  full  and  complete  list  of  suck 
children  employed  therein." 

Section  8  provides  that  in  towns  or  cities  having  a  super- 
intendent of  schools  the  certificate  provided  for  in  section  T 
shall  be  issued  by  him,  or  when  there  is  no  Buperintendent  of 
schools  then  by  a  member  of  the  school  board;  and  provides 
for  a  st-atement  therein  of  special  qualifications  of  the  child* 
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Section  10  proyides  for  a  visitation  of  the  factory^  workshop, 
etc,  by  the  auperintendent  of  education  and  the  sdiool  board. 
Section  12  enacts  that:  ''Every  owner,  Buperintendent^  agent  or 
overseer  of  any  factory,  workshop/'  etc.,  'Vho  employs  or  per* 
mits  to  be  employed  therein  or  thereby  any  child  contrary  to 
the  proviaiona  of  this  act,  and  any  person  who  employs  a  child 
contrary  to  the  provisions  of  this  act  •  •  «  •  shall  be  guilty  of  a 
iBisdemean(»%  and  upon  conviction  thereof  •  •  •  .  shall  be  fined 
not  lees  than  twenty  dollars  nor  more  than  fifty  dollars  for 
each  and  every  offense.  A  failure  to  produce  to  an  officer  or 
smployi  of  the  bureau  of  labor,  or  to  a  member  or  authorized 
agent  of  the  board  of  education  or  board  of  trustees  of  the  city 
or  school  district  in  which  the  said  child  is  employed,  on  de- 
mand, the  certificate  and  register  required  by  this  act,  shall  be 
prima  facie  evidence  of  the  illegal  employment  of  the  child 
whose  certificate  is  not  produced/' 

This  law  was  amaided  by  Laws  of  1897,  page  625  (chapter 
MO)^  which  provides  that:  ''No  child  under  fourteen  years  of 
age  shall  be  ^nployed  at  any  time  in  any  factory  or  workshop 
or  about  any  mine.  No  sudi  child  shall  be  employed  in  any 
mercantile  establishment  nor  in  the  service  of  any  telegraph, 
telephone  or  public  messeng^  company,  except  during  the  vaca- 
tion of  the  puUic  schools  in  the  town  where  such  child  is  em- 
ployed. No  diild  under  sixteen  years  of  age  shall  be  em- 
ployed at  any  occupatiim  dangerous  or  injurious  to  life,  limb, 
health  or  morak.'' 

^^  Section  5  of  the  previous  law  is  amended  so  that  it  reads 
U  follows:  "Whenever  it  appears  upon  due  examination  that 
the  labor  of  any  minor  who  would  be  debarred  from  employ- 
ment under  the  provisions  of  sections  2  and  4  of  this  act  [pro- 
lubiting  the  emplc^ment  of  infants,  so  as  to  prevent  their  at- 
tendance upon  school]  is  necessary  for  the  support  of  the  fam- 
ily to  whidi  said  minor  belongs,  or  for  his  own  support,  the 
school  board  or  board  of  school  trustees  of  the  city,  village  or 
town  in  which  said  child  resides  may,  in  the  exercise  of  their 
discretion,  issue  a  permit  or  excuse  authorizing  the  emplo3rment 
<rf  roch  minor  within  such  time  or  times  as  they  may  fix.*' 

The  undisputed  evidence  tended  to  show  that  at  the  time  of 
pUintifPs  employment  he  was  three  days  past  his  fourteenth 
hirthday.  No  evidence  was  offered  to  show  that  the  certificate 
provided  for  in  section  12  of  the  act  of  1895  had  been  pro- 
^^^^,  or  was  in  possession  of  defendant,  nor  was  it  disputed 
that  guch  employment  was  illegal  in  this  respect,  and  sub- 
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jected  defendant  to  the  penalties  provided  for.  The  instruction 
given  by  the  trial  court  which  counsel  for  defendant  challenge^ 
in  substance  stated  that  the  fact  that  plaintifE  was  under  six- 
teen years  of  age  in  connection  with  his  employment  in  the 
sawmill  was  ^ in  violation  of  the  statute,  and  the  injury  from 
the  machinery  which  he  was  tending  at  the  time  made  a  prima 
facie  case  of  negligence  against  defendant,  so  that,  if  the  plain- 
tiff had  rested  upon  this  proof,  and  no  evidence  had  been  intro- 
duced to  contradict  it,  he  would  have  been  entitled  to  recover. 
But  it  was  further  stated  by  the  court  in  qualification  that  thiB 
prima  facie  showing  might  be  rebutted  by  evidence  to  show 
that  the  machinfe  which  caused  plaintiff's  injury  was  properly 
guarded,  or  that  the  plaintiff  himself  contributed  to  the  acci- 
dent. 

Leaving  out  of  consideration  the  probable  effect  of  these  in- 
structions, it  may  be  said  that  the  evidence  to  show  that  plain- 
tiff exercised  the  care  for  his  own  protection  required  by  one 
of  his  years  was  sufficient  to^  sustain  the  verdict,  and,  had  the 
court  omitted  to  instruct  that  the  burden  was  upon  the  defend- 
ant to  establish  these  facts  in  defense^  we  should  not  have 
doubted  that  it  was  our  duty  to  approve  the  findings  of  the 
jury;  but  the  question  is  clearly  presented  by  this  instruction 
***•  whether  the  violation  of  the  statute,  followed  by  injury 
from  causes  necessarily  incident  to  the  employment  and  business 
of  defendant,  shifted  the  burden  otherwise  imposed  upon  plain- 
tiff, but  upon  mature  reflection  we  think  our  doubts  in  this 
respect  must  be  resolved  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff. 

Counsel  for  defendant  insist  that  the  statutes  from  which 
we  have  quoted  at  length,  so  far  as  the  same  related  to  children 
of  the  age  of  plaintiff,  were  intended  to  secure  for  their  benefit 
educational  benefits  only;  therefore  could  not  be  regarded  as 
a  proximate  cause  of  an  accident  occurring  through  the  neglect 
of  the  master  to  furnish  reasonably  safe  instrumentalities  for 
their  work  upon  dangerous  instrumentalities,  or  in  properly 
protecting  the  same,  or  the  failure  to  give  necessary  instructions 
to  an  injured  lad  of  the  specific  risks  he  incurred.  We  cannot 
adopt  the  view  that  the  sole  object  of  these  statutes  was  to 
secure  educational  advantages  to  children.  Neither  the  history 
of  the  subject  nor  the  terms  of  the  enactments  themselves  will 
justify  such  a  conclusion. 

About  the  middle  of  the  last  century,  when  England  had 
achieved  marked  success  in  the  development  of  its  mines,  which 
furnished  the  means  to  operate  its  workshops  by  steam  power. 
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and  thereby  attained  its  commercial  supremacy  in  the  world 
markets,  cheap  child  labor  was  largely  utilized,  to  the  detriment 
of  the  morals,  health,  and  personal  safety  of  very  many  yoxmg 
children,  which  aroused  the  humane  and  charitable  impulses  of 
the  reformers  and  philanthropists  of  that  country,  who  con- 
ducted an  earnest  and  effective  propaganda  to  mitigate  the  evils 
that  deprived  the  objects  of  their  solicitude  of  the  benefits  of 
education  and  moral  instruction,  subjecting  them  to  the  evils 
of  a  servile  peonage,  to  minister  to  tiie  selfishness  of  the  em- 
ployer.   In  1878  this   agitation  resulted    in  a  parliamentary 
codification  of  several  former  enactments  embracing  a  complete 
system  to  enlarge  the  scope  of  existing  laws,  wherein  not  only 
the  direct  interests  of  the  children  themselves  were  considered 
as  an  important  factor  in  the  scheme,  but  also  the  prevention 
of  ignorance,  sufferings  and  crime,  with  their  results  to  the 
public  welfare.     A  reference  to  the  history  of  the  *'f actory  acts*' 
of  England,  which  may  be  found  in  any  modem  encyclopedia, 
ckarly  indicates  that  these  laws  were  adopted  not  only  to 
diminish  ignorance  and  immorality,  but  also  to  prevent  the 
maiming  and  injuring  ^•'^  of  young  children  in  hazardous  oc- 
cupations, whereby  they  would  become  burdens  upon  the  public 
Our  own  statutes  from  which  we  have  quoted  above  are  not 
as  complete  nor  as  systematically  arranged  as  the  perfected 
English  scheme,  yet  it  seems  quite  apparent  that  the  protection 
of  Ufe  and  limb  among  the  uneducated  infants  of  the  state  was 
intended  as  well  as  in  the  English  prototype.    While  a  distinc- 
tion is  made  in  our  law  between  children  under  fourteen  years 
and  those  between  fourteen  and  sixteen  years,  the  difference 
ia  one  of  degree,  not  in  the  obligations  imposed.    This  is  but 
a  fair  inference  from  our  previous  views  of  the  capacity  of  in- 
fants to  protect  themselves  from  the  dangers  cont^plated,  for 
'We  do  not  have  to  look  beyond  the  decisions  of  this  court  to 
find  evidence  that  the  intelligence  of  the  youth  who  are  en- 
S^ged  in  hazardous  employments  is  a  material  fact  for  the 
consideration  of  the  jury  to  determine  whether  they  assume  the 
liaks  incurred  or  contribute  to  unfortunate  results  arising  there- 
from: Twist  V.  Winona  etc.  R,  R.  Co.,  39  Minn.  164,  12  Am. 
St.  Rep.  626,  39  N".  W.  402 ;  Hepfel  v.  St.  Paul  etc.  Ry.  Co., 
49  Minn.  263,  51  N.  W.  1049. 

Counsel's  claim,  broadly  stated,  is  that  it  was  the  operation 
of  the  machinery,  and,  at  most,  the  improper  protection  of  the 
^nie,  that  was  the  proximate  cause  of  the  injury,  and  not  the 
Eolation  of  the  statute.    This  claim  finds  support  in  some 
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If  f  decisions,  notably  that  of  Goodnillie  v.  Loudon  etc  Co.,  lOi 

.  Wis.  207,  84  N.  W.  164.     But  authoritieB  of  the  hi^iest  r« 

I  epectabilitf  hold  that  the  violation  of  a  statute  prohibiting  th 

employment  of  a  child  in  a  hazardous  occupation,  where  snci 
employment  is  prohibited  by  law,  establiehes  a  ri^t  to  recOT« 
for  negligence ;  hence,  in  such  cases  liability  is  to  be  presnme< 
from  the  employment  in  disobedience  of  law:  Marino  ▼.  Leh 
maier,  173  N.  Y.  630,  66  N.  E,  572 ;  Breckenridge  t.  Reagan 
22  Ohio  C.  C.  71;  Morris  v.  Stanfield,  81  111.  App.  264;  Queei 
r.  Dayton  Coal  Co.,  95  Tenn.  458,  49  Am.  St.  Rep.  935,  3: 
S.  W.  460,  30  L.  R,  A.  82.  Unless  we  can  say  that  the  etatut 
has  no  efFect  in'a  suit  for  damages  where  the  law  had  beei 
violated,  we  are  required  to  hold  that  the  employment  whid 
the  legislature  positively  forbids  fumisheB  evidence  tending  t 
show  at  least  presumptively  that  one  of  the  causes  of  the  injor 
in  this  case  was  the  violation  of  the  atatnte,  in  analogy  to  th< 
well-known  doctrine  that  ordinances  regulating  the  hitching  o 
horses,  the  speed  of  trains  in  cities,  or  other  subjects  of  ttm 
nicipal  control  are  ■***  held  to  be  evidence  to  sustain  the  cbarg 
of  negligence:  Weyl  v.  Chicago  etc.  Ry.  Co.,  40  Minn.  360,  4! 
N.  W.  24;  Dugan  v.  St  Paul  etc.  Ry.  Co.,  43  Minn.  414,  4J 
N.  W.  8B1. 

It  is  well  settled  that  a  wrongdoer  is  at  least  responsible  fo: 
the  results  likely  to  occur,  or  resulting  as  a  natursl  conseqceno 
from  his  misconduct,  or  such  as  might  have  been  reasonably 
anticipated:  Eansiel  v.  MinneapoIiB  etc  Ry,  Co.,  32  Minn.  331 
20  N.  W.  332.  In  cases  of  tori;  the  application  of  the  rule  ai 
to  proximate  cause  is  that,  where  several  concurring  acts,  oiu 
of  them  a  wrongful  omission  of  defendant,  produce  an  injury 
and  it  would  not  have  been  produced  but  for  such  wrongful  act 
01  omission,  such  act  or  omission  is  the  proximate  cause  of  ax 
injury  which  might  have  been  anticipated  as  a  natural  conse- 
quence thereof:  Campbell  v.  City  of  Stillwater,  82  Minn.  308, 
50  Am.  Rep.  667,  20  N.  W.  320.  And  the  doing  of  an  act  pro- 
hibited by  municipal  regulation  may  be  regarded  as  the  proxi- 
mate cause  of  an  injury  which  diectly  resulted  from  other 
sources:  Salisbury  t.  Herchenroder,  106  Mass.  458,  8  Am.  Rep. 
354. 

It  is,  however,  of  doubtful  utility  to  refine  upon  the  rule  ex- 
pressed by  the  maxim,  "Causa  proxima  non  remota  spectatur," 
for  plaintiff's  right  of  action  rests  upon  the  broad  ground  that, 
where  a  statute  requires  an  act  to  be  done  or  abstained  from 
by  one  person  for  the  benefit  of  another,  then  an  action  lies  ia 
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the  latter'B  f etot  against  the  fonner  for  neglect  in  such  act  or 
abetiBence^  eren  though  the  statute  gives  no  special  remedy* 
EYen  the  imposition  of  a  penalty  by  the  statute  does  not  oust 
the  remedy  by  indictment,  nor,  a  fortiori,  by  suit,  for  negli- 
gence, unless  the  penalty  be  giY«i  to  the  party  injured  in  satis- 
faction for  injury:  Wharlon  on  Negligence,  sec.  443.  This 
principle  has  been  recognized  and  applied  in  this  state,  and  it 
ig  now  well  settled  that,  where  a  statute  or  municipal  ordinance 
imposes  upoa  any  person  a  specific  dufy  for  the  protection  or 
benefit  of  others,  if  he  neglects  to  perform  that  duty  he  is  liable 
to  those  for  w}u)8e  protection  or  benefit  it  was  imposed  for  any 
injuries  of  the  character  which  the  statute  or  ordinance  was 
designed  to  prevent:  Osborne  v.  McMasters,  40  Minn.  103,  12 
Am.  St  Bep.  698,  41  N.  W.  643. 

From  the  investigation  we  have  made  of  the  reasons  for  the 
statute  upon  which  the  instruction  of  the  trial  court  was  based, 
▼e  have  reached  the  conclusion  that  the  certificate  which  the 
school  authorities  ^^  are  to  give  upon  their  examination  of 
au  infant  was  intended  to  secure  educational  advantages  to  the 
subjects  of  legal  solicitude,  and  likewise  to  vest  in  the  school 
officials  the  power  to  determine,  in  the  exercise  of  wise  judg- 
ment, whether,  from  the  intelligence  and  capacity  of  sudi  in- 
^t^  it  would  be  reasonably  safe  for  him  to  engage  in  danger- 
ous occupations.  The  failure  to  obtain  this  certificate  was  a 
violation  of  the  statute,  and  entitled  the  plaintiff  to  a  remedy 
for  the  negligent  acts  of  defendant.  Hence  it  was  proper  to 
give  effect  to  the  conceded  disregard  of  the  law,  and,  where  an 
injury  is  -within  the  mischief  of  the  statute,  it  is  not  easy  to 
8^  how  less  weight  could  be  given  to  the  statute  than  was  ex- 
pressed by  the  instruction  of  the  trial  court,  which  makes  the 
violation  of  the  law,  with  consequent  injury  from  the  dangerous 
machinery  in  use  in  defendant's  mill,  prima  facie,  but  not  con- 
clusive, evidence  of  plaintiff's  right  to  recover. 

In  the  remaining  assignments  there  are  several  criticisms  of 
the  charge  of  the  trial  court  and  the  refusal  of  defendant's 
requests.  We  have  considered  these  carefully,  and  are  of  the 
opinion  that  the  charge  as  a  whole  properly  defined  the  relation 
of  master  and  servant^  and  the  relative  obligations  in  the  exer- 
<Ji8e  of  the  duty  and  care  owing  to  each  by  the  other.  Where, 
iu  some  instances,  the  court's  instructions  are  not  accurate  ex- 
pressions of  the  law,  a  reference  to  other  portions  of  the  charge 
«how8  that  the  jury  could  not  have  been  misled  to  defendant's 
hijury.    Of  the  charge  as  a  whole  it  may  be  said  that  it  was 
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exceptionally  clear  and  able,  and  gare  the  law  required  for  tlu 
protection  of  defendant'B  interest  as  eSectaally  aa  could  be  n- 
quired. 

The  wounds  inflicted  upon  plaintiff  were  eereie  and  ex- 
tremely painful.  He  was  confined  to  the  house  for  a  con8ide^ 
able  portion  of  time  undergoing  a  surgical  operation  which  hu 
crippJed  him  for  life.  In  view  of  his  age,  the  sermty  of  hii 
injuries,  the  suffering  caused  thereby,  and  his  perman^it  dit- 
ability,  we  do  not  think  that  the  inference  is  to  be  drawn  from 
ibe  Terdict  of  seven  thousand  seven  hundred  and  fifty  doUui 
that  it  was  the  result  of  pasaion  and  prcgndice  by  the  jury. 

Order  affirmed. 

At  to  t\e  Effect  of  an  Employer  vioUtiiig  (t«tntoT7  pTovialoiia  i» 
tended  for  the  protection  of  employAt,  see  the  ntonographie  note  t« 
Houaton  et«.  Bj.  Co.  ▼.  De  Walt,  S7  Am.  St.  Bep.  891,  89S.  And  u 
to  the  violation  of  »  etntntorj'  dnt7,  generaJly,  aa  ooastitntin^  ue^' 

re*,  eee  Harrington  v.  Loe  An^lei  B7.  Co.,  140  CkL  S14,  98  Am 
Bep.  65,  Ti  Fae.  16;  Chieagro  etc.  B.  B.  Co.  T.  Uoehell,  IBS  HI 
SOB,  80  Am.  Bt  Bep.  S18,  «1  N.  E.  10£8. 
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iPAEKS   T.    ST.    LOUIS   AND    SUBUHBAN   KAILWAT 

COMPANY. 

[178  Mo.  108,  77  8.  W.  70.] 

BTBEBT  AAZLBOADS— NegUgenoe --Passenger  in  Dangerous 
PMdtion. — ^If  a  street  railway  company  conBents  to  a  passenger's  tak- 
ing a  dangerous  position  on  its  car  and  knowingly  assumes  to  carry 
him  in  that  position,  it  must  exercise  that  high  degree  of  care  which 
the  law  requires  a  carrier  to  observe  for  the  safety  of  his  passen- 
gers. The  degree  of  care  to  be  observed  by  the  railway  company  in 
■neh  case  must  be  in  proportion  to  the  danger  which  the  passenger's 
perilous  position  entails,     (p.  428.) 

8TBEET  BAILBOABS— Oontcitatory  NegUgsnce— Passenger 
in  IHmgerons  Position. — ^If  a  passenger  takes  a  dangerous  position  on 
ft  street-car,  even  with  the  consent  of  the  company,  he  must  observe 
for  his  own  safety  the  care,  proportioned  to  the  apparent  danger, 
that  a  man  of  ordinary  prudence  would  observe  under  like  circum- 
Btanees,  and,  if  he  fails  in  this,  and  is  injured  from  a  cause  arising 
OQt  of,  or  incident  to  the  position  itself,  without  negligence  on  the 
PftTt  of  the  railroad  company,  it  is  not  liable.  Though  the  company 
is  negligent,  still  if  the  passenger  fails  in  such  observance  of  ordin- 
ft'y  eare,  he  is  guilty  of  contributory  negligence  and  cannot  recover, 
(p.  429.) 

STBEET  SAHJIOADS — ^Passenger     in  Dangerous  Position — 
Befnsal  to  Cairyw — ^A  street  railroad  company  has  a  right  to  refuse 
to  carry  a  passenger  who  takes  an  unusual  and  dangerous  position  on 
Jti  car.     (p.  429.) 

STREET  RAHJtOADS — Ck>ntrlbntor7  Negligence — ^Dangerous 
Position  of  Passenger. — ^If  a  passenger,  in  boarding  a  street-car, 
takes  a  dangerous  position  thereon  with  the  knowledge  and  consent 
of  the  railroad  company,  and  thereafter  is  not  guilty  of  negligence, 
hut  is  injured  through  the  negligence  of  the  company  arising  out  of 
ft  condition  which  thereafter  becomes  extrahazardous,  he  cannot  be 
defeated  of  his  right  to  recover,  on  the  ground  that  he  was  guilty 
<kf  eontribntory  negligence,    (p.  430.) 

(42S; 
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NEauaEHOE,      OONTBIBUTOBT— Blgbt     to     Becorar^A 

plsiutiff  ma^  recoTBT  notwithstanding  bis  contributorj  negligence, 
when  the  defendant  is  guilty  of  nagligenee  in  seeing  the  plaintiff 'I 
peril,  and  though  owing  him,  a  duty  and  being  able  with  ordinary 
care  to  avoid  such  peril,  yet  recklessly  and  wantonly  inflicts  injury 
upon  him.     (p.  430.) 

NEOUQENCE.— Fanengen  Hem  Aaaamt  the  risk  at  th«  car- 
rier's negligence,     (p.  432.) 

KEQUOENOE. — PaBsengen  AMmne  the  OnUnary  Btdu  inci- 
dent to  the  act  of  tTaveling,  but  not  an  added  danger  caused  by  tk< 
negligence  of  the  carrier,     (p.  438.) 

TBIAI^. — Instrootloiia  may  assume  as  establlslied  faeta  aboal 
which  there  is  no  dispute,     (p.  432.) 

laa  &  Watts  and  B.  A.  Holland,  Jr.,  tot  the  appd- 


W.  B.  Gentry,  for  Oie  reepondenE. 

"«  VALLIANT,  J.  Defendants,  two  street  railway  com- 
panies, appeal  from  a  judgment  for  five  thousand  dollars  re- 
covered against  them  in  the  circuit  court  of  St  Louis  county 
by  the  plaintiff  on  account  of  peiBonal  injuries  alleged  to  bare 
been  received  by  him  through  their  negligence. 

There  is  not  much  dispute  as  to  the  gova^iing  facta  of  the 
case.  In  June,  1900,  there  was  a  strike  among  Uie  employes 
of  all  the  other  street  railroad  companiee  in  the  cit^  of  St 
Louis,  and  the  only  street-cars  running  were  those  operated  by 
the  defendant  companies.  The  consequence  was,  the  cars  of 
these  two  c(»npauieB  were  crowded  with  passengers  beyond  their 
normal  carrying  capacity.  People  crowded  in,  filling  the  bodies 
of  the  cars,  the  platforms  and  every  part  where  a  seat  or  foot- 
hold could  be  obtained.  Plaintiff,  on  June  14,  1900,  boarded 
a  west-bound  car  of  the  St.  Louis  and  Suburban  Bailway  Com- 
pany (which  we  will  call  the  Subarban  car)  at  the  crossing 
of  Fourteenth  street  and  Franklin  '^*  avenue.  The  car  waa 
crowded  with  passengers  to  such  an  extent  that  the  only  space 
plaintiff  could  obtain  aa  it  was  standing  room  on  the  step  of 
the  front  platform  outside  of  the  gate  that  inclosed  the  plat- 
form. There  waa  another  man  aiid  a  boy  standing  on  the  step 
in  the  same  attitude  plaintiff  took.  During  the  period  of  tbia 
strike,  it  was  not  unusual  for  men  to  ride  on  the  steps  of  the 
platform  outside  the  gates  as  those  men  were  doing.  At  the 
point  where  plaintiff  boarded  the  car  the  defendant's  railway 
rons  north  and  south,  but  a  short  distance  after  passing  Frank- 
lin avenue  it  tium  west,  which  is  its  main  coune.  It  la  a 
double-track  road,  and  the  cars  of  both  defendant  companies 
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ran  over  it.     The  step  on  which  the  plaintiff  took  his  position 
was  on  the  west  side  of  the  ear  going  north,  which  wonld  be- 
come the  south  side  after  it  turned  west,  and  was  the  inside,  that 
k,  the  side  next  to  the  other  track  oyer  which  the  east-bound 
cars  came.     The  outside  line  of  the  step  on  which  the  plaintiff 
stood  was  on  a  line  with  the  outside  of  the  car,  but  the  plain- 
tiffs body  projected  beyond  that  line — ^he  could  not  press  him- 
6elf  closer  in«     The  moforman  saw  the  men  and  the  boy  on  the 
step  and  told  them  it  was  dangerous  to  ride  there,  and  that 
they  ought  to  try  to  get  on  the  other  side,  but  they  did   not 
change  their  position.     The  conductor  also   saw  the   plaintiff 
there,  and  -aaked  him  for  his  fare  while  he  was  in  that  position, 
and  received  it.     The  plaintiff  rode  standing  on  the  step  out- 
side the  gate^  from  Fourteenth  street  to  a  point  just  beyond 
Yandeventer  avenue,  a  distance  of  probably  two  miles  or  more, 
where  the  accident  occurred.    In  going  that  distance  the  car 
passed  around  two  or  three  curves  and  met  several  cars,  east 
bound  on  the  other  track.    Just  west  of  Vandeventer  avenue 
the  tracks  of  the  defendant  companies  curve  to  the  north  and 
then  turn  again  to  the  west    Cars  going  in  opposite  directions 
meeting  in  this  curve  were  brought  more  or  less  nearly  in  con- 
tact according  to  the  ^**  point  in  the  curve  at  which  they  passed 
each  other.     The  space  between  cars  thus  passing  was  variously 
estimated  by  different  witnesses,  but  the  testimony  of  all  of 
th^n  showed  that  at  some  point  in  the  curve  the  meeting  cars 
▼ould  come  so  dose  to  each  other  that  extra  care  was  to  be  ob- 
^ved  to  avoid  contact,  and  it  was  made  the  subject  of  special 
regulation.    The  printed  rules  of  the  companies  gave  the  east- 
boTmd  cars  the  right  of  way  in  the  forenoon  and  the  west-bound 
in  the  afternoon.    Plaintiff  was  on  a  west-bound  car  and  it  was 
about  5  or  6  o^clock  in  the  afternoon,  so  that  this  car  had  the 
right  of  way.    The  rules  also  required  the  oar  that  did  not 
have  the  right  of  way  to  come  to  a  stop  forty  feet  before  enter- 
ing the  curve,  to  allow  a  car  coming  in  the  opposite  direction 
to  pass  through  the  curve  witiiout  danger  of  contact.    On  this 
occasion  as  the  Suburban  car  going  west  approached  this  curve, 
a  car  of  the  St.  Louis  and  Meramec  Biver  Bailroad  Company 
(which  we  will  call  the  Meramec  car)  approached  it  from  the 
opposite  direction.    Each  of  these  cars  was  in   plain  view  of 
the  motorman  in  charge  of  the  other.    There  is  some  conflict 
in  the  evidence  as  to  whether  tHe  east-bound  car  stopped  ai  all 
before  the  accident,  but  if  it  stopped  at  all  it  did  so  very  close 
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M  tc  or  just  at  the  entrance  of  the  curve.    There  is  also  some 

y  confl  ct  as  to  the  speed  at  which  the  Suburban  car  entered  the 

]  curve  and  was  going  when  the  accident  occurred.     But  what- 

ever the  truth  about  those  disputed  points  may  be,  the  fact  is 
that  the  position  of  the  Meramec  car  in  reference  to  the  curve 
'  i  was  such  and  the  movement  of  the  Suburban  car  into  and  around 

T  ■ 

'i  the  curve  was  such  as  that  the  plaintiff^s  body  was  brought  into 

violent  contact  with  the   Meramec  car  and   he  was    rolled  be- 

A  tween  the  two  cars  until  the  space  between  them  became  wider 

and  he  waa  dropped  to  the  ground,  having  received  serious  in- 

i  juries. 

^  1.  Appellant's  first  proposition  is  that  the  court  erred  in  re» 

fusing  the  instruction  in  the  nature  of  a  demurrer  to  the  evi- 
dence which  defendants  asked.  The  *^*  substance  of  the 
proposition  is  that  the  position  taken  by  the  plaintiff,  on  the 
step  of  the  platform^  was  so  obviously  dangerous^  and  that  it 
60  obviously  contributed  to  the  accident,  that  the  court  should 
have  adjudged  the  plaintiff  on  his  own  evidence  guilty  of  con- 
tributory negligence. 

There  are  two  standpoints  from  which  this  proposition  is  to 
be  considered. 

a.  That  the  plaintiff's  position  was  one  of  danger  and  tiiat 
he  would  not  have  been  injured  if  he  had  not  been  where  he 
was,  are  facts  indisputable.    But  was  he  guilty  of  negligence 
in  being  there?    We  need  not  dwell  on  the  fact  that  the  car 
was  so  crowded  that  he  could  not  get  on  it  in  any  other  posi- 
tion, because  ho  was  not  compelled  to  get  on  it  at  all.     His 
taking  passage  on  the  car  was  a  voluntary  act.    Traveling  on 
a  street-car  in  a  great  city  is  always  attended  vrith  danger,  what- 
soever position  in  or  on  the  car  the  paBsenger  may  assume.    But 
if  it  is  a  position  that  the  carrier  offers  to  the  passenger,  or  a 
position  which  the  carrier  assents  to  his  taking^  and  knowingly 
assumes  to  carry  him  in  that  position^  then  it  becomes  the  duty 
of  the  carrier  to  carry  him  safely  in  that  position  if  it  can  be 
done  by  the  exercise  of  that  high  degree  of  care  which  the  law 
requires  the  carrier  to  observe  for  the  safety  of  its  passengers. 
The  degree  of  care  to  be  observed  by  the  carrier  in  such  case 
must  be  in  proportion  to  the  danger  which  the  passenger's  posi- 
tion entails — ^the  more  dangerous  the  position,  the  greater  the 
care  the  carrier  is  bound  to  observe.    And  at  the  same  time 
the  law  imposed  on  the  passenger  in  like  case  the  duty  of  ob- 
serving for  his  own  safety  the  care  that  a  man  of  ordinary  pru- 
dence under  like  circumstances  would  observe,  and  that  care. 
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too,  miist  be  in  proportion  to  the  apparent  danger — the  more 
dang^*ou8  the  poeition  the  more  care  a  prudent  man  would  be 
expected  to  observe.    It  is  the  duty  of  a  carrier  who  has  under* 
taken  to  carry  a  passenger  in  such   a  position   to   carry   him 
safely  if  it  can  **•  be  done  by  the  exercise  of  the  degree  of 
care  above  mentioned,  and  it  is  correspondingly  the  duty  of  the 
passenger  after  he  has  taken  that  position  to  observe  such  care 
for  his  own  protection  as  an  ordinarily  prudent  man  in  a  like 
position  and  under  like  conditions  would  naturally  be  expected 
to  observe.     Under  these  circumstances  if  the  passenger  is  in- 
jured from  a  cause  arising  out  of  or  incident  to  the  position  it- 
self, without  failure  of  duty  on  the  carrier^s  part,  the  carrier  is 
not  liable.     And  though  in  such  case  the  carrier  fail  to  per- 
form its  duty  and  that  failure  results  in  the  accident,  still  if 
the  passenger  fails  also  in  his  duty  as  above  defined  and  his 
failure  contributes  to  bring  about  the  result,  he  cannot  recover. 
But  in  judging  the  conduct  of  both  carrier  and  passenger  wo 
must  look  only  to  conduct  after  the  passenger  has  assumed  the 
position,  not  charging  the  position  itself  to  either  as  an  act 
of  negligence,  but  requiring  both  to  keep  in  mind  the  peril  in- 
cident to  the  position  and  regulate  their  conduct  in  reference 
thereto. 

In  this  case  the  carrier  knew  the  position  the  passenger  had 
taken  and  assented  thereto,  and  xmdertook  to  carry  him  in  that 
position.     We  say  this  because  the  motorman  saw  him  there 
and  warned  him  that  it  was  a  position  of  danger  and  the  con- 
ductor saw  him  there,  and  without  warning  and  without  re- 
monstrance asked  him  for  his  fare  and  received  it.    If  that 
had  been  a  position  of  such  danger  that  the  carrier  was  un- 
^nlling  to  assume  the  duty  of  carrying  the  plaintiff  therein  the 
carrier  had  the  right  to  require  the  plaintiff  to  leave  the  car. 
It  was  an  unusual  position,  one  involving  more  than  usual  risk, 
and  the  carrier  had  the  right  to  refuse  to  carry  him  in  that 
position.     But  unless  some   other  circumstance   or   condition 
arose  to  increase  the  hazard,  it  was  feasible  to  carry  a  passen- 
ger safely  in  that  position.    This  is  shown  by  the  fact  that, 
during  this  period  of  overcrowded  cars,  the    defendants    did 
carry  men  safely  in  that  position,  and  especially  by  the  fact 
^*^  that  this  plaintiff   was    carried    safely   from    Fourteenth 
street  to  Vandeventer  avenue,  passing  in  route  many  cars  on 
the  other  track,  and  passing  through  two  or  three  other  curves. 
There  is  no  act  of  the  plaintiff,  after  taking  his  position  on 
the  step,  that  is  complained  of  as  negligence.    The  foregoing 


^ 
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Tiev3  accord  vith  former  decisions  of  this  cooxt:  Sueleenkai 
T.  Citazena'  B,  R,  Co.,  37  Mo.  637,  90  Am.  Dec  399  ;  Willmc 
T.  Corrigan  etc  Ry.  Co.,  106  Mo.  535,  17  S.  W.  490  ;  Seymo 
T.  CitizenB'  Ej.  Co.,  114  Mo.  866, 21  S.  W.  739. 

b.  But  asBuming  that  taking  the  poeition  on  the  step  of  t 
platform  was  itself  on  set  of  negligence,  and  that  it  contii 
uted  to  tiiQ  occurring  of  the  accident,  still  there  was  a  que6ti< 
for  the  jury.  The  motorman  and  cMiductor  both  knew  th 
-the  man  was  there  and  knew  the  peril  of  his  poeition;  they  al 
knew  that  he  could  not  jump  from  the  car  while  it  was  pasaii 
through  the  curve  without  the  risk  of  falling  and  being  n 
over  by  the  approaching  east-bound  car,  or  of  being  run  over 
he  did  not  fall  Yet  in  plain  view  of  the  other  car,  and  seai 
that  it  had  not  stopped  aa  the  rulea  of  the  company  requirei 
and  as  common  sense  dictated,  the  niotormao  of  the  Suburba 
car  ran  his  car  into  the  curre  and  on  until  he  had  crushed  tb 
plaintifPs  body  against  the  Meramec  car.  The  facts  of  ibi 
case  make  a  etrcHig  example  of  the  wisdimi  of  the  rule  whic 
allows  a  plaintiff,  in  exceptional  cases,  to  recover  notwithstan^ 
ing  his  own  contributory  negligence,  when  the  defendant  Me 
the  plaintiff's  peril  and  although  able  by  ordinary  care  to  avoi' 
it,  yet  recklessly  or  wantonly  inflicts  the  injury:  Kellny  v.  Mis 
Bouri  Pac.  By.  Co.,  101  Mo.  67,  13  S,  W.  806,  8  L.  R.  A.  783 
Morgan  v.  Wabash  By.  Co.,  169  Mo.  362,  60  3.  W.  196. 

The  court  did  not  err  in  refusing  an  instruction  lookini 
to  a  nonsuit. 

2.  The  plaintifPa  petition  stated  his  cause  of  action  basec 
on  alleged  negligence  of  the  defendants  in  bringing  their  can 
into  collision  or  such  close  proxinuty  as  to  cause  the  plaintiff'' 
injuries.  The  "^  answer  of  the  defendants  consisted  of  a  gen- 
eral denial,  a  plea  of  contributory  negligence  based  on  the  act 
of  the  plaintiff  in  taking  the  dangerous  position  on  the  step 
of  the  platform,  and  then  followed  what  in  their  brief  the 
learned  counsel  for  appellant  call  a  plea  of  assumption  of  risk, 
which  is  as  follows :  "And  for  a  further  defense  defendants  state 
tiiat  all  the  details  of  defendants'  tracks  and  the  manner  of 
operating  cars  thereon  were  known  to  plaintiff,  or  by  the  exer- 
cise of  ordinary  care  might  have  been  known  to  plaintiff,  and 
that  the  danger  of  riding  upon  the  eonthem  steps  of  the  front 
platform  of  the  west-bound  car  was  known  to  plaintiff,  or  by 
the  exercise  of  ordinary  care  might  have  been  known  to  plain- 
tifE,  and  that  plaintiff  assumed  the  risk  of  riding  upon  said 
part  of  said  car  on  said  occasion." 
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Appellants  now  complain  that  the  instruction  given  at  the 
request  of  the  plaintiff  ignored  the  defense  set  up  in  that  plea. 
That  is  not  a  good  plea.  The  fact  that  the  plaintifi^  had  neg- 
Ugently  taken  a  position  on  the  platform  step  outside  the  gate 
was  a  fact  already  properly  pleaded  as  an  act  of  contributory 
negligence.  To  the  plea  of  contributory  n^ligaice  the  plain- 
tiff replied  and  the  issue  was  properly  joined.  But  the  part 
of  the  answer  above  quoted^  and  which  appellants  call  their  plea 
of  assumption  of  risk^  presents  no  affirmative  defense.  If  it 
is  intended  by  that  plea  to  say  that  the  plaintiff's  injuries  were 
the  result  solely  of  his  voluntary  act  of  riding  on  the  step  of 
the  jdatf orm,  then  it  means  that  the  injuries  were  not  the  re- 
sult of  the  defendant's  negligence^  whidi  defense  was  already 
covered  by  the  plea  of  general  denial.  The  petition  having 
charged  that  the  plaintiff's  injuries  were  caused  by  the  de- 
fendant's negligence^  and  the  defendants  having  denied  that 
charge,  they  were  at  liberiy,  under  their  general  denial,  to 
prove  anything  to  show  that  the  plaintiff's  injuries  did  not 
result  from  their  negligence.  **•  That  which  can  be  proved 
under  the  general  denial  already  pleaded,  is  improper  to  be 
specially  pleaded. 

If  the  pleader  intended  to  say  that  to  ride  in  that  position 
was  so  dangerous  that  injury  to  the  plaintiff  could  not  have 
been  avoided  by  the  exercise  of  the  care  incumbent  on  the  car- 
rier, and  tiiat  the  fact  that  it  was  so  dangerous  was  obvious  or 
known  to  the  plaintiff,  then  the  fault  of  the  plea  is  that  it  does 
not  say  that^  and^  in  the  light  of  the  evidence,  if  it  had  said 
60  the  court  would  not  have  committed  error  in  ignoring  it  in 
the  instructions^  because  there  was  no  evidence  to  support  it. 
All  the  evidence  shows  that  the  accident  would  not  have  oc- 
curred if  tile  motorman  had  used  even  ordinary  care. 

If  by  that  plea  it  was  intended  to  say  that  the  plaintiff's  neg- 
ligent act  of  riding  on  the  step  joined  wii^  the  defendant's  neg- 
ligent act  of  attempting  to  pass  two  cars  in  a  space  that  was 
iK)t  wide  enough  for  them  to  pass  in  safety,  and  that  thus  the 
plaintiff  contributed  to  cause  his  own  injury,  that  defense  was 
already  covered  by  the  plea  of  contributory  neglig^ioc. 

But  if  it  was  intended  by  the  plea  to  say  that  the  plaintiff 
by  voluntarily  taking  that  position  released  the  defendants  from 
their  duty  to  exercise  the  degree  of  care  due  from  the  carrier  to 
the  passenger,  or  if  it  was  intended  to  say  that  by  taking  that 
position  the  plaintiff  assumed  not  only  the  risk  incident  to  it 
but  assumed  also  the  risk  of  the  defendant's  negligence,  then 
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it  was  not  a  good  plea.  The  passenger  never  assomes 
of  the  carrier's  negligenca 

There  is  always  a  risk  of  personal  injury  to  a  pers 
«ling,  even  if  there  be  no  negligence  either  on  hie  own 
on  the  part  of  the  carrier.  That  risk  is  incident  to  tb 
traveling,  and  is  greater  or  less  according  to  the  circoi 
and  conditions.  That  risk  the  passenger  assumes.  B 
the  danger  incident  to  the  act  of  traveling  under  the 
stances  and  ***  conditions  of  the  particular  case,  ia  i 
danger  caused  by  the  negligence  of  the  carrier,  the  pi 
does  not  asRume  the  risk  of  those  combined  dangers, 
catastrophe  in  question  did  not  result  alone  from  the 
incident  to  the  act  of  traveling,  under  the  given  circur 
and  conditions,  hut  resulted  because  to  that  danger  wa 
the  consequence  of  the  negligent  act  of  the  carrier,  th 
no  sudi  assumption  of  the  risk  as  would  relieve  the  carri 
liability. 

Assumption  of  riak  is  one  thing  and  contributory  ne 
is  another:  Curtis  v.  McNair,  173  Mo.  270,  73  S.  W.  16 
court  did  not  err  in  ignoring  that  plea  in  its  instruct 

Instriiction  numbered  3  given  for  the  plaintifF  begini 
lows:  "The  jury  are  instructed  that  if  you  believe  and  ft 
the  evidence  in  this  case  that  the  servants  of  def^c 
Louis  and  Meramec  River  Railroa<l  Company,  who  i 
charge  of  its  said  east-bound  car  on  the  occasion  m^iti 
the  evidence,  prior  to  and  at  the  time  of  the  alleged  ii 
plaintiff,  were  not  exercising  ordinary  care  to  avoid  s 
lision,"  etc. 

Appellants  complain  of  this  instruction  because  they  i 
by  the  use  of  the  words  "said  collision,"  it  assumes  ih 
was  a  collision,  instead  of  submitting  the  question  to  t1 
There  was  no  dispute  on  that  point.  The  evidence  of 
ants  showed  that  there  was  a  collision,  as  well  as  thai 
plaintiff.  Although  the  general  denial  put  every  fact  8 
the  petition  in  isBue,  yet  a  fact  about  which  there  was 
dispute,  and  that  was  conceded  at  the  trial,  may  be  assi 
an  instruction.  The  defendants  asked  five  instructions, 
B,  C,  D,  E  and  F,  the  effect  of  which  were  that  the  ] 
by  taidng  the  position  of  obvious  danger  on  the  step  of  t 
form  was  not  entitled  to  recover.  From  what  we  hav 
said  it  >**  will  appear  that  there  was  no  error  in  refurii 
inatructionB. 
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Instmction  O  asked  by  defendant  was  to  the  effect  that  if 
the  Meramec  car  at  the  moment  of  the  accident  was  not  pass- 
ing through  the  curve,  the  verdict  should  be  in  favor  of  the 
Meramec  company.  That  instruction  called  for  a  verdict  for 
that  defendant  even  though  the  Meramec  car  had  stopped  after 
it  had  entered  the  curve,  as  some  of  the  evidence  tended  to  show, 
at  a  point  where  the  danger  was  greatest.  It  was  not  error 
to  refuse  that  instruction. 

3.  It  is  earnestly  argued  that  the  damages  awarded  by  the 
jury  are  excessive. 

We  do  not  deem  it  necessaiy  in  this  opinion  to  discuss  the 
evidoice  bearing  on  this  point.  It  is  su£Scient  to  say  tiiat  the 
assessment  by  the  jury  is  not  so  much  out  of  the  way  as  to  jus- 
tify us  in  invading  tiieir  peculiar  province.  There  is  nothing 
to  indicate  that  it  is  not  the  result  of  calm  judgment,  and  we 
will  not  disturb  it. 

We  find  no  etror  in  the  record  and  therefore  the  judgment 
18  affirmed. 

All  concur. 


The  Duhf  OAtf  lAdUIUif  cf  Street  BaiUtaf  eompaiilea  to  pasaengen 
taking  dangerous  poflitions  on  their  can  are  diseneeed  in  Watson  t. 
Portland  etc  Bj.  Co.,  91  Me.  584,  64  Am.  St.  Bep.  268,  40  AtL  699, 
44  L.  B.  A*  157;  Whalen  t.  Consolidated  Traction  Co.,  61  N.  J.  L. 
606,  68  Am.  St.  Bep.  723,  40  Atl.  645,  41  L.  B.  A.  836;  Woodroife  t. 
BoxboroQgfa  etc.  Bj.  Co.,  201  Pa.  St.  521,  88  Am.  St.  Bep.  827,  51 
AtL  324;  Thane  t.  Seranton  Traction  Co.,  191  Pa.  St.  249,  71  Am.  St. 
Bep.  767,  43  AtL  136;  Beber  y.  Pittsburg  etc.  Traction  Co.,  179  Pa. 
St  339,  36  AtL  245,  57  Am.  St.  Bep.  599,  and  cases  cited  in  the  cross- 
reference  note  hereto.  In  a  recent  Michigan  case  it  is  held  contrib- 
utory negligence,  as  a  matter  of  law,  for  a  passenger  on  a  freight 
train  to  take  a  loose  chair  near  an  open  door  in  the  caboose,  instead 
of  a  iixed  seat  provided  for  passengers,  when  he  knows  that  the 
train  is  being  made  np:  Freeman  t.  Pere  Marqnette  B.  B.  Co..  181 
Mieh.  644,  IW  Am.  St.  Bep.  621,  91  N.  W.  1021. 

ikm.  81  Bep.  ToL  101--fi8 
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JONES  V.  KANSAS  CITY,  FORT  SCOTT  AND  MEMPH 
EAILROAD  COMPANY. 

ri78  Mo.  628,  77  S.  W.  800-1 

PI£ADINa  — WaiTor  of  Defects. — A  defect  appearing  on  i 
face  of  the  complaint  can  be  reached  onlj  b^  demurrer,  anleBS 
affects  the  vatiditj  of  the  cause  of  action,  rendering  the  eompU. 
insufficient  to  support  the  cause  of  action,  and  then  it  can  be  neiti 
waived  nor  cured,  and  can  be  brought  up  on  motion  to  arrest  jni 
ment,  or  during  the  trial.  All  other  defects  in  the  complaint  can 
■waived  and  are  deemed  to  have  been  waived  unless  brought  to  t 
attention  of  the  court  b^  demurrer,  and  unless,  if  the  demnrr«T 
overruled,  the  defendant  declines  to  plead  to  the  merits,  (pp.  4^ 
439.) 

APPEUATE  PRAOTIOB — Berlnr  of  Demomr. — The  eo 
plaint,  the  demurrer,  and  the  judgment  of  the  court  on  the  demnrri 
constitute  a  part  of  the  record  proper,  and  such  judgment  ia  revi« 
able  without  exception,  but  a  motion  for  a  new  trial  relates  to  matte 
onlj  that  are  preserved  bj  the  bill  of  exceptions,     (p.  439.) 

ACTIONS — UuneceMary  Party. — An  unnecessary  part;^  to  i 
action  may  be  dropped  at  any  time  without  affecting  the  ngfats 
necessary  parties  and  the  presence  of  the  nnnecessary  party  in  tl 
case  ia  not  ground  for  a  reversal  of  the  judgment,     (p.  440.) 

AOnoHS — ^VimeceBsaiy  FtrUos. — If  a  statute  declares  that 
trustee  of  an  express  trust  may  sue  in  his  own  name'  without  joinii 
the  person  for  whose  benefit  the  suit  is  prosecuted,  the  joining  < 
such  beneficiary,  if  not  f<nbidden  by  statute,  Is  unnecessary,  bi 
not  fatal  to  the  action,     (p.  442.) 

AOTIONB—UnnsceBaary  Fartles— Oonstmction  of  Statnto.- 
If  a  statute  creates  a  liability  against  a  railroad  company  for  dai 
ages  due  to  any  of  its  employes  arising  out  of  the  negligence  of  i 
agents,  and  declares  that  the  amonnt  recovered  shall  inure  to  tl 
exclusive  benefit  of  the  widow  and  children  of  the  deceased  employ 
*nd  if  he  is  not  a  resident  of  the  state,  that  suit  may  be  maintain! 
by  the  widow,  such  statute  makes  the  widow  the  trustee  of  an  e: 
press  trust,  and  suit  may  be  maintained  by  her  atone  for  the  bene! 
of  herself  and  her  children,  the  joining  of  such  children  as  partii 
plaintiff,  though  unnecessary,  is  not  a  fatal  defect  to  the  mainteuaui 
of  the  action,     (p.  442.) 

ACTIONS— FarUes—Snlt  for  Infant— If  suit  is  prosecuted  tt 
an  Infant,  it  must  run  in  the  name  of  the  infant,  as  plaintiff,  by  i1 
guardian  or  next  friend,  and  not  in  the  name  of  the  guardian  or  ne) 
friend  for  the  infant.     The  infant  is  the  real  plaintiff,     (p.  443.) 

UASTBB  AND  BEBVANT^Assnmption  of  Sfsks— Negl 
gence. — An  employ^  operating  a  locomotive  on  a  railroad  assumes  th 
ordinary  risks  incident  to  that  business,  and  if  injured  through  a 
accident  Incident  to  such  business,  without  fault  of  the  company 
cannot  recover,     (p.  442.) 

UASTER  AND  SESVAlfT— Negligence— Evidence.— Proof  o: 
the  mere  fact  that  a  servant  was  injured  in  the  master's  service  i 
not  sufficient  to  make  out  a  prima  facie  case  for  his  recovery,    (p 

BAILBOAD8 — NejUgence— Aflsnmptlon  of  Bisks— Borden  oi 
Proof.— Danger  of  a  collision  by  a  re^lar  railroad  train  with  can 
running  loose,  and  unattended  from  a  sidetrack  to  the  main  track 
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is  not  one  of  the  ordinaij  risks  ineident  to  the  businees  of  engineer 
in  eharge  of  the  train  on  the  main  track,  and  in  such  event  the 
burden  of  proof  is  on  the  railroad  eompanj  to  explain  the  cause  of 
•neh  collision  and  resulting  injury  to  the  engineer,     (p.  443.) 

TLATTiROAPS— Kei^Ugmco— reUow-servante.— An  engineer  in 
charge  of  a  regular  railroad  train  on  a  main  track  is  not  a  fellow- 
seryant  with  other  employes  of  the  company,  intrusted  with  the  duty 
of  preventing  loose  cars  from  escaping  from  the  sidetrack  to  the 
Bain  track  in  an  ordinaiy  storm  by  putting  brakes  on  or  blocking 
them  to  prevent  their  escape,     (p.  443.) 

BAHAOABS — ^NegUgenoe— Loose  Oars— Borden  of  Proof. — ^If 

loose  and  unattended  cars  run  on  to  a  main  railroad  track  imperiling 
the  life  or  safety  of  an  engineer  in  charge  of  a  train  on  the  main 
traek,  and  in  the  due  performance  of  his  duty,  it  must  be  presumed 
that  the  company  did  not  exercise  reasonable  care  to  prevent  its 
looee  cars  from  escaping,  and  the  burden  of  proof  is  on  it  to  explain 
the  situation,  and  to  show  that  it  performed  its  duty  in  endeavoring 
to  prevent  such  loose  cars  from  escaping,     (pp.  443,  444.) 

BAnjtOADS — ^Negligence— BCaintenance  of  Derail  Switch. — 
The  fact  that  a  railroad  company  does  not  maintain  a  '' derail '' 
switch  to  prevent  loose  cars  on  a  sidetrack  from  escaping  onto  the 
main  track  is  not  per  se  negligence.  The  law  imposes  upon  the 
nDroad  company  only  reasonable  care  in  such  case,  and  does  not  re- 
^toiie  it  to  furnish  absolutely  safe  ot  even  the  beet  known  appliances, 
(p^  446,  447.) 

BAHAOABS— NegUgenos— ObTloiia    Bangsr— ▲ssomption    of 

U&a~The  fact  that  a  railroad  company  does  not  maintain  a  ''de- 
nil"  switch  on  a  sidetrack  to  prevent  loose  cars  thereon  from  es- 
caping onto  the  main  track,  is  not  such  an  obvious  danger  as  to  con- 
stitute it  negligence  for  an  engineer  in  eharge  of  a  regular  train 
nmning  on  the  main  track  to  continue  in  the  service  of  the  company 
•fter  Imowledge  of  the  absence  of  such  "derail"  switch,     (p.  447.) 

BAZLBOAB^— KegUgence— Failofe  to  "Fasten  and  Secure'* 
OaiSy — An  instruction  authorising  a  recovery  for  an  injuy  to  a  rail- 
road einploy6  caused  by  the  escape  of  loose  cars  from  a  sidetrack  to 
the  main  track,  if  the  railroad  company  "negligently  faUed  and 
omitted  to  fasten  and  secure  said  cars  on  said  switch  or  sidetrack, 
ttd  that  by  reason  of  said  negligent  failure  and  omission  said  cars 
SKaped  from  said  sidetrack,"  is  not  open  to  the  objection  that  the 
words  "fasten  and  secure"  imply  the  duty  of  making  such  cars  ab- 
iolntely  incapable  of  getting  loose  or  escaping,     (p.  448.) 

ftAHAOADft—Ne^gence   Oanslng  Death— Measnre  of  Dam- 

*fl>^— An  instruction  that  the  measure  of  damages  against  a  raU- 
^ad  for  negligently  causing  the  death  of  its  employ^  is  all  of  the 
'^^^  that  he  would  probably  have  earned  during  the  period  of  his  life 
expectancy,  is  objectionable  as  authorizing  too  great  a  recovery,  but  is 
^ot  ground  for  reversal  when  the  jury  does  not  return  an  excessive 
▼erdict.    (p.  461,) 

L  F.  Parker  and  Pratt^  Dana  &  Blacky  for  the  appellants. 
W.  Moore  and  J.  A.  Beed,  for  the  respondents. 

*^  VALLIANT,  J.  David  B.  Jones,  who  was  the  hnshand 
^i  the  plaintiflf  Mary  and  the  father  of  the  infant  Mary,  was 
t  locomotiye  engineer  in  the  service  of  ^^^^  the  defendant  and 
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was  killed  in  a  railroad  accident  at  La  Cygne,  a  station  on  de- 
fendants road  in  the  state  of  Kansas^  which  accident  was 
caused^  as  plaintiffs  allege^  hy  the  negligence  of  the  defendant 
The  right  of  action  is  based  on  the  following  statutes  of  Kan- 
sas :  Paragraph  1251  of  the  General  Statutes  of  Kansas  of  1889, 
as  follows:  ''Every  railroad  company  organized  or  doing  busi- 
ness in  this  state  shall  be  liable  for  all  damages  done  to  any 
employ^  of  such  company  in  consequence  of  any  negligence  of 
its  agents,  or  by  any  mismanagement  of  its  engineers  or  other 
employes  to  any  person  sustaining  such  damage.'' 

Also  section  422  of  chapter  80  of  the  Laws  of  1868,  known 
as  paragraph  4518,  General  Statutes  of  Kansas  of  1889,  as 
follows :  '*When  the  death  of  one  is  caused  by  the  wrongful  act 
or  omission  of  another,  the  personal  representatives  of  the 
former  may  maintain  an  action  therefor  against  the  latter,  if 
the  former  might  have  maintained  an  action  had  he  lived, 
against  the  latter  for  an  injury  for  the  same  act  or  omission. 
The  action  must  be  commenced  within  two  years.  The  dam- 
ages cannot  exceed  ten  thousand  dollars,  and  must  inure  to 
th6  exclusive  benefit  of  the  widow  and  children,  if  any,  or  next 
of  kin,  to  be  distributed  in  the  same  manner  as  personal  prop- 
erty of  the  deceased/' 

Also  paragraph  4519  of  the  General  Statutes  of  Kansas  of 
1889,  also  designated  as  section  422a  as  follows:  ''Be  it  en- 
acted by  the  legislature  of  the  state  of  Kansas,  that  in  all  cases 
where  the  residence  of  the  party  whose  death  has  been  or  here- 
after shall  be  caused  as  set  forth  in  section  422  of  chapter 
80  of  the  Laws  of  1868,  is  or  has  been  at  the  time  of  his  death 
in  any  other  state  or  territory,  or  when,  being  a  resident  of 
ibis  state,  no  personal  representative  is  or  has  been  appointed, 
the  action  provided  in  said  section  422  may  be  brought  by  the 
widow,  or  where  there  is  no  widow,  by  the  next  of  kin  of  snob 
deceased/' 

The  plaintiff  is  Mary  Jones,  the  widow,  suing  in  *••  her  own 
right,  and  the  same  Mary  in  the  capacity  of  next  friend,  duly 
appointed,  suing  in  behalf  of  the  other  Mary,  an  infant  five 
years  old,  the  only  child  of  the  deceased. 

The  negligence  charged  in  the  petition  is  that  the  defendant 
placed  on  its  sidetrack  at  La  Cygne  three  freight-cars  and 
negligently  failed  to  perform  its  duty  in  that  connection  in 
the  following  particular,  viz.,  to  fasten  and  secure  the  cars 
on  the  sidetrack;  to  keep  the  brakes  properly  set  and  the  cars 
properly  blocked;  to  provide  the  cars  with  sufficient  brakes  in 
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good  order  to  hold  fhem  in  place;  to  provide  the  ends  of  the 
sidetrack  with  safety  or  derail  switches  or  other  devices  of  the 
kind  nsoallj  provided  by  railroads  at  such  places  and  in  com- 
mon nse  at  such  places  to  protect  the  main  track  from  loose 
cars  and  to  prevent  cars  when  not  nnder  control  from  passing 
from  the  side  track  to  the  main  track.  The  petition  states  that 
in  consequence  of  this  failure  of  duty  on  the  part  of  the  de- 
fendant, the  three  freight-cars  mentioned  were  suffered  to  es- 
cape from  the  sidetrack  and  run  loosely  and  unattended  to 
and  upon  the  main  track,  where  they  came  into  collision  with 
the  locomotive  engine  which  the  plaintiff's  husband  was  opera- 
ting, drawing  a  freight  train,  and  in  consequence  thereof  he 
received  injuries  of  which  on  the  next  day  he  died. 

The  answer  of  the  defendant  was:  1.  A  plea  that  the  infant 
Mary  was  not  a  proper  or  necessary  party  to  the  suit;  2.  A 
general  denial;  and  3.  A  plea  of  contributory  negligence,  to 
which  was  a  reply  of  general  denial 

Upon  the  trial  the  plaintiff  made  the  formal  proof  of  her 
appointment  as  next  friend  of  the  infant  and  that  she  was  the 
widow^  and  the  infant  the  only  child  of  the  deceased.  Con- 
cerning the  accident  the  testimony  for  the  plaintiff  tended  to 
show  as  follows: 

At  La  Gygne  the  defendant's  road  runs  north  and  south. 
On  a  sidetrack  at  that  station^  on  the  evening  ^^'^  of  June 
25,  1897,  there  were  several  fieight-cars  stationed.  07  these 
the  one  farthest  south  was  a  coal-car  loaded  with  ties,  next 
north  after  a  space  of  two  hundred  or  three  hundred  feet  was 
a  stock-car,  and  attached  to  it  on  the  north  end  was  a  box- 
car. From  the  north  end  of  the  switch  to  a  point  beyond  where 
the  box-car  and  stock-car  stood  it  was  slightly  upgrade.  From 
the  stock-car  to  the  coal-car  it  was  nearly  level;  beyond  the 
coal-car  to  the  main  track  it  was  slightly  downgrade,  and  the 
main  track  was  downgrade  from  the  end  of  the  switch  to  the 
place  of  the  accident.  Between  8  and  9  o'clock  on  the  even- 
ing of  the  day  named,  a  storm  of  wind,  rain  and  hail  came 
from  the  northwest,  which  drove  the  three  cars  down  the  side- 
track, out  on  the  main  track,  and  down  it  for  a  distance  of  a 
mile,  at  which  point  a  locomotive  drawing  a  freight  train  go- 
ing north  came  forcibly  in  collision  vrith  the  coal-car  and  caused 
a  wreck  of  the  engine.  The  plaintiff's  husband  who  was  the 
engineer  in  charge  of  the .  locomotive  received  severe  injuries, 
of  which  he  died  the  next  day.  It  was  a  dark  night;  the  en- 
gine was  running  at  the  usual  rate  facing  the  wind  and  rain. 
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The  train  was  running  on  its  schedule  time,  and  had  the  right 
of  way ;  the  deceased  was  in  the  discharge  of  his  regular  duty. 
It  was  a  severe  hut  not  an  unprecedented  storm;  the  damage 
done  by  it  in  and  around  the  station  was  not  serious.  No  houses 
or  trees  were  blown  down.  Storms  as  severe  were  not  ao  un- 
usual in  that  vicinity  as  to  be  beyond  expectation.  This 
switch  track  was  not  equipped  with  what  in  the  testimony  was 
called  a  "derail  switch/'  although  a  considerable  number  of 
sidetracks  of  defendant  along  that  part  of  its  road  between 
Fort  Scott  and  Kansas  City  did  have  that  equipment.  A  '*de- 
rail  switch^'  is  a  device  which  when  set  will  cause  a  car  running 
loose  on  the  sidetrack  to  run  off  its  rails  to  the  ground  before 
reaching  the  main  track,  and  it  is  contrived  to  prevent  acci<- 
dents  of  this  kind.  The  testimony  for  plaintiff  also  tended 
to  show  that  the  brakes  were  not  set  on  the  '^^  three  cars  that 
escaped  and  that  they  were  not  blocked  or  otherwise  fastened. 
These  three  were  the  only  cars  of  those  on  that  sidetrack  that 
night  that  were  driven  out  by  the  storm. 

The  testimony  for  the  defendant  tended  to  prove  that  the 
thr^  cars  in  question  were  supplied  with  good  and  sufficient 
brakes;  that  the  brakes  were  set^  and  that  as  set^  they  afforded 
all  the  security  required  for  holding  the  cars  in  place  under 
ordinary  conditions  or  conditions  that  might  reasonably  be  an- 
ticipated.   That  the  storm  was  of  such  unusual  force  that  it 
could  not  have  been  reasonably  anticipated.    That  the  device 
called  the  derail  switch  was  not  usually  used  in  sidetracks  level 
or  nearly  so,  as  this  was,  but  only  where  the  grades  were  steep. 
That  a  derail  switch  was  not  only  not  necessary  but  not  desir- 
able in  a  sidetrack  like  this;  that  such  a  switch  had  its  own 
difficulties  and  drawbacks,  which  rendered  its  usefulness  in  the 
long  run  questionable. 

The  case  was  given  to  the  jury  under  instructions  which 
will  be  hereinafter  discussed.  The  trial  resulted  in  a  verdict 
and  judgment  for  the  plaintiff  for  five  thousand  dollars.  The 
defendant  appeals. 

1.  It  is  assigned  as  error  that  the  minor  child  of  the  deceased 
was  not  a  proper  or  necessary  party.  There  was  a  demurrer 
to  the  petition  on  that  ground,  which  was  overruled,  where- 
upon the  defendant  filed  an  answer  in  which  it  set  up  the 
same  objection  to  the  petition.  The  defect,  if  it  was  such,  ap« 
pearing  on  the  face  of  the  petition,  could  be  reached  only  by 
demurrer,  unless  it  was  such  a  defect  as  affected  the  validity 
of  the  cause  of  action^  rendering  the  petition  insufficient  to 
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support  a  judgment,  in  which  case  the  defect  could  be  neither 
waived  nor  cured,  but  could  be  brought  up  on  motion  in  ar* 
rest  or  during  the  trial    But  if  it  was  not  a  defect  fatal  to  the 
Tight  of  recovery,  if  it  was  one  that  could  be  waived,  it  will  bo 
deemed  to  have  been  waived  unless  it  was  brought  to  "^^  the 
■attention  of  the  court  by  demurrer,  and  unless,  if  the  demurrer 
was  overruled,  the  defendant  declined  to  plead  to  the  merits. 
Pleading  to  ihe  merits  after  such  a   demurrer   is   overruled 
waives  the  right  to  complain  of  the  ruling.    The  insertion  in 
the  answer  of  a  clause  which  was  only  a  repetition  of  the  de- 
murrer, did  not  avoid  the  effect  above  stated  of  answering  over. 
Nor  can  that  consequence  be  avoided  by  inserting  in  the  motion 
lor  a  new  trial,  as  was  done  in  this  case,  that  the  court  erred 
in  overruling  the  demurrer.    The  pefition,  the  demurrer  and 
the  judgment  of  the  court  on  the  demurrer,  constitute  a  part 
<>f  the  record  proper,  and  that  judgment  is  reviewable  without 
exception,  whereas  the  motion  for  a  new  trial  relates  to  mat- 
ters only  that  are  preserved  by  the  bill  of  exceptions.    Unless, 
therefore,  the  alleged  defect  of  parties  in  this  case  is  of  such 
A  nature  as  to  defeat  flie  right  of  action,  the  point  is  not  prop- 
erly before  us  for  review. 

The  defect  as  stated  in  the  demurrer  and  in  the  answer  is, 
that  the  infant  Mary  Jones  ^'is  not  a  proper  or  necessary  party.'' 
If  she  is  merely  an  unnecessary  party,  she  may  be  dropped  at 
any   time    (Patterson's  Missouri  Code  Pleading,   956,   1001; 
Powell  V.  Banks,  146  Mo.  620,  48  S.  W.  664),  without  af- 
fecting the  rights  of  the  other  plaintiff  who  is  a  necessary 
party.     There  is  no  obscurity  in  the  meaning  of  the  term  *'not 
a  necessary  party" ;  it  means  that  the  suit  can  proceed  just  as 
weU  without  her,  and  in  that  event,  if  her  presence  has  the 
effect  to  hinder  or  burden  the  case,  she  may  be  dropped.    But 
the  meaning  of  the  term  ''proper  party"  is  not  so  clear.    The 
word  ''or"  which  the  pleader  Has  here  used,  may  be  used  in  two 
forms.     In  one  it  corresponds  to  either,  and  in  fliat  sense  the 
term   "proper  or  necessary"   would   mean   "either  proper  or 
necessary" — that  is,  one  or  the  other.     In  the  other  form  it 
means  to  express  the  same  thing  alternately  in  different  words ; 
in  that  sense  the  term  "not  proper  or  necessary"  would  im- 
ply that  it  was  not  proper — ^tiiat  is,  not  necessary.    The  lat- 
ter is  **^  probably  the  sense  in  which  the  pleader  used  the 
term;  if  it  is  not  used  in  that  sense  then  there  is  nothing  to 
show  what  was  meant  by  saying  that  the  infant  was  not  a 
proper  parly.    If  she  was  merely  an  unnecessary  party,  her 
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presence  in  the  case  is  not  snch  a  defect  as  would  jnfitify  a 
reversal  of  the  judgment. 

Appellant  takes  the  position  that  the  infant  cannot  main* 
tain  the  suit  because  the  Eansaa  statute  does  not  confer  on 
her  the  right  of  action^  and  that  the  widow  alone  cannot  main* 
tain  it  because  she  is  not  alone  entitled  to  the  proceeds.  To- 
sustain  this  position^  appellant  relies  on  McGinnis  v.  Missouri 
Car  etc.  Co.,  174  Mo.  225,  97  Am.  St.  Eep.  553,  73  S.  W.  686. 

In  that  case  it  was  held  by  this  court  that  the  liability  created 
by  a  statute  of  Illinois,  similar  in  character  to  that  created 
by  the  Kansas  statute  with  which  we  are  now  concerned^  could 
not  be  enforced  in  this  state  at  the  suit  of  one  who  was  not 
authorized  by  the  statute  of  Illinois  to  maintain  the  stilt.     The 
Illinois  statute  conferred  the  right  of  action  on  the  personal 
representative — ^that  is,  the  executor  of  the  will  or  adminis- 
trator  of  the  estate  of  the  deceased — and  it  was   held  thai 
the  liability  and  the  right  of  action,  being  created  by  statute,, 
only  the  person  to  whom  the  statute  gave  the  right  could  main* 
tain  the  suit,  and  if,  as  in  that  case,  the  foreign  statute  gave 
the  right  to  one  whose  authority  extended  not  beyond  the  lim* 
its  of  his  state,  he  could  not  sue  here.    It  was  also  held  in  that 
case  that  our  statute,  section  S48  of  the  Bevised  Statutes  of 
1899,  which  undertook  to  authorize  the  appointment  of  a  per- 
son in  this  state,  other  than  the  person  specified  in  the  foreign 
state,  to  maintain  the  suit,  was  invalid. 

The  Kansas  statute,  however,  on  which  this  suit  is  based,, 
differs  in  the  feature  we  are  now  considering   from  the  stat- 
ute of  Illinois.    The  Kansas  statute  declares  the  liability,  gives- 
the  right  of  action  to  the  personal  representative  of  the  de- 
ceased, specifies  that  the  damages  to  be  recovered  shall  inure  to^ 
the  exclusive  **^  benefit  of  the  widow  and  children,  or  next 
of  kin^  and  then  provides  that  where  the  deceased  is  not  fr 
resident  of  the  state,  the  suit  may  be  maintained  by  the  widow, 
or,  if  there  is  no  widow,  then  by  the  next  of  kin.    The  right  of 
the  widow,  therefore,  to  maintain  this  suit  is  in  line  with  the 
law  laid  down  in  McGinnis  v.  Missouri  Car  etc  Co.,  above  men- 
tioned.   The  damages  to  be  recovered  are  to  inure,  according  ta 
the  express  terms  of  the  statute,  to  the  exclusive  use  of  the  widow 
and  children  or  next  of  kin.    Therefore,  when  the  administrator 
sues  and  recovers,  he  does  so,  not  for  the  use  of  the  estate  in 
general,  but  for  the  use  of  the  beneficiaries  named;  he  is,  in 
effect,  created  by  the  statute  a  trustee  of  an  express  trust  for 
the  use  of  the  widow  and  next  of  kin.    And  if  there  is  no  ad«- 
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ministrator^  or  if  the  deceased  was  not  a  resident  of  Kansas, 
the  widow  may  sue.  But  when  she  snes  and  recovers  it  is  not  for 
her  own  nse  alone^  hut  for  the  use  of  herself  and  the  children 
or  next  of  kin;  she  therehj  -becomes  the  trustee  of  an  express 
trusty  so  created  by  the  statute  which  created  the  liability. 

It  is  argued  in  behalf  of  appellant  that  although  the  widow, 
by  the  law  of  Kansas,  may  sue  alone,  yet  by  force  of  our  stat- 
ute,  section  547  of  the  Bevised  Statutes  of  1899,  she  cannot 
do  so  because  she  is  not  alone  entitled  to  that  which  may  be 
recoTcred.  The  language  of  our  statute  is :  '^IVhenever  a  cause 
of  action  has  accrued  under  or  by  virtue  of  the  laws  of  any 
other  state  or  territory,  such  cause  of  action  may  be  brought 
in  any  of  the  courts  of  this  state^  by  the  person  or  persons  en- 
titled to  the  proceeds  of  such  cause  of  action:  Provided  such 
person  or  persons  shall  be  authorized  to  bring  such  action  by 
the  laws  of  the  state  or  territory  where  the  cause  of  action  ac- 
cnied.^ 

That  statute  was  intended  to  aid  a  resident  of  this  state  in 
availing  herself  of  the  provisions  of  the  foreign  statute,  and 
it  should  be  construed  as  an  enabling,  not  as  a  disabling  stat- 
ute.   It  was  intended  to  confer  a  right,  not  to  restrict  one; 
if  by  the  law  of  Kansas  the  widow  *^^  had  the  right,  our  stat- 
i(te  was  not  designed  to  take  it  from  her.    This  construction 
Tenders  that  section  of  our  statute  in  harmony  with  section 
541  of  the  Revised  Statutes  of  1899,  of  our  practice  act,  which 
provides  that  a  trustee  of  an  express  trust  may  sue  in  his  own 
name  vrithout  joining  with  him  the  person  for  whose  benefit 
the  suit  is  prosecuted.    But  whilst  a  trustee  of  an  express  trust 
may  sue  in  his  own  name  vrithout  joining  the  person  for  whose 
benefit  the  suit  is  prosecuted,  he  is  not  forbidden  to  join  the 
beneficiary,  and  if  he  does  so,  the  most  that  can  be  said  in 
criticism  of  the  act  is  that  it  was  xmnecessary. 

In  the  case  at  bar,  the  widow  and  her  child  were  the  sole 
beneficiaries  of  the  suit,  so  declared  by  the  Kansas  statute,  and 
by  the  same  statute  the  widow  was  authorized  to  sue  and  re- 
cover for  the  benefit  of  herself  and  her  child.  She  might  have 
sued  alone,  as  trustee  of  the  express  trust,  using  apt  words 
to  show  her  authority,  and  if  she  has  joined  the  child  with  her 
in  the  suit^  it  was  a  useless  act^  but  it  has  impinged  no  one's 
rights. 

Strictly  construing  the  petition  herein,  the  child  has  not  been 
made  a  party  to  the  suit.  When  a  suit  is  prosecuted  in  the 
name  of  an  infant^  it  must  run  in  the  name  of  the  infant  as 
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plaintiflE  by  its  guardian  or  next  friend,  and  not  in  the  name 
of  the  guardian  or  next  friend  for  the  infant.  The  infant  is 
the  plaintiff,  not  the  guardian  or  next  friend.  An  executor  or 
administrator  sues  in  his  own  name  because  the  title  is  in  him, 
but  the  title  to  the  infant's  property  or  choses  in  action  is  not 
in  the  guardian  or  next  friend^  but  in  the  infant.  In  this  case, 
if  the  infant  was  a  necessary  party,  the  petition  would  be  sub- 
ject to  criticism,  because  the  plaintiffs  are  named  in  the  peti- 
tion as  Mary  Jones  for  herself  and  the  same  Mary  as  next 
friend  to  the  child,  the  legal  effect  of  which,  when  taken  with 
the  other  averments  of  the  petition,  is,  that  the  plaintiff  is 
Mary  Jones  as  widow,  suing  for  herself,  and  the  same  Mary  su- 
ing as  trustee  of  an  express  trust  for  her  child.  The  statute  of 
•^  Kansas  gives  her  the  right  to  sue  in  that  capacity  and 
our  statute  does  not  abridge  that  right. 

2.  The  refusal  by  the  court  of  the  instructions  asked  in  the 
nature  of  a  demurrer  to  the  eridence  is  assigned  as  error. 

As  the  foundation  for  their  theory  on  this  branch  of  the 
case,  the  learned  counsel  for  appellant  state  three  propositions, 
viz.,  that  the  burden  is  on  the  plaintiff  to  prove ;  1.  Negligence 
on  the    part  of  the    defendant;    2.  The    specific    negligence 
charged;  and  3.  That  the  negligence  was  the  proximate  cause 
of  the  injury;  and  to  these,  they  add  that,  in  the  beginning,  the 
plaintiff  is  met  by  the  presumptions:  1.  That  the  master  has 
performed  his  duty;  and  2.  That  the  catastrophe  was  the  re- 
sult of  the  usual  and  ordinary  hazards  incident  to  the  busi- 
ness, the  risk  of  which  the  servant  assumed  when  he  entered 
into  the  service.    The  proposition  that  the  burden  is  on  the 
plaintiff  to  prove  his  case  is  conceded,  and  that  the  presump- 
tion is  in  the  defendanf.s  favor  in  the  beginning,  follows  as  a 
corollary.    It  is  also  beyond  dispute  that  there  are  dangers  in- 
cident to  the  business  of  operating  a  locomotive  on  a  railroad, 
even  when  the  business  is  conducted  with  due  care  on  the 
part  of  both  master  and  servant;  that  of  such  dangers,  the 
servant  assumes  the  risk,  and  if  he  is  injured  through  an  ac- 
cident that  is  incident  to  the  business,  without  fault  of  the 
master,  he  cannot  recover.    Proof,  therefore,  of  the  mere  fact 
that  the  servant  was  injured  in  the  master's  service  is  not  suffi- 
cient to  make  out  a  prima  facie  case  for  the  plaintiff.     To  that 
extent,  the  authorities  cited  in  the  brief  for  appellant  sustain 
those  propositions:  Yamell  v.  Kansas  City  etc.  Ey.  Co.,  113 
Mo.  570,  21  S.  W.  1,  18  K  B.  A.  699 ;  Murphy  v.  Wabash  Ey., 
115  Mo.  Ill,  21  S.  W.  862.    But  when  cars  are  found  running 
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loose  and  unattended  on  the  main  track  at  a  time  and  place 
when  and  where  they  are  liable  to  cause  the  wreck  of  a  regu- 
lar train^  it  cannot  be  said  that  the  danger  so  incurred  is  one 
of  the  usual  and  ordinary  hazards  incident  to  the  business.  It 
is  not  a  usual  ***  and  ordinary  occurrence  in  a  prudently 
managed  business  for  cars  to  be  found  running  loose  in  that 
manner;  it  does  not  ordinarily  occur  unless  some  one  has  neg- 
lected his  duty,  and  it  is  not,  therefore,  a  risk  assumed  by  the 
serrant.  And  since  it  is  an  occurrence  not  likely  to  happen 
in  the  orderly  course  of  business,  when  it  does  happen  and  a 
servant  is  injured  in  consequence,  it  calls  for  an  explanation. 
Upon  whom  does  the  burden  of  making  the  explanation  de- 
volve? It  devolves  either  on  the  injured  servant  or  on  the 
master.  If  it  was  the  duty  of  the  injured  servant  to  attend  to 
those  cars,  on  the  sidetrack,  to  see  that  they  did  not  escape, 
tiien  the  burden  of  making  the  explanation  devolved  upon  him. 
But  if  he  had  nothing  to  do  with  securing  the  cars  in  their 
position  on  the  sidetrack,  if  his  duty  related  only  to  the  opera- 
tion of  the  locomotive  engine,  then  there  is  no  explanation  due 
from  him. 

The  question  of  the  negligence  of  a  fellow-servant  does  not 
enter  into  this  case,  because,  as  was  shown  by  the  pleadings 
and  proof,  the  statute  law  of  Kansas  makes  the  railroad  com- 
pany liable  to  a  servant  for  the  consequences  of  the  negligence 
of  a  fellow-servant.    But,  even  at  conunon  law,  the  negligence 
charged  in  this  case  was  not  the  negligence  of  a  fellow-servant. 
It  is  the  master's  duty  to  furnish  the  servant  reasonably  safe 
appliances  and  a  reasonably  safe  field  of  operation.    This  duty, 
of  course,  in  an  extensive  business,  the  master  cannot  attend 
to  in  person,  but  must  intrust  to  servants,  but  the  servants  to 
vhom  it  is  intrusted  act  in  the  master's  place  and  perform  his 
^uty;  and  if  they  are  negligent,  it  is  his  negligence.     It  is  nec- 
e^Bary  to  observe  a  distinction  between  the  performance,  on  the 
one  hand,  of  the  work  for  which  the  business  is  undertaken,  and 
the  furnishing,  on  the  other,  of  the  appliances  and  field  of 
operation  with  which  and  in  which  to  do  the  work;  in  the  one, 
tte  servants  are  working  for  a  common  master;  in  the  other, 
the  master,  either  per  se  or  per  alium,  is  performing  his  duty 
to  his  servant.    And  whether  *^  he  acts  per  se  or  per  alium, 
if  he  fails  to  exercise  reasonable  care,  he  is  negligent. 

It  was  the  duty  of  the  master  in  this  case  to  use  reasonable 
care  to  prevent  tiiose  cars  escaping,  and,  therefore,  when  they 
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were  found  nmidiig  loose^  so  as  to  imperil  fhe  life  of  the  aer- 
.Tant  who  was  in  the  due  performance  of  his  duty,  the  presump- 
tion is  that  the  master  did  not  use  reasonable  care  to  hold  his 
cars  on  the  sidetrack,  and  the  burden  is  on  him  to  prove  that 
he  performed  his  duty  in  this  respect;  it  devolves  on  him  to 
-    explain  the  occurrence. 

It  was  not  attempted,  on  Ihe  part  of  the  defendant^  to  prove 
that  cars  with  good  brakes  and  the  brakes  properly  set,  were 
liable  to  escape  under  conditions  that  might  reasonably  be  an- 
ticipated.   On  the  contrary,  when  confronted  with    the   fact 
that  the  sidetrack  was  not  equipped  with  a  derail  switch,  the 
defendant  offered  testimony  to  prove,  and  now  contends,  that 
with  good  brakes  and  the  brakes  properly  set,  the  cars  were  se- 
cure imder  ordinary  conditions.    But  if  the  brakes  were  not 
set  or  the  cars  blocked,  fhey  were  liable,  under  ordinary  con- 
ditions, to  do  just  what  these  cars  did;  therefore,  when  it  was 
shown  that  they  did  escape,  the  presumption  arose  that  there 
was  something  wrong,  either  with  the  brakes  or  their  setting. 
The  defendant,  to  meet  this  presumption,  undertook  to  prove 
that  the  cars,  although  the  brakes  were  set,  were  driven  out  by 
a  storm  of  such  extraordinary  force  that  it  was  not  to  have  been 
reasonably  anticipated.    If  that  was  the  fact,  the  plaintiff  was 
not  entitled  to  recover  (Stoher  v.  St.  Louis  etc.  By.  Co.^  105 
Mo.  192, 16  S.  W.  691 ;  McPherson  v.  St  Louis  etc.  By.  Co.,  97 
Mo.  253,  10  S.  W.  846;  Brash  v.  St.  Louis,  161  Mo.  433,  61 
S.  W.  808),  and  the  jury  were  so  instructed. 

That  there  was  a  severe  storm  on  that  occasion  is  shown  by 
the  evidence  on  both  sides,  and  that  these  cars  were  moved  out 
by  the  wind  is  a  natural  inference.  Whether  the  wind  was 
strong  enough  to  have  moved  them  if  the  brakes  had  been  set 
was  an  open  question.  ^^^^  That  it  was  an  unprecedented 
storm,  even  the  evidence  of  the  defendant  can  hardly  be  said 
to  prove ;  that  it  was  a  storm  of  such  unusual  violence  as  that  it 
could  not  have  reasonably  been  anticipated  by  one  whose  duty 
it  was  to  take  measures  to  guard  against  storms,  is  a  fairly  de- 
batable proposition  imder  the  evidence.  There  were  no  sub- 
stantial buildings  or  large  trees  blown  down.  The  photographs^ 
which  defendant  put  in  evidence,  which  were  taken  shortly  af- 
ter the  storm,  show  little,  if  any,  effect  of  the  wind.  There 
was  evidence  to  the  effect  that  storms  of  as  great  force,  though 
not  frequent,  were  to  be  expected,  and  that  sometimes  storms 
of  greater  severity  had  occurred  in  that  vicinity.    There  was  a 
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reference  by  one  of  defendants  witnesses  to  a  cyclone  cellar^  to 
which  his  ilioiights  turned  when  this  storm  arose,  but  to  which 
he  did  not  find  it  necessary  to  go^  on  this  occasion.  The  ref- 
erence only  goes  to  show  that  a  cyclone  cellar  was  a  contrivance 
not  unknown  to  people  in  that  vicinity.  Although  the  storm 
was  severe,  yet  if  it  was  such  a  storm  as  common  experience 
taught  i>eople  in  that  vicinity  to  expect,  it  was  the  duty  of  the 
defendant  to  have  expected  it  and  to  have  made  reasonable 
provision  to  guard  agsdnst  its  effects.  The  testimony  as  to  the 
force  of  the  storm  and  as  to  its  being  the  cause  of  the  accident, 
was  conflicting.  So  far  as  the  questions  relating  to  the  force 
and  ^ect  of  the  storm  were  involved,  the  case  was  given  to  the 
jury  under  the  following  instruction:  'Tf  you  believe  from 
the  evidence  that  the  cause  of  the  cars  being  on  the  main  track 
was  an  nnnsually  violent  storm,  and  that^  if  there  had  not  been 
such  a  storm  they  would  not  have  run  out^  then  the  defendant 
was  not  in  law  at  fault  for  their  being  there,  and^  without 
regard  to  other  questions  in  the  case^  you  should  find  your 
verdict  for  defendant^ 

That  instruction  presented  that  feature  of  the  case  to  the  jury 
in  at  least  as  favorable  light  as  defendant  could  have  asked. 
After  the  verdict  of  the  jury,  under  that  instruction,  the  de- 
fendant has  no  right  to  ask  an  *^^  appellate  court  to  say  that 
file  canse  of  the  accident  was  an  xmusually  violent  storm  unas- 
risted  by  any  negligence  of  the  defendant. 

On  the  charge  in  the  petition,  that  the  brakes  were  not  set, 
the  testimony  was  conflicting.  Appellant  argues,  in  reference 
to  this  feature  of  the  case,  as  though  the  only  evidence  in  sup- 
port of  the  charge  was  that  by  one  witness  who'testified  that 
as  he  passed  the  coal-car  which  was  loaded  with  ties,  he  tested 
the  brake  by  giving  it  a  kick  with  his  foot,  and  discovered  that 
it  was  loose.  This,  he  said,  he  did  from  force  of  habit,  having 
formerly  been  in  tiie  railroad  business  and  accustomed  to  ap- 
ply that  test  in  his  inspection  of  cars  to  see  if  the  brakes  were 
set  We  infer  from  the  testimony  of  one  of  the  defendant^ 0 
witnesses  that  it  was  not  an  unnsual  manner  of  examining  the 
brakes;  he  testified  that  he  kicked  a  brake  on  one  of  these  cars 
in  passing,  and  thereby  found  it  firmly  set.  But  that  was  not 
the  only  nor  was  it  the  best  evidence  that  the  brakes  were  not 
set  The  fact  that  the  cars  went  out  by  the  force  of  a  wind 
which  the  jury  found  was  not  sufficient  to  have  drawn  them 
out  if  the  brakes  had  been  set,  tends  to  show  that  they  were  not 
set. 
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The  defeodanfe  testimony  tended  to  show  that 
car  was  loaded  with  ties  about  3  o'clock  in  the  after 
left  on  a  part  ot  the  sidetrack  which  was  nearly  1 
that  before  leaving  it  the  foreman  set  the  brakes.  It 
in  the  aft«moon  or  evening,  probably  7  or  8  o'clock, 
cording  to  the  plaintiff's  wihiesa,  he  kicked  the  brake  i 
it  Idoae. 

The  defendanfe  testimony  in  reference  to  the  bra] 
two  other  c&ra  was  not  bo  positive.  One  witness  pass 
a  few  feet  of  them  and  looked  at  them  as  he  passed 
brakes  seemed  to  be  set.  He  did  not  get  on  the  cars 
the  brakes.  Another  witness  testified  that  he  came 
freight  train  that  afternoon  and  as  tbey  had  to  leave  i 
OD  the  sidetrack,  •'*®  it  became  necessary  to  shoTC  i 
cam  which  were  then  standing  farther  north,  to  the 
in  which  they  were  finally  left,  and  they  did  so.  He 
that  the  two  cars  were  coupled  together;  that  the  bra! 
gouth  end  of  the  north  car  was  set;  that  the  cars  wei 
by  the  train  without  first  loosening  the  brake,  and 
brake  held  the  wheels  on  one  end  of  the  car  ao  tiiat 
not  turn.  He  left  the  cars  in  that  condition,  so  that 
ing  to  his  testimony,  there  was  bnt  one  brake  set  on  i 
cars  when  he  left,  and  tiiere  was  no  evid^ce  that  ai 
the  brakes  after  he  left.  According  to  this  witness,  t 
cars  were  switched  or  shoved  by  the  train  with  that  t 
and  they  were  loft  without  any  further  setting. 

One  of  defendant's  expert  witnesses,  referring  to  tl 
coal-car,  said,  that  a  jar  such  as  wonld  be  made  by 
other  cars  coming  against  it,  would  be  apt  to  loosen  1 
on  the  coal-car.  It  is  jnst  as  reasonable  to  infer  tha 
these  two  cars  received  in  switching  would  loosen  the  c 
which  was  set.  That  was  the  substance  of  the  defend; 
timony  as  to  the  setting  of  the  brakes  on  tbfise  two  i 
it  was  Jar  from  convincing.  At  best,  there  was  only  c 
set,  and  that  had  been  subjected  to  the  shock  incident  t 
ing.  If  the  jury  reached  the  conclusion  that  the  bra 
not  properly  set  on  those  two  cars,  we  can  find  no  ff 
their  verdict.  Those  two  cars  were  empty  cars.  T 
seated  to  the  wind  a  broad  surface  and  wore  comp 
easily  moved,  and  coming  with  the  force  of  the  wine 
the  loaded  coal-car,  even  if  the  brakes  on  the  latter 
would  probably  loosen  them,  and,  as  the  grade  was  f 
point  down,  the  cars  would  easily  move  down  the  t 
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The  fact  that  there  was  no  derail  switch  there  was  not  per 
Be  negligence^  and  it  was  not  so  treated  by  the  court     Since 
the  law  imposes  on  the  master  no  higher  degree  of  care  than 
that  wbich  it  denominates  reasonable^  it  does  not  require  him  to 
furnish  absolutely  safe  or  even  the  best  **•  known  appliances. 
Yet  when  his  conduct  in  this  respect  is  on  trial,  it  is  proper 
for  the  jury  to  know  what  appliances  are  in  common  use  in 
that  kind  of  business.     It  has  been  said  by  a  very  high  author- 
ity that  in  the  operation  of  a  dangerous  business,  the  master  is 
guilty  of  negligence  if  he  fails  to  furnish  the  best,  well-known 
and  reasonably  attainable  implement:  Mather  ▼.  Billston,  156 
T7.  S.  391,  15  Sup.  Ct  Bep.  464,  39  L.  ed.  464.    We  do  not 
understand  that  case  as  laying  down  any  stricter  rule  in  refer- 
ence to  the  master's  duty  in  that  respect  than  that  he  was  to 
do  all  that  a  reasonably  prudent  master,  mindful  of  the  dan- 
gerous character  of  his  business,  would  ordinarily  do  to  protect 
the  liyes  of  his  seryants.    That  is  the  law  in  this  state. 

We  do  not,  therefore,  say  that  the  defendant  in  this  case  was 
negligent  because  the  sidetrack  was  not  equipped  with  a  derail 
switch,  although  it  is  quite  plain  that  if  it  had  been  so  equipped 
"fliis  accident  would  not  have  occurred.    And  before  passing 
this  point,  we  may  as  well  say  now  (since  it  is  the  only  founda- 
tion for  the  plea  of  contributory  negligence)  that  the  maintain- 
ing of  the  sidetrack  without  the  derail  switch  was  not  such 
an  ohvious  danger  as  to  authorize  the  court  to  pronounce  the 
act  of  the  locomotive  engineer  in  continuing  in  the  service  neg- 
ligence as  a  matter  of  law.    If  the  danger  was  not  obvious 
to  the  master,  it  was  not  obvious  to  the  servant.    Therefore,  as 
it  affects  both  the  master  and  the  servant,  the  question  of 
vphether  the  sidetrack  without  the  derail  switch  was  a  reason- 
ably safe  appliance  was  a  question  for  the  jury.    If  the  master, 
in  tiie  exercise  of  his  right  to  choose  between  two  appliances, 
chooses  the  one  less  safe,  the  fact  should  make  him  the  more 
careful  to  properly  use  the  one  he  selects. 

Under  the  evidence  in  this  case,  the  trial  court  did  right  in 
refusing  the  instructions  looking  to  a  nonsuit. 

3.  Appellant  complains  of  the  following  language  in  instruc- 
tion 1  given  for  the  plaintiff:  *^  *The  court  instructs  the 
jury  that  if  you  believe  and  find  from  the  evidence  that  .... 
on  or  about  said  date  the  defendant  placed  or  had  on  its  switch 
or  sidetrack  at  La  Cygne,  Kansas,  three  certain  freight-cars 
and  negligently  failed  and  omitted  to  fasten  and  secure  said 
cars  on  said  switch  or  sidetrack,  and  that  by  reason  of  said 
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negligent  failure  and  omission^  if  it  was  negligent,  said  chts 
escaped  from  said  sidetrack,  etc.,  then  your  verdict  should  be  for 

plaintiffs/' 

The  objection  is  to  the  words  "fasten  and  secure/*  and  it  ia 
argued  that  these  words  imply  the  duty  of  making  the  cars 
absolutely  incapable  of  getting  loose.     Even  standing  alone^  the 
instruction  would  not  have  been  liable  to  the  meaning.     The 
greater  part  of  the  evidence  for  both  plaintiff  and  defendant 
related  to  the  subject  of  fastening  and  securing  the  cars  on 
the  sidetrack  by  means  of  brakes  and  blocks.    It  waa  shown 
that  sometimes^  when  brakes  were  not  considered  sufficient 
blocks  were  used,  but  when  the  brakes  were  sufficient,  blocks 
were  not  used.     All  the  fastening  or  securing  that  the  jury 
had  heard  about  was  by  means  of  brakes  and  blocks,  and  they 
could  not  have  interpreted  the  instruction  as  meaning  that  it 
was  the  duty  of  the  defendant  to  have  anchored  the  cars  with 
chains.     The  instruction  uses  the  term  'Negligently  faQed,^ 
and  it  was  (followed  by  an  instruction  defining  the  word  '*neg- 
ligenf    Another  instruction  for  plaintiff  distinctly  told  the 
jury  that  the  defendant  was  not  bound  to  use  any  particular 
device  to  prevent  the  cars  from  escaping,  but  only  reasonable 
and  ordinary  care,  taking  into  consideration  appliances  and 
means  in  common  use.    The  instruction  given  at  the  request 
of  defendant  also  made  it  impossible  for  a  jury  of  ordinary  in- 
telligence to  have  given  the  interpretation  to  tiie  words  ^'fasten 
and  secure'^  that  appellant  apprehenda  was  given  them.    Those 
instructions,  on  this  point,  were  to  the  effect  that  the  jury  must 
not  look  to  any  one  instruction  alone,  but  all  the  instructions 
were  to  be  taken  together ;  that  they  ^^  must  look  to  the  evi- 
dence alone  for  the  facts;  that  tiie  defendant  did  not  owe 
its  servant  any  duty  to  make  his  surroimdings  absolutely  safe, 
but,  in  that  respect,  to  use  only  ''such  care  as  a  reasonably 
careful  employer  would  use  in  regard  to  the  place  where  and 
the  appliances  with  which  he  had  to  work.    And  so,  if  you 
believe  from  the  evidence  that  defendant  used  such  care  with 
regard  to  its  tracks  and  cars,  and  that,  in  spite  of  it,  the  col- 
lision took  place,  there  was  no  one  in  law  to  blame  therefor, 
and  your  verdict  must  be  for  tiie  defendant'*    We  discover 
no  error  in  plaintiff's  first  instruction. 

Appellant,  in  its  brief,  says  that  the  second  instruction  for 
plaintiff  is  erroneous,  but  does  not  specify  the  particulars  in 
which  it  is  so,  and  we  perceive  none. 
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instractioii  for  plaintifFs  is  complained  of  because 
d  in  determinmg  whether  it  [the  defendant]  did 
le  and  ordinary  care  ia  that  regard,  jou  may  t^e 
&tion  the  appliances  and  means,  if  any,  which  were 
in  coznmon  and  general  nee  at  the  tim«  for  tiiat 
imilar  placee,  by  prudently  and  properly  conducted 

lent  is  that  there  was  no  evidence  tending  to  show 
B8  any  appliance  in  ganeral  use  which  was  not  in 
fendant  at  this  place.  The  evidence  for  the  plain- 
)  show  that  it  wag  no  nnuBnal  occmrence  for  cars 
i  on  a  sidetrack;  that  evidence  was  answered  by 
it  with  evidence  tending  to  show  that  when  the 
good  and  well  set  and  the  track  level,  blocks  were 
y  used.  On  tiie  part  of  the  plaintiff,  the  evidence 
low  that  derail  switches  were  in  common  use  on 
ir  railroads;  this  evidence  was  met  by  tiie  defend- 
>ert  evidence  tending  to  show  that  such  awitchea 
td  when  the  sidetrack  was  as  nearly  level  aa  this 
\t  they  were  of  questionable  utility  anyway.  The 
have  been  compelled  to  have  usurped  the  province 
*""  and  have  decided  tlioee  questions  of  fact  in  the 
favor,  before  it  could  have  refused  the  plaintiff's 
Ttion.  It  is  also  contended  that  ihe  instruction 
IS  in  omitting  to  call  the  jury's  attention  to  the 
I  by  the  servant  when  he  went  into  the  business. 
lothing  in  the  evidence  on  which  to  predicate  a 
lat  the  accident  was  the  result  of  a  condition  ordi- 
nt  to  the  business,  unaided  by  the  negligence  of  the 

theory  was  the  only  real  defense  in  the  case.  If 
as  not  of  such  unusual  violence  that  it  could  not 
ive  been  anticipated  and  its  effects  guarded  against, 
rs  would  not  have  been  found  running  wild,  un- 
nary  precautions  to  hold  ttiem  in  place  had  been 
Fhere  was  evidence  tending  to  show  that  the  ac- 
ed  from  the  effect  of  such  an  unusual  Btonu,  and 
■re  instructed,  in  very  clear  langiingR.  to  render 
for  the  defendant  if  they  found  that  to  be  the  fact, 
-her  equally  explicit  instruction,  the  jury  were  loUl 
eath  of  the  plaintiff's  husband  resulted  from  one  of 

perils  incident  to  the  businessj  she  could  not  re- 
it.  Eep.  Vol.   101-29 
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cover.  Appellant  has  do  cauee  to  ixHiiplain  of  the  thi 
tioD. 

The  instruction  as  to  the  meaeure  of  damagee  is  i 
"The  court  instructe  the  jury  that  if  you  find  for  thi 
you  should,  in  assessing  their  damages,  assess  the 
reference  to  the  pecuniary  loss,  if  any,  sustained  b 
and  child  of  the  deceased :  1.  By  filing  the  same  at 
ae  you  may  believe  and  find  from  the  evideuce  wotilc 
probable  earnings  of  the  deceased,  taking  into  coi 
his  age,  business  capacity,  experience,  habits,  health  a 
during  what  would  probably  have  been  his  lifetime, 
not  been  killed;  2.  By  adding  these  to  the  value  of  1 
in  the  attention  to  and  care  *"**  of  his  family  and 
tion  of  his  child,  in  all  not  to  exceed  the  sum  of  tei 
dollars." 

It  is  complained  of  that  instruction  that  it  giv 
measure  of  damages,  aU  the  wages  that  the  decea 
probably  have  earned  during  the  period  of  his  life  e 
without  taking  into  consideration  natural  continge 
without  considering  that  part  of  his  earning  at  least 
necessarily  or  naturally  have  been  given  to  his  wife 
dren.  The  instruction  is  liable  to  that  int«rpretatioQ 
in  the  first  part  of  it  the  jury  are  told  that  they  n 
the  damages  with  reference  to  the  pecuniary  loss,  if 
taiced  by  the  wife  and  child.  Beading  all  the  clau 
instTUction  together,  they  may  be  construed  to  meaj 
jury  are  to  calculate  from  the  evidence  the  probab 
of  earnings  of  plaintiff's  husband  if  he  had  lived  tb 
riod  of  his  life  expectancy,  then  to  estimate  how  mu 
amount  would  probably  have  inured  to  the  benefit  o 
and  child  and  to  that  add  the  pecuniary  value  of  the 
and  father's  personal  service  in  the  care,  maintenance 
ing  of  his  family.  But  since  the  instruction  as  give 
to  the  construction  appellant  puts  upon  it,  we  cam 
our  approval  for  a  precedent  The  evidence  showet 
plaintiff's  husband's  life  expectancy  was  thirty-two  ; 
that  he  was,  at  the  time  of  his  death,  earning  fifteei 
dollars  a  year.  At  that  rate,  he  would  have  earned  i 
period  of  his  life,  over  forty  thousand  dollars.  Thi 
was  not  entitled  to  all  the  wages  her  husband,  on  \ 
would  have  earned.  It  was  proper  for  the  jury  to 
accoont  what  he  was  earning,  his  capacity  to  earn,  an 
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duratioii  of  Ms  life^  but  they  ought  also  to  take  into  acoonnt 
the  contingencies  to  which  his  liie  was  subject  and  estimate  as 
liest  they  oould  from  the  evidence  how  much  of  his  earnings 
would  probably  have  inured  to  his  wife  and  child,  and  what 
fhe  pecuniary  value  of  his  services  to  them  would  have  been. 
Of  course^  the  estimate  on  either  of  '^^^  these  points  must,  to  a 
great  extent,  partake  of  the  nature  of  conjecture,  but  as  we 
have  no  more  certain  means  we  must  make  the  wisest  use  we 
can  of  the  means  we  have. 

But  although  we  cannot  approve  the  instruction,  we  do  not 
feel  justified  in  reversing  the  judgment  on  that  account,  because 
it  is  very  apparent  that  the  jury  did  not  put  on  it  the  construc- 
tion appellant  does,  since  they  rendered  their  verdict  for  only 
five  thousand  dollars,  when,  under  the  instruction  they  were 
at  liberty  to  assess  the  damages  as  high  as  ten  thousand  dollars, 
that  being  the  limit  of  the  Kansas  statute.  "So  one  can  say, 
under  the  circumstances  of  this  case,  that  five  thousand  dol- 
lars was  too  much  for  the  loss  of  the  husband  and  father  of 
this  family. 

We  are  expressly  forbidden  by  statute  to  reverse  a  judgment 
for  an  error  not  ^'materially  affecting  the  merits  of  the  action'^ : 
Bcr.  Stats.  1899,  sec.  865.  -^' 

The  court  refused  several  instructions  asked  by  defendant, 
and  Hie  refusal  of  them  is  assigned  as  error.  But  what  we 
have  already  said  expresses  our  views  on  those  instructions,  and 
discussion  of  them  would  be,  in  the  main,  a  repetition  of  what 
has  gone  before. 

There  was  no  error  in  admitting  evidence  that  derail  switches 
were  in  use  in  other  sidetracks  on  this  road,  nor  in  admitting 
in  evidence  the  printed  rules  of  the  company  regarding  the  pre- 
cautions to  be  taken  to  prevent  cars  escaping  from  a  sidetrack. 
On  the  whole  record  we  find  no  error  ''materially  affecting 
ihe  merits  of  the  action.^' 
The  judgment  is  affirmed. 

Brace,  Qantt  and  Fox,  JJ.,  concur. 

Bobinson,  C.  J.,  Marshall  and  Burgess,  JJ.,  concur  in  the 
result. 


TcmU  to  Determine  Who  are  Fellow-gervanis  are  stated  in  the  recent 
eases  of  Chicago  City  By.  Go.  v.  Leach,  20S  111.  198,  100  Am.  St. 
Bep.  210,  70  N.  B.  222;  Kelly  Island  Lime  etc.  Co.  v.  Pachuta,  69 
Ohio  St.  462,  100  Am  St.  Rep.  706,  69  N.  E.  988;  Grant  v.  Keystone 
Lomber  Co.,  119  Wis.  229,  100  Am.  St.  Sep.  883,  96  N.  W.  535.    As 
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to  whether  railway  employte  on  the  aaine  train  are  fellon 
•ee  BrewBter  t.  Chicago  etc.  Hy.  Co.,  114  Iowa,  144,  89  An 
348,  86  N.  W.  221;  Gratti«  t.  Kanaan  City  etc.  B.  B.  Co.,  15; 
77  Am.  St.  Rep.  721,  55  S.  W.  108,  48  L.  B.  A.  399;  notea 
Central  Pacific  B.  B.  Co.,  1  Am.  Bt.  Bep.  32;  Mast  v.  Ker 
8t.  Bep.  808-613.  Ah  to  whether  railway  employfa  on  one 
fellow-seTvaotB  with  emploje«  on  another  train,  aee  Chicagc 
Co.  y.  Leaeh,  208  111.  198,  100  Am.  St.  Bep.  216,  70  N.  E.  ! 
to  Mast  V.  Kern,  75  Am.  St.  Bep.  610;  Fisk  t.  Central  Pa< 
Co.,  1  Am.  St.  Bep.  32;  Fox  t.  Sandford,  67  Am.  Dee.  59S 
to  whether  awitehmen  are  fellow-Krvants  with  trainmen,  Be< 
to  Maat  V.  Eem,  7S  Am.  St.  Bep.  637. 

The  Doctrine  of  AtsumptUm  of  Rtikt  will  be  found  diienai 
monographic  notes  to  Houston  etc.  By.  Co.  v.  De  Walt,  9! 
Bep.  886-900:  Brazil  Block  Coal  Co.  t.  Qibaon,  98  Am.  BL 
321. 


SCHUBACH  Y.  McDONAU). 

[179  Mo.  163,  78  S.  W.  1020.] 
DTJimonONS — JtuiBdlcUon  to  Issoa.— Courta  of  «qi 
have  power  to  issue  injunctions,  and  they  never  exercise  t 
to  allay  mere  apprehensions  of  injury,  but  only  when  tho 
imminent  and  irreparable,     (p.  459.) 

INJUNOnON--JnrlsdicUon— Wilt  of  Frohlbltloa. 
court  has  jurisdiction  over  the  subject  matter,  it  has  the 
decide  whether  a  petition  for  an  injunction  does  or  does  ui 
cause  of  action;  and  the  mere  failure  of  the  petition  to  stat 
of  action,  or  the  defective  statement  of  a  good  cause  of 
no  way  affects  tb«  jurisdiction  of  the  court,  or  justifies  the 
writ  of  prohibition  to  prevent  it  from  acting,     (p.  459.) 

INJUNCTION  Against  Ticket  Scalping— Jnrlsdlct 
cret*  Case. — A  petition  for  an  injunction  against  ticket  b. 
citing  that  certain  excursion  tickets,  mileage  tickets  and 
tion  tickets  have  been  issued,  or  will  be  issued,  from  tim 
by  a  railroad  company,  based  upon  a  consideration  of  redo 
which  by  their  express  terms  are  to  be  good  only  in  the  hai 
original  purchaser,  and  that  it  will  be  impossible,  impract 
at  any  rate  unbearably  inconvenient,  for  the  original  put 
be  identified  and  have  the  return  ticket  stamped,  or  for 
conductors  to  determine  whether  the  person  attempting  t 
fluch  return  ticket  is  the  original  purchaser  or  not;  that  it 
a  fraud  updn  the  railroad  for  anyone,  except  the  original  ] 
to  ride  upon  such  return  tickets,  and  a  fraud  for  the  orif 
chaser  to  sell  such  return  tickets  to  the  ticket  brokers,  and 
brokers  to  sell  such  return  tickets  to  any  third  person  to  1 
so  used,  or  upon  the  representation  that  they  would  entitle 
to  so  ride  thereon;  that,  in  the  nature  of  things,  the  railn 
never  ascertain  that  such  frauds  were  about  to  be  commit 
after  trains  had  departed  and  such  tickets  were  presented 
conductors,  and  that  it  would  then  be  too  late  to  ask  for  or  I 
injunctive  relief  against  the  perpetrators  of  such  frauds, 
the  ticket  brokers  sxe  Insolvent  so  that  no  adequate  remec 
could  be  had  against   them,  and   further,  that  even   if  8n< 
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could  be  diBeovered  in  time  to  ask  ipeeifie  relief  in  eaeh  eaae  it 
would  involve  the  prosecution  of  a  multiplicity  of  soits,  and  pniy- 
ing  for  an  injunction  to  restrain  ticket  brokers  from  buying,  selling, 
or  dealing  in  such  nontransferable  tickets,  states  a  concrete  case  as 
to  tickets  then  held  by  ticket  brokers,  and  presents  a  live  snbjeet 
matter,  between  live  parties,  which  gives  the  court  power  and  juris- 
diction to  issue  the  injunction,  and  a  writ  of  prohibition  will  not 
lie  to  prevent  the  court  from  acting  and  issuing  such  injunction. 
(p.  462.) 

PROHIBITION,  WBIT  OF— Oflloe  of^— A  writ  of  prohibition 
can  never  be  made  to  perform  the  functions  of  an  appeal  or  writ  of 
error,  and  lies  only  where  a  court,  or  tribunal  clothed  with  judi- 
cial powers,  acts  in  relation  to  matters  over  which  it  has  no  jurisdic- 
tion, or  havin|r  jurisdiction  over  the  subject  matter,  acts  in  excess 
of  its  jurisdiction,     (p.  462.) 

INJUKOnON  Against  Ticket  Scalpers— Petition  to  Confer 
Jtirifldlctlon. — A  petition  by  a  railroad  company  for  an  injunction 
against  a  ticket  broker  to  restrain  him  from  dealing  in  special  tickets, 
which  recite  upon  their  face  that  they  are  issued  at  reduced  rates 
and  are  nontransferable,  but  which  do  not  relate  to  any  particular 
occasion,  states  a  concrete  case  which  a  court  of  equity  has  jurisdic- 
tion to  hear  and  decide,  and  a  writ  of  prohibition  will  not  issue 
against  it.     (pp.  464,  465.) 

BAILBOABS— Power  to  Issue  and  AlBz  Conditions  to  Special 
Tickets.^ — ^A  railroad  company  may  issue  special  tickets,  based  upon 
reduced  rates,  make  them  nontransferable,  and  valid  only  in  the 
hands  of  the  original  purchaser,  and  such  tickets  may  be  limited  as 
to  time,  or  as  to  occasion,  or  they  may  be  unlimited  as  to  time  or 
occasion  and  the  original  purchaser  of  such  ticket  cannot  assign 
or  transfer  it,  or  any  rights  whatever  thereunder,  to'  any  third  per- 
son,    (p.  466.) 

BAILROAD8— Bights  Under  Special  Nontransferable  Tickets. 
The  purchaser  of  a  special  railroad  ticket  at  reduced  rates,  non- 
transferable on  its  face  cannot  sell  or  transfer  it  to  a  third  per- 
son to  be  used  by  him  or  another,  and  if  he  does  the  railroad  com- 
pany may  invoke  the  aid  of  a  court  of  equity  to  cancel  the  contract 
because  of  the  fraud  thus  perpetrated,  or  if  the  ticket  is  used  by 
another,  it  may  sue  for  damages  for  a  breach  of  the  contract,  (pp. 
466v  467.) 

INJUNCTION  Against  Ticket  Brokers.— Ticket  brokers  who 
assert  a  right  to  buy  and  sell  nontransferable  railroad  tickets,  issued 
and  to  be  issued,  notwithstanding  their  terms,  and  notwithstanding 
the  fact  that  the  original  purchaser  can  confer  no  rights  upon  any- 
one thereunder,  thereby  threaten  to  invade  ai^  existent  property 
right  of  the  railroad,  which  owing  to  the  insolvency  of  the  brokers 
and  the  nature  of  their  business,  will  work  irreparable  injury  to  the 
railroad,  and  this  entitles  it  to  an  injunction  to  prevent  such  brokers 
from  so  doing,     (p.  469.) 

INJUNCTION  Against  Bailroad  Ticket  Brokers.— There  is  an 
existent  controversy  concerning  a  legal  subject  matter  between  live 
parties  presented  for  adjudication  and  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
court,  where  a  petition  for  an  injunction,  together  with  the  return 
of  the  rule  to  show  cause,  show  that  defendant  ticket  brokers  have 
in  their  possession  and  intend  to  buy,  and  assert  a  property  right 
in  nontransferable  tic]^ets  issued  by  a  railroad  company,  and  sold  or 
to  be  sold  to  such  brokers  by  original  purchasers  and  which  such 
brokers  threaten  to  sell  to  others,     (p.  470.) 
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OOHSTITirnONAI.  X.A.W— 'ItUMiuUm  Agtlost  Bklln 
Bnk<T»ca. — 'A  conn  in  graiitmf;  an  injunetion  reetrainu 
tettkars  from  bnjing  and  MlUng  nontTftiiafenbl*  ruItomI  t 
aned  and  to  be  iaaued,  doe*  not  infringe  upon  the  powers  n 
the  province  of  the  legiBlatni-e.     (pp.  470,  4710 

Jndson  &  Oreen   and  H.  W.  Bond,  for  the  petitioni 

G.  P.  B.  Jackson,  B.  S,  Eoberta,  Johnson  &  fiichardi 
C.  Allen,  for  the  respondents. 

»"  MARSHALL,  J.    These  are  original  proceeding 

ilie  defendant  judges  of  the  circuit  court  of  tiie  city  of  E 

to  prohibit  them  from  further  entertwning  jurisdictio 

\  tain  injtmddoa  suits,  pending  before  them  in  said  eour 

[  in  the  railroads  that  are  joined  as  defendants  are  plain 

the  plaintiffs  herein  are  the  defendants.    A  prelimii 

was  issued  by  one  of  the  judges  of  this  court,  the  At 

made  return  thereto,  and  the  pTaintifFs  moved  for  j 

I  upon  the  pleadings. 

The  controversy  is  this:  The  defendant  railroads  1 

'     I  teiDS  extending  over  a  large  portion  of  Ihe  TTnited  SI 

' '    '  have  termini  in  St.  Louis.    The  plfdntifla  herein  a 

.  brokers  engaged  in  business  in  St.  Louis,     ^e  railroi 

for  themselves,  instituted  about  fifty  suits  in  tiie  dnr 

of  St.  Louis  asking  injunctions  against  the  plaintiSi 

and  other  ticket  brokers  in  that  city.    The  petitions  i 

tically  alike. 

The  substance  of  the  averments  of  the  petiti(m  is  fail 
by  one  of  the  counsel  for  the  defeadants  to  be  as 
"That  in  the  year  1904  the  Louisiana  Purchase  Erpoait 
pany  will  hold  a  World's  Fair  at  St.  Louis,  to  which  a 
nations  of  the  world  have  been  invited,  ^^  to  whid 
citizens  have  subscribed,  and  the  federal  government 
nted  $5,000,000,  the  city  of  St  Louis  $5,000,000,  the 
ers  $5,000,000,  and  tlie  state  of  Missouri  $1,000,00 
state  eidiibit.  That  various  meetings  and  ceremonies  ' 
place  before  and  during  the  fair.  That  to  enable  the  ] 
attend  the  fair  and  such  meetings  and  ceremonies,  c 
tickets  will  be  issued  from  time  to  time;  that  they  wi 
in  such  large  numbers  that  it  is  impracticable  to  seci 
signatures  to  the  return  parts  of  the  tickets.  That 
same  reason  identification  is  impracticable. 

"That  in  addition  to  these  World's  Fair  tickets,  said 
from  time  to  time,  irauea  nontransferable  'excursion' 
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:Jieia  and  'commutatioii*  ticlffila  below  the  r^ular 
e  for  Tarions  meetingB,  asaemblageB  and  porpcees. 
ioketa  are  by  their  expreea  terms,  set  forth  therein, 
I  traofiportatim  of  the  original  purchaeer  alone  and 
handa  of  others.     That  by  virtue  of  the  terma  of 

if  presented  by  one  other  tiian  the  original  pur- 
conductor  must  lift  the  same.  That  the  sale  of 
Dsferable  tickets,  where  they  are  interstate,  is  for- 
iie  interstate  commerce  law,  end  where  within  the 
tiddea  by  the  laws  of  the  state  of  Missouri,  because 
it  would  thereby  get  a  lower  rate  than'  the  general 
it  the  sale  of  the  same  is  not  only  void  for  that 
because  it  is  a  fraud  oa  tiie  pnrchaser  and  on  the 
ipany  or  a  joint  fraud  on  both.  That  where  per- 
se such  tickets  innocently  it  frequently  leads  to 
gected  from  trains  because  said  scalpers  represented 

to  be  good,  and  that  where  the  purchaser  knows 
itransferable  and  void  in  the  hands  of  persons  other 
Lginal  purchaser,  the  buyer  deceives  the  conductor 

of  the  railroad,  and  tiiat  it  is  a  fraud  on  the  plain- 
BtHue  of  the  tit^ets  so  issued  have  a  return  coupon, 
inst  be  presented  to  the  agent  before  presentatioa 
m  trip, 

:  defendants  are  residents  of  the  city  of  St.  Louis 
i  in  the  business  of  ticket  broker  or  scalper  in  the 
Louis,  and  that  they  have  full  knowledge    of   the 

such  tickets,  that  they  are  issued  at  a  special  rate, 
;y  are  null  and  void  in  the  hands  of  any  person 
Oie  origin^  pnrchaser.  That  they  either  deceive 
'  representing  them  as  good  or  deceive  the  railroad 
e  buyer  in  using  them,  and  that  Herman  Schubach 
n  the  business  of  selling  such  tickets  and  proposes 
the  eale  of  the  same  and  regularly  deal  in  the  sale 
nmsferable  tickets,  thus  defrauding  the  railroad  or 
f  the  tickets,  or  both. 
rpason  of  the  iTfipoBsitility  of  detecting  such  frauds 

is  subjected  to  recurring  loss  and  injury  nnd  tlie 
rer  to  pecuniary  loss,  annoyance  an'l  liumilintifin. 
■dcD  cast  on  the  condnctora  of  detecting  sncli  fraud- 
subjects  the  railroad  company  to  constant  danger 
)r  damages  for  unavoidable  errors  and  subjects  tlio 

public  to  interruption  and  delay  iu  tlie  operation 
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"That  the  railroad  company  has  no  way  of  discovering  who 
the  persons  are  who  so  defraud  it,  or  who  are  thus  defrauded, 
by  the  purchase  of  such  nontransferable  tickets,  because  of  the 
impossibility  of  securing  evidence  of  such  frauds,  and  that  if 
such  frauds  were  detected  it  would  lead  to  a  multiplicity  of 
suits.  That  the  defendants  are  financially  irresponsible  and  no 
judgment  at  law  could  be  collected.  That  in  consequence  there 
is  no  adequate  remedy  at  law. 

^^That  it  is  the  constant  practice  of  the  plaintiff  and  its  con- 
necting lines  to  issue  tickets  at  reduced  rates  to  the  traveling 
public,  which  by  their  terms  are  nontransferable  ^'^  and  con- 
stitute a  special  contract  between  the  plaintiff  and  the  original 
purchaser  whereby  the  original  purchaser  agrees  that  the  ticket 
shall  not  be  transferred  by  him  to  any  other  person. 

"That  the  defendants  are  and  for  a  long  time  past  have  been 
engaged  in  the  business  of  buying,  selling  and  dealing  in  such 
tickets  and  inducing  the  original  purchasers  to  sell  the  same/' 

The  prayer  of  the  petition  is  that  the  defendants  therein 
(the  ticket  brokers)  be  enjoined  from  buying,  selling  or  deal- 
ing in  tickets  issued  by  the  railroad,  plaintiff  therein,  which 
by  the  terms  thereof  are  nontransferable. 

The  judges  severally  issued  rules  upon  the  defendants  there- 
in to  show  cause  on  a  day  certain  why  injunctions  should  not 
issue  as  prayed.    Upon  the  return  being  made  to  the  rule  the 
six  circuit  judges  before  whom  such  injunction    cases    were 
pending  sat  together,  and  the  matter  was  fully  argued   before 
them,  with  the  result  that  they  determined  that  temporary  in- 
junctions should  issue,  and  accordingly  each  of  the  judges,  sep- 
arately, issued  injimctions  in  the  following  form :  "Now  at  this 
day  come  the  parties  hereto,  by  their  respective  attorneys,  under 
the  order  to  show  cause  heretofore  issued  herein,  and  submit 
the  application  for  a  temporary  injunction  to  the  court  upon 
the  petition  and  the  return  of  the  defendant  to  the  order  to 
show  cause  and  the  court  having  duly  considered  the  same  and 
being  sufficiently  advined  in  the  premises,  doth  order  that  upon 
plaintiff's  giving  bond  in  the  sum  of  two  thousand  five  hundred 
dollars  conditioned  according  to  law,  with  good  and  sufficient 
surety  or  sureties  to  be  approved  by  the  court,  or  judge  or  clerk 
thereof  in  vacation,  the  defendant,  his  agents,  servants  aiid 
employes  and  all  other  persons  acting  for  him  either  directly 
or  indirectly,  be,  and  are  hereby  enjoined  and  restrained  until 
the  further  order  of  the  court  from  buying,  selling,  dealing  in 
or  soliciting  the  purchase  or  sale  of    any    mileage    passenger 
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ticket^  or  ^''^  any  part  thereof,  or  any  ezctmdon  passenger 
ticket,  or  any  part  thereof,  or  the  return  coapon  thereof^  or 
any  part  thereof,  or  any  commntation  passenger  ticket  or  any 
part  thereof,  now  being  issued,  or  heretofore  issued  and  sold^ 
or  which  may  hereafter  be  issued  and  sold  by  plaintiff  for  pas- 
sage OTor  its  railroad,  or  iasued  by  any  other  railroad  for  use 
over  plaintiff's  road,  or  any  part  thereof,  where  any  of  the  above 
described  tickets  were  sold  and  where  it  appears  upon  any  such 
ticket,  coupon  or  return  ticket  that  same  was  issued  and  sold 
below  the  regular  schedule  rate  under  contract  with  the  orig- 
inal purdiaser  entered  upon  such  ticket  and  signed  by  such  or- 
iginal purchaser  and  that  such  ticket  is  nontransferable  and 
void  in  the  hands  of  any  other  person  than  the  original 
purchaser;  and  from  soliciting,  advertifiing,  encouraging  or  pro- 
curing any  person  oilier  than  the  original  purchaser  of  such 
ticket  to  use  or  attempt  to  use  the  same  for  passage  on  any 
train  or  trains  of  the  plaintiff.  Provided,  however,  this  order 
shall  not  apply  to  the  sale  of  any  such  aforementioned  and  de- 
scribed tickets  that  were  purchased  by  defendant  from  plaintiff 
or  any  of  plaintiff's  duly  authorized  agents  and  not  for  defend- 
ant's use  as  a  passenger  over  plaintiff's  road.'' 

Thereupon  the  defendants  in  such  injunction  suits  applied 
to  one  of  the  judges  of  this  court  for  writs  of  prohibition  to 
prohibit  the  said  judges  from  enforcing  such  injunctions  and 
from  entertaining  further  jurisdiction  of  such  injunction  suits. 
The  petitions  for  prohibitions  are  alike,  and  predicate  a  right 
of  action  upon  a  charge  that  the  circuit  judges  had  no  jurisdic- 
tion or  acted  in  excess  of  their  jurisdiction  in  the  premises 
in  the  following  respects : 

^'Plaintiff  states  that  in  and  by  its  aforesaid  proceedings  said 
court  and  defendant,  as  judge  thereof,  transcended  and  ex- 
ceeded its  lawful  jurisdiction  in  the  following  particulars: 

"1.  Said  petition  for  injunction  stated  no  matter  or  thing 
upon  which  a  court,  exercising  equity  powers,  ^*^  could  grant 
any  injunction,  or  the  particular  writ  awarded -in  this  case. 

^^2.  Said  petition  for  injimction  is  not  based  upon  any  spe- 
cific properly  for  the  protection  of  which  judicial  protection  is 
sought  But  it  is  attempted  by  the  injunction  sought  and 
granted  in  said  cause  to  lay  down  a  rule  of  civil  conduct,  so 
that  the  business  of  this  plaintiff  would  be  permanently  de- 
stroyed by  the  exercise  of  the  judicial  power  thus  exercised 
without  reference  to  any  specific  existing  property. 
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"3.  Said  petitioa  for  mjunctioD  and  the  temporal;  injiniG 
tion  thereon  granted  in  prescribing  a  rule  of  civil  conduct  re 
gardlees  of  my  existing  property,  is  aa  attempted  usurpatioi 
of  the  legielative  power  of  the  state,  which  altme  can  preecrilM 
a  rule  of  civil  conduct  covering  future  txanfiactions,  having 
no  relatioE  to  existing  properties  and  their  judicial  protectioa 

"4.  That  the  necessary  effect  of  this  attempted  regulation 
of  civil  conduct  by  a  hlauket  injuncticm  covering  proper^ 
rights  hereafter  to  be  cre&ted  and  acquired  will  be  the  subeti- 
tutiou  of  summary  hearings  in  contempt  for  the  orderly  &&■ 
termination  of  controversies  by  court  or  jury  when  contro- 
versies as  to  existing  property  rights  are  presented  for  hearing, 

"5.  Said  injunction  serves  the  purpose  of  laking  tiie  propertj 
of  plaintiff  vrithoat  'due  process  of  law.' 

"6.  Said  injunction  is  against  the  law  of  the  land  and  there- 
by, if  permitted  to  stand,  destroys  a  lawful  avocatifxi  and  Enai- 
ness  of  plaintiffs. 

"7.  Plaintiff  is  remediless  in  thia,  tiiat  hia  bunnesa  is  inter- 
rupted and  destroyed  by  the  granting  of  the  injunctioQ  herein, 
and  that  the  remedy  by  motion  to  dissolve  in  the  circuit  court 
ig  wholly  inadequate,  as  even  if  said  injunction  ahould  be  dia- 
solved,  it  may  be  maintained  in  force  by  as  appeal  and  in  any 
event  plaintiff's  business  would  be  wholly  destroyed  before  the 
final  determination  of  the  same  could  be  reached  by  thia  un- 
warranted ***  and  illegal  procedure  of  said  court,  outside  of 
its  lawful  jurisdiction." 

The  defendants  made  re£um  to  the  preliminary  rules,  set- 
ting up  the  proceedings  in  the  injunction  cases  in  the  circuit 
court,  and  justifying  the  action  of  the  circuit  judges,  and  main- 
taining the  jurisdiction  of  that  court  The  plaintiffs  by  way 
of  replication  ask  that  the  preliminary  rule  in  prohibition  be 
made  absolute,  and  thus  the  issues  are  made  up. 

For  the  sake  of  brevity  the  plaintiffs  herein  will  be  herein- 
after referred  to  as  the  "ticket  brokers,"  and  the  defendant 
railroads  as  the  "railroads/' 

1.  Reduced  to  its  essentials  and  crystallized,  the  ticket  brok- 
ers' position  is,  that  no  "concrete  case"  is  stated  in  the  injuno- 
tion  suits,  which  a  court  has  power  to  deal  with. 

Or  otherwise  stated,  that  there  ig  no  existing  controversy 
between  the  ticket  brokers  and  the  railroads,  which  could  con- 
stitute a  cause  of  action,  upon  which  a  court  could  act. 

Or  amplified,  that  a  court  of  equity  has  jurisdiction  to  issue 
injunctions  as  a  class,  but  it  has  no  power  to  issue  an  injuno- 
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tion  where  only  abstract  rights  are  involyed^  or  where  the  in- 
jury is  merely  apprehended  or  feared  and  is  not  immediate, 
impending  and  imminent^  and  that  to  authorize  a  court  that 
has  jurisdiction  to  act^  '^there  must  be  an  existent  basis  of 
facts  aflfording  a  present  right  which  is  directly  threatened  by 
the  action  sought  to  be  enjoined.  It  has  no  power  to  enjoin 
unless  the  conditions  have  already  arisen  and  come  into  beings 
which  could  be  injured  by  the  acts  sought  to  be  restrained^'; 
and  that  courts  cannot  determine  the  rights  of  parties  in  ad- 
vance of  an  actual,  eristing  controversy  concerning  theuL 

*®*  Or  as  counsel  happily  express  it:  **The  abstract  right 
must  assume  a  concrete  form  before  it  becomes  property  in  the 
judicial  sense,  capable  of  judicial  protection.'' 

These  are  fundamental  essentials  in  the  law^  and  it  has  al- 
ways been  true  that  there  must  be  an  actual,  live  subject  mat- 
ter^  as  well  as  actual  live  parties,  to  every  suit.    It  is  also  true 
that  courts  of  equity  alone  have  power  to  issue  injimctions,  and 
that  they  never  exercise  this  power  to  allay  mere  apprehen- 
sions of  injury,  but  only  when  the  injury  is  imminent  and  ir- 
reparable: Business  Men's  League  v.  Waddill,  143  Mo.  495,  46 
8.  W.  262,  40  L.  B.  A.  601;  Lester  Eeal   Estate   Co.  v.  St 
I^uis,  169  Mo.  234,  69  S.  W.  300. 

The  railroads  and  the  circuit  judges  do  not  controvert  these 
propositions.    The  matter,  therefore,  compresses  itself  into  the 
question  whether  or  not  a  Basic  subject  matter,  over  which  a 
court  of  equity  has  jurisdiction,  was  presented  to  the  circuit 
court  for  adjudication    by    the    injunction    suits.    That    is, 
whether  a  matter  was  presented  which  that  court  has  power  to 
deal  with,  and  not  whether  such  a  matter  was  inartificially  or 
defectively  presented.    In  other  words,  the  question  is  one  of 
jurisdiction  and  not  of  pleading,  for  if  the  court  had  jurisdic- 
tion over  the  subject  matter,  it  had  the  power  to  decide  whether- 
the  pleadings  were  or  were  not  properly  drawn,  and  also  to 
decide  whether  or  not  the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  the  relief 
Bought     If  a  court  has  the  power  to  act,  its  jurisdiction  is  in 
no  wise  impaired  by  the  consideration  whether  it  acted  in  ac- 
cordance with  the  law  or  erroneously.     Given  the  jurisdic- 
tion, all  else  is  a  mere  matter  of  error,  to  be  corrected  on  ap- 
peal.    Or,  further  illustrated,  if  the  court  has  jurisdiction  over 
the  subject  matter,  it  has  the  power  to  decide  whether  the  peti- 
tion does  or  does  not  state  a  cause  of  action,  and  the  mere 
failure  of  a  petition  to  state  a  cause  of  action  or  the  defective 
statement  of  a  good  cause  of -action,  in  no  way  affects  the 
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jurisdiction  *®*  of  the  court:  State  v.  Scarritt,  128  Mo.  339, 
340,  30  S.  W.  1026. 

The  crucial  question^  therefore,  is,  Do  the  petitions  of  the 
railroads  for  injunctions  against  the  ticket  brokers  present  a 
concrete  or  an  abstract  case? 

In  the  solution  of  this  question  the  decision  of  the  supreme 
court  of  the  United  States,  in  the  case  of  Mosher  y.  St.  Ix>ais 
etc.  R.  R.  Co.,  127  U.  S.  390,  8  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  1324,  32  Li.  ed. 
249,  establishes  the  first  postulate  of  the  proposition.  It  is 
true,  as  the  ticket  brokers  claim^  that  that  was  not  an  injunc- 
tion suit,  but  the  form  of  the  action  is  immaterial,  for  it  is 
the  legal  principles  deduced  and  the  rules  announced  that  are 
important  and  pertinent. 

That  was  a  suit  for  damages  for  being  put  off  a  train.     The 
plaintiff  purchased  from  the  defendant,  at  St.  Louis,  a  ticket 
from  St.  Louis  to  Hot  Springs  and  return.    The  ticket  by  its 
terms  required  that  the  original  purchaser  should  identify  him- 
self to  the  satisfaction  of  the  defendant's  agent  at  Hot  Springs, 
and  that  the  return  ticket   should   be    officiaUy   signed    and 
stamped  by  the  agent  at  Hot  Springs^  all  of  which  the  original 
purchaser  agreed  to  '^in  consideration  of  the  reduced  rate  at 
which  this  ticket  is  sold/'    The  plaintiff  failed  to  so  identify 
himself,  and  failed  to  have  the  return  ticket  so  stamped,  and 
in  consequence  was  put  off  of  the  train,  and  he  sued  for  damages. 
The  lower  court  sustained  a  demurrer  to  the  petition,  and  the 
supreme  court  of  the  United  States  affirmed  the  judgment, 
holding  that  a  railroad  company  has  a  right  to  make  a  contract 
with  the  purchaser  of  a  reduced  rate  ticket,  that  the  original 
purchaser  shall  so  identify  himself,  and  that  the  return  ticket 
shall  be  so  signed  and  stamped,  and  that  the  reduced  rate  at 
which  the  ticket  is  sold  affords  a  consideration  for  such  a  con- 
tract 

In  other  words,  that  for  a  valuable  consideration  a  railroad 
may  enter  into  a  contract  that  the  ticket  sold  to  the  passenger 
shall  be  nontransferable,  and  that  the  return  portion  shall  not 
entitle  even  the  original  purchaser  ^®*  to  a  return  trip,  unless 
he  so  identifies  himself  and  has  the  return  ticket  so  stamped. 

This  is  manifestly  upon  the  principle  that  when  persons, 
sui  juris,  enter  into  contracts  that  are  not  prohibited  by  law, 
based  upon  a  valuable  consideration,  they  must  live  up  to  them, 
and  that  each  has  a  property  right  in  the  contract  which  the 
law  will  protect.    In  addition  to  this,  the  laws  of  this  state 
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■state  commerce  laws,  while  prohibitiBg  diecrimi- 
lit  the  railroads  to  issue  excurBion  or  commuta- 
t  special  rates:  Rev.  Stats.  1899,  sec.  1187;  1  TJ. 
.  Stats.,  p.  690,  sec  23,  and  vol  2,  p.  369,  c.  61. 
postulate  in  the  case  is,  that  the  petitions  for  in- 
ite  that  World's  Fair  excursion  tickets,  nontrans- 
uon.  tickets,  mileage  tickets  and  commutation  tick- 
issued,  or  will  be  issued,  from  time  to  time,  baaed 
deration  of  reduced  rates,  which  by  their  ezprens 
be  good  only  in  the  hands  of  the  original  pur- 
iiat  it  is  or  will  be  impossible,  impracticable,  or  at 
•earably  inconrenient,  for  the  original  purchasers 
id  in  St.  Loois  and  have  the  return  ticket  stamped, 
ain  conducton  to  determine  whether   the   person 

0  ride  on  such  return  ticket  is  the  original  pur- 
i-  that  it  would  be  a  fraud  upon  the  railroads  for 
>t  the  original  purchaser  to  ride  upon  such  re- 
aud  a  fraud  for  the  original  purchaser  to  sell  such 
B  to  the  ticket  brokers  and  for  the  ticket  brokers  to 
im  tickets  to  any  third  party  to  be  by  him  bo  nsed    . 

representation  that  they  would  entitle  the  buyer 
lereon;  that  in  the  nature  of  things  the  railroads 
ascertain  that  such  frauds  were  about  to  be  com- 

after  the  trains  had  left  St.  Louis  and  such  tick- 
eented  to  the  train  conductors,  and  then  it  would 
to  ask  for  or  receive  injunctive  relief  against  the 

of  such  ***  frauds,  and  that  the  ticket  brokers 
:  BO  that  no  adequate  remedy  at  law  could  be  had 
i;  and  further  that  even  if  such  frauds  could  be 

1  time  to  ask  specific  reUef  iu  each  case,  it  would 
prosecution  of  a  multiplicity  of  suits  to  meet  the 

ilate  also  includes  tbe  fact  that  the  injunctions 
le  circuit  court  enjoined  the  ticket  brokers  from 
Dg  or  dealing  in  any  mileage  tickets,  and  excur- 

■>T  the  return  coupon  thereof,  at  any  commutation 
saued  or  hereafter  to  be  issued,  "where  it  appoara 
ch  ticket,  coupon  or  ret\im  ticket  that  the  same 
nd  eold  below  the  regular  schedule  rate  uniJer  con- 
e  original  purchaser  entered  upon  such  ticket  and 
:h  original  purchaser  that  such  ticket  is  nontrana- 
poid  in  the  hands  of  any  other  person  other  than 
purchaser." 
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And  bearing  upon  thie  proposition  it  is  import) 
in  this  connection  that  while  the  return  of  the  tic 
to  the  rule  to  ahovr  cause  why  an  injunction  Bhoul( 
denies  the  power  of  the  court  to  issue  an  injunctj 
ground  that  no  concrete  case  is  presented  by  the 
thai  yerjr  inconsistcntlj  sets  up  Uiat  it  has  been  tl 
practice  of  the  railroads  to  issue  mileage  tickets,  exci 
ets  and  commutation  tickets  vhicb  are  stamped  on 
nontransferable,  but  that  the  practice  and  unders 
the  ticket  brokera  all  over  the  United  States  is,  thai 
ets  may  be  transferred  or  sold,  and  that  the  name  o: 
nal  purchaser  may  be  signed  by  anyone  on  the  ret 
and  that  the  ticket  brokers  in  ibo  litigation  have  a 
such  tickets,  which  they  have  purchased  in  good  fw 
der  the  belief  that  they  are  transferable  and  would 
by  whomsoever  presented,  and  that  the  injunction  ai 
render  such  tickets  valueless  and  would  deetroy  the 
the  ^^"  ticket  brokers,  and  therefore  they  ask  the 
of  the  court  in  that  regard. 

Upon  the  doctrine  of  "aider,"  therefore,  the  ret 
ticket  brokers  helped  oat  Qie  insufficiency,  if  any,  t 
in  the  petition,  and  nnqnestionably  made  a  coqck 
to  the  tickets  that  are  now  held  by  the  ticket  brokei 
6ent«d  a  live  subject  matter,  between  live  parties, 
court  had  power  and  jurisdiction  over.  Therefore, 
now  he  said  that  the  circuit  court  had  no  jurisdict 
that  court  had  jurisdiction,  quoad  such  tickets, 
will  not  lie,  for  a  writ  of  prohibition  can  never  be  m 
form  the  functions  of  an  appeal  or  writ  of  error,  an 
where  a  court,  or  tribunal  clothed  with  judicial  pow' 
relation  to  matters  over  which  it  has  no  jnriadictiOD 
jurisdiction  over  the  subject  matter,  acts  in  excess  o 
diction:  State  v.  Aloe,  158  Mo.  466,  B4  3.  W.  494 
A.  393 ;  Davison  v.  Hough,  165  Mo.  661,  65  S.  W. 
V.  Eby,  ,170  Mo.  497,  71  S.  W.  52. 

The  case  might  be  allowed  to  rest  here,  hut  then 
cogent,  decisive  and  imperative  propositions  whicl 
adjudicated  to  make  the  case  complete. 

It  will  be  observed  that  reference  is  made  in  ti 
for  an  injunction  to  the  approaching  World's  Fair  in 
and  it  is  averred  that  in  order  to  make  it  possible  i 
of  ordinary  means  to  attend  it,  tho  railroads  have  be 
by  the  officials  of  the  fair  to  agree  to  issue  e 
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ti<:ed  rates,  to  all  who  desire  to  attend   the  fair  or 

meetiiigs,  conventioiiB,  etc.,  that  iriU  be  held  in  SL 
lat  time.  And  counsel  for  the  railroads  point  out 
lurts  have  issued  injunctions  against  ticket  brokers 

them  from  dealing  in  ncmtransferable  tickets  that 
BBTied  by  the  railroads  on  the  occasions  of  the  Nash- 
anial  Eiposition  in  1897   (Nashville  B.  B.  Co.  t. 

88  Fed.  66),  the  meeting  of  the  Grand  Army  of 
ic  in  Cleveland  (Bailro&d  Co.  r.  Kinner,  47  Ohio 
294),  "»^  the  meeting  of  the  Grand  Army  of  the 
I  Washington  (Pennsylvania  R.  R  Co.  v.  Beekman, 
jaw  Eep.  715),  the  meeting  of  tiie  Confederate  Vet- 
ew  Orleans,  in  May,  1903  (Louisville  etc.  R.  R.  Co. 
an,  128  Fed.  17G),  the  meeting  of  the  National 
Association  in  Boston,  in  July,  1903  (Boston  etfi. 
T.  Fogg,  Super.  Ct  Suffolk  Co.  Mass.),  and  the 
exercises  of  the  World's  Fair  at  St.  Louis,  in  May, 
jash  B.  B.  Co.  v.  Wasserman,  decided  by  Hon.  H. 
)f  the  circuit  court  of  the  ci^  of  St  Louis), 
for  the  ticket  brokers  meet  this  by  saying :  1.  That 
ases  were  decided  by  courts  of  inferior  jurisdiction; 

the  case  of  People  t.  Warden  of  Prison,  157  N.  Y. 
Q.  St  Eep.  763,  61  N.  B.  1006,  43  L.  B.  A.  364,  the 
ppeals  of  New  Yoi^  held  a  statute  that  prohibited 
>ept  common  carriers  and  their  ^ents  from  selling 

passage  on  railroads  or  vessels,  to  be  unconstitu- 
That  in  the  case  of  Delaware  etc.  R.  R.  Co.  v.  Frank, 
389,  the  United  States  circuit  court  for  ttie  western 
New  York  denied  an  injunction  against  ticket  brok- 
jpecial  tickets  for  tiie  Pan-American  Exposition  at 
t  the  ground  that  the  railroads  had  unlawfully  com- 
X  rates  for  such  exposition;  4.  That  in  New  York 
:.  R.  B.  Co.  T.  Reeves,  85  N.  Y.  Supp.  28,  40  Misc. 
locided  October  15,  1903,  and  reported  in  New  York 
lal  of  October  24,  1903,  volume  W,  pft^e  81,  Judge 
ji  LJi.:  .-.iipixiao  i-L>iLit  of  .N^^w  Yoik,  duiiiud  an  iii- 
gainst  the  ticket  brokers  which  sought,  to  pruhihit 
1   dealing  in  tickets  that   were  nontransferable   on 

and  held  that  the  purchaser  of  such  a  b'ckct  had  a 
aterest  in  the  ticket,  which  he  could  sell,  notwitli- 
hat  by  the  teriiia  of  his  contract  with  the  rnilrnnd 
was  on  its  face  nontransferalili?,  and  that  while  tlie 
uld  lawfully  refuse  to  transport  thi>  transFnroe  or  any 
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iM  other  pereon  than  Qie  original  purchaeer,  on  the 
vas  not  entitled  to  an  injunction  to  prevent  the  tick 
from  bnying  and  selling  such  tickets;  5.  That  in  all 
cited  by  counsel  for  the  railroads  "a  special  injuncti 
under  the  special  circumstances  of  the  special  ticke 
special  occasion."  Or,  otherwise  stated,  that  upon  e 
caaions  the  railroads  can  lawfully  issue  special  ticki 
daced  rates,  which  are  nontransferable,  and  which 
brokers  may  be  enjoined  from  dealing  in,  but  that 
railroads  issue )  special  tickets,  which  upon  their  face 
contract  between  the  purchaser  and  the  railroad  to  be 
are  issued  at  reduced  rates  and  are  not  transferable,  : 
eto  may  be  dealt  in  by  the  ticket  brokers,  and  the  c< 
not  interfere,  because  they  do  not  relate  to  a  special 
such  as  an  exposition,  a  meeting  of  the  Grand  An 
Bepublic,  or  of  the  Confederate  Yeterans. 

In  other  words,  that  the  jurisdiction  of  a  court  of 
issue  an  injunction  in  such  cases  depends  upon  the 
that  gave  use  to  the  issuance  of  such  tickets,  and  tl 
petition  for  an  injunction  recites  that  special  tickets 
issued  for  a  special  occasion  whic^  appear  on  their  fai 
been  issued  at  special  rates  and  to  be  used  by  a  specia 
person,  a  concrete  case  is  presented  wherein  the  coui 
join  the  ticket  brokers  from  dealing  in  them,  but  if 
ticket  is  issued  which  spears  on  its  face  to  have  bf 
at  a  special  rate  and  to  be  used  by  a  specially  name 
but  which  was  issued  generally  and  not  for  a  special 
only  an  abstract  right  is  involved  and  a  court  of  e 
no  jurisdiction,  and  a  writ  of  prohibition  will  lie  agi 

Of  course  it  must  be  understood  that  this  is  not  tti 
counsel  for  the  ticket  brokers  state  the  matter,  but 
everyday  meaning  and  result  of  their  contention, 

'*®  But  even  if  the  contention  of  counsel  for  the  tii 
ers  that  such  special  tickets  must  relate  to  a'  specia! 
he  true,  the  writ  of  prohibition  asked  herein  would  1 
denied  as  to  all  the  railroads  except  the  Missouri  F 
all  except  that  road  aver  that  they  have  issued  or  art 
issue  such  special  tickets  for  the  special  occasion  of  th 
Fair  iu  St,  Louis,  in  1904.  True,  they  say  they  al 
to  issue  euch  special  tickets  from  time  to  time,  and  th« 
Pacific  railroad  does  not  refer  to  the  World's  Fair  at  a 
ever,  to  allow  this  case  to  go  off  upon  any  such  eon 
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or  without  squarely  meeting  and  deciding  it  in  its  entirety, 
vould  not  be  subserving  the  ends  of  justice. 

Broadly  stated,  therefore,  the  question  for  decision  is, 
whether  a  petition  by  a  railroad  for  an  injunction  against  a 
ticket  broker  to  restrain  him  from  dealing  in  special  tickets, 
which  recite  upon  their  face  that  they  are  issued  at  reduced 
rates  and  are  nontransferable,  but  which  do  not  relate  to  any 
particular  occasion,  states  a  concrete  case  which  a  court  of 
equity  has  jurisdiction  to  hear  and  decide.  If  it  does,  the  writ 
of  prohibition  asked  for  herein  should  be  denied*  If  it  df)e8  no^ 
the  writ  should  go. 

The  power  to  contract,  concerning  a  legal  subject  matter, 
c&rries  with  it  the  right  to  make  any  kind  of  a  contract  in  re- 
lation thereto  that  the  contracting  parties   may   agree   upon. 
The  power  being  unlimited,  the  nature  and  character  and  terms 
of  the  contract  to  be  made  and  the  occasion  that  gives  rise  and 
the  business  necessities  or  exigencies  that  prompt  it,  are  all 
matters  of  priYate  convention  between  the  parties.    The  power 
to  limit  any  kind  of  a  contract  in  its  operation  to  the  contract- 
ing parties,  and  to  exclude  from  its  b^efits  any  third  persons, 
or  to  limit  the  contract  as  to  the  time  it  shall  continue,  or  to 
leave  it  unlimited  as  to  time,  is  recognized  in  law.    Thus,  a 
lease  may  prohibit  the  lessee  from  assigning,  transferring  or 
subletting  the  ^•^  premises,  either  for  the  whole  or  any  part 
of  the  term.     A  copartner^p  agreement  necessarily  excludes 
the  right  of  any  member  to  sell  his  interest  and  thereby  sub- 
stitute the  puchaser  in  his  place  as  a  member  of  the  firm,  and 
Buch  agreements  may  be  limited  or  unlimited  as  to  duration. 
A  contract  of  hiring  gives  no  right  to  either  party  to  assign  or 
tranafef  his  interests  or  rights  under  the  contract,  and  such 
eontracts  may  be  limited  or  unlimited  as  to  duration.    These 
fflngtrations  are  made,  not  because  they  constitute  similar  cases 
to  the  case  at  bar,  but  because  they  show  that  when  a  right  to 
contract  at  all,  concerning  a  particular  subject  matter,  is  con- 
ferred by  the  law,  and  the  right  so  conferred  is  unlimited,  or 
^lien  the  right  to  so  contract  arises  out  of  the  natural  rights  of 
man,  it  is  purely  a  matter  of  agreement  between  the  contract- 
us parties  what  the  terms,  duration,  character  or  nature  of 
the  contract  shall  be. 

The  supreme  court  of  the  United  States  in  Mosher  v.  St. 
Lonig  etc.  B.  S.  Co.,  127  TJ.  S.  390,  8  Sup.  Ct.  Eep.  1324,  3» 
^  ed.  249,  and  the  statutes  of  the  United  States  and  of  this 
"^te,  recognize  the  right  of  a  railroad  to  issue   excursion   or 
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commutation  tickets,  based  upon  the  con8ideratioi&  of  a  n 
rate.  The  right  bo  coafeired  is  not  limited.  There  is  ni 
tation  that  such  tickets  can  be  issued  onJy  upon  special 
eioae.  Neither  iB  there  an;  prohibition  against  the  lij 
make  such  tickets  Dontraneferable.  PeiGons  who  do  noi 
to  be  so  restricted  and  limited,  can  purchase  the  usual  i 
ited,  unrestricted  ticket  and  pay  fnll  price  therefor,  anc 
sell  the  unused  porti(m  thereof.  But  no  one  baa  any  rij 
buy  a  special  ticket  at  a  reduced  rate,  which  oa  its  face  i 
that  it  is  nontransferable  and  that  it  is  supported  by  thi 
BJderatiou  of  a  reduced  rate,  and  thereby  agree  to  aucfa  1 
tions,  and  thereafter  Tiolat*  his  agreement  by  transferr 
to  another,  or  to  complain  ttiat  he  has  not  the  right  to 
fer  it.  And  no  third  perscm  can  acquire  any  right  or  in 
or  power  or  claim  in  or  to  the  ticket  or  to  the  priTilego 
ferred  thereby  other  than  the  original  purchaser  poa 
'*'  or  could  confer  uudw  it,  and  if  the  original  porcluue 
no  power  to  transfer  it,  no  assignee  of  such  purchaser 
acquire  any  rights  under  it,  for  the  original  purchaser 
convey  iiMie.  It  is  wholly  illogical  and  sophistical  to  ea 
original  purchaser  has  a  property  rij^t  in  the  ticket 
piece  of  paper  on  which  the  ticket  or  contract  ia  priu 
which  he  can  sell  and  transfer,  but  that  the  assignee  ace 
thereby  no  rights  against  the  railroad,  and  it  can  refu 
transport  him.  Such  reasoning  confusee  the  piece  of  ] 
upon  which  a  contract  is  written  with  the  agreemfnt  o 
parties,  and  erroneously  separatee  the  evidence  of  the  eoa 
from  the  contract  itself.  Of  course  any  man  can  phyei 
pass  the  piece  of  paper  on  which  any  kind  of  a  contnu 
written  to  another,  but  that  will  give  such  other  perao 
rights  under  the  contract  that  is  written  cm  the  piece  of  p 
if  the  contract  itself  is  nontransferable. 

It  follows,  therefore,  that  under  the  law  it  is  competen 
a  railroad  to  issue  special  tickets  based  upon  redirced  i 
and  to  make  them  nontransferable,  and  valid  only  in  the  h 
of  the  original  purchaser,  and  that  such  tackets  may  he 
ited  as  to  time,  or  as  to  occasion,  or  they  may  be  onUmib 
to  time  or  occasion,  and  that  the  original  purdinser  of 
tickets  cannot  assign  or  transfer  such  tickets  or  any  r 
whatever  thereunder,  to  any  third  person. 

It  also  follows  that  if  any  person  buys  such  special  ti 
and  sells  it  to  a  third  person,  to  be  used  by  him  or  another 
railroad  can  invoke  the  aid  of  a  court  of  equity  to  cancel 
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oontract  becaiue  of  the  fraud  thus  perpetrated,  or,  if  the  ticket 
IB  used  by  another,  it  can  sue  for  damages  tor  the  breach  of 
Bach,  ccMitraci 

It  also  follows  that  if  such  a  case  at  lav  or  such  a  suit  in 
equity,  as  to  a  single  such  ticket,  presents  a  concrete  case,  over 
which   a  court  has  jurisdiction^  a  concrete  case  may  likewiae 
be  preeesnted  if  it  relates  to  all  such  special  tickets,  whether 
Ihey  were  all  so  purchased  ^^  and  so  attempted  to  be  trana- 
f erred  by  the  same  perscm  or  not    To  illustrate :  If  a  railroad 
should  issue  a  thousand  such  special  tickets,  and  if  one  ticket 
broker  should  purchase  the  whole  issue,  and  thereafter  under- 
take to  throw  them  on  the  market  and  sell  them  contrary  to 
bis  agreement,  or  should  actually  sell  them,  and  if  the  rail- 
road company  should  invoke  the  aid  of  a  court  of  equity  or  of 
a  court  of  law,  in  the  one  case  or\the  other,  there  woidd  be 
BO  room  tor  doubt  that  a  concrete  case  would  be  presented, 
"which  the  court  would  have  jurisdiction  to  decide. 

But  counsel  for  the  ticket  brokers,  inferentially,  say  that 
while  such  conditions  might  present  a  concrete  case,  the  pe- 
tttioxis  for  injunction  in  these  cases,  and  the  injunctions  is* 
sued  by  the  court,  cover  not  only  sudi  tickets  as  have  been  is-^ 
sued  and  sold,  and  as  to  which  there  is  therefore  an  eidstiDg 
contract  and  hence  a  ri^t  of  property  in  the  contract,  but  that 
they  also  cover  such  special  tickets  as  may  hereafter  be  issued, 
from  time  to  time,  and  as  to  which  there  is  no  ccmtract  and 
no  property  right,  and  which  have  not  been  sold  and  may  never 
be  sold,  and,  therefore,  no  concrete  case  is  presented,  and  that 
the  injunctions  issued  are  ^^blanket  injunctions'^ — as  counsel 
call  them — which  undertake  to  prescribe  a  rule  of  civil  con- 
duct— whidi  the  legislature  alone  has  power  to  prescribe — ^and 
to  punish  any  infraction  of  such  rule,  by  contempt  proceeding, 
instead  of  by  the  usual  remedies  provided  for  a  breach  of  sudi 
rules,  and  that  it  is  therefore  ''government  by  injunction'*  in- 
stead of  according  to  laws  regularly  enacted  and  enforced. 

If  this  contention  is  well  founded,  a  writ  of  prohibition 
eould  not  be  too  quickly  issued  by  this  court 

But  there  is  no  proper  foundation  in  this  case  for  such  well- 
known  and  genersJIIy  accepted  principles  of  law  to  apply  to, 
and  the  injunction  issued  by  the  circuit  court  does  not  offendi 
against  tiiese  principles. 

The  injunction  applies  to  all  such  special  tickets  *••  as  have 
heretofore  been  issued,  and  to  such  as  are  now  being  issued, 
and  which  have  already  been  sold,  and  it  applies  also  to  all 
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such  special  tickets  as  may  hereafter  be  issued  and  sold.  Th 
ie,  the  injunction  applies  only  to  snob  tickets  after  they  ha 
been  sold,  and  after  a  contract  has  been  entered  into,  and  aft 
property  rights  nnder  the  contract  have  arisen,  and  after 
controverey  in  relation  to  snch  property  rights  has  arisen,  ai 
after  an  injury  to  such  property  rights  has  been  threatened  1 
the  ticket  brokers,  and  after  such  injury  has  become  imminer 
and  under  circumstanceB  and  conditions  set  out  in  the  petitic 
which  show,  prima  facie,  that  the  damage  resultiug  to  sue 
property  riglita  by  the  threatened,  but  as  yet  unperformed,  ac 
and  conduct  of  the  ticket  brokers,  would  be  irreparable,  ax 
such  as  the  law  ailords  no  adequate  remedy  for. 

Such  averments  in  a  petition  state  a  concrete  case  in  equit 
whicli  the  court  baa  power  to  deal  with.  In  fact,  the  origin 
and  primary  ofSce  of  a  writ  of  injunction  is  to  prevent  a  wron., 
an  injury,  being  done.  Therefore,  if  the  contention  of  com 
eel  for  the  ticket  brokers  in  this  regard,  that  there  can  be  i 
concrete  case  untQ  the  defendant  has  already  acted,  be  we 
taken,  it  follows  neceBsarily  and  logically  that  a  preventiTe  ii 
junction  can  never  issue,  and  the  result  of  so  holding  would  1 
to  abolish  preventive  injunctions  altogether. 

It  has  already  been  made  clear  that  the  law  affords  no  ad' 
quate  remedy  in  caaea  of  this  kind,  because  of  the  insolven< 
of  tlie  ticket  brokers,  and  because  of  the  nature  of  the  busine 
and  the  frauds  threatened  upon  the  railroads,  and  upon  inni 
cent  third  persons  who  might  be  induced  to  purchase  sue 
tickets  from  the  ticket  brokers,  and  because  of  the  hundrec 
and  thousands  of  suits  that  would  he  necessary  to  redreea  tl 
invasion  of  the  rights  of  the  railroads  under  such  contract 
by  tJie  *"■*  ticket  brokers,  and  because  it  would  not  be  impoi 
sible  in  the  nature  of  things  for  the  railroads  to  discover  tli 
frauds  in  time  to  ask  preventive  or  injunctive  relief. 

"An  injunction  is  a  judicial  process  issuing  out  of  a  court  c 
chancery,  whereby  a  party  is  required  to  do  or  to  refrain  froi 
doing  a  particular  thing.  Tlie  most  ordinary  form  of  injuni 
tion  is  that  which  operates  to  prevent  the  performance  of  a 
act.  The  other  form  of  injunction  commands  that  an  act  sha' 
be  done":  16  Am.  &  Eng.  Ency.  of  Law,  2d  ed.,  p.  343. 

And  section  3649  of  the  Revised  Statutes  of  1899  provide 
that  the  remedy  by  writ  of  injunction  shall  exist  "to  prevec 
the  doing  of  any  legal  wrong  whatever,  wherever  in  the  opinio 
of  the  court  an  adequate  remedy  cannot  be  afforded  by  an  u 
tion  for  damages." 
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By  this,  of  courBe^  is  meant  in  any  case  that  falla  within 
the  daes  of  cases  that  are  properly  cognizable  in  a  conrt  of 
eqnity.  Gases  involving  threatened  frauds^  where  the  defend- 
ant is  insolvent  and  the  threatened  injury  would  be  irrepara- 
ble, or  where  the  redress  of  the  injury  would  result  in  a  multi- 
plicitj  of  suits^  fall  within  the  class  of  cases  properly  cognizable 
in  courts  of  equity:  Sylvester  Coal  Co.  v.  Si  Louis,  130  Mo. 
323,  51  Am.  Si  Rep.  566,  32  S.  W.  649 ;  Michael  v.  St  Louis, 
112  Mo.  610,  20  S.  W.  666;  1  High  on  Injunctions,  3d  ed.,  p. 
12.  The  last-named  author  says:  ''The  prevention  of  vexa- 
tions litigation  and  of  a  multipilidty  of  suits  constitutes  a 
faYorite  ground  for  the  exercise  of  tiie  jurisdiction  of  equity 
by  way  of  injunction.*' 

Originally  injunctions  were  preventive  only,  and  it  is  only 

within  recent   years  that  a  mandatory  injunction  has  sprung 

into  existence.     Preventive  injunctions  necessarily  operate  upon 

an  unperfomied  and  unexecuted  act,  and  prevent  a  threatened, 

bnt  nonexistent  injury.    A  concrete  case  is  presented  whenever 

a  right  of  the  plaintiff  is  threatened  by  the  defendant,  and  the 

damage  would  be  irreparable,  and  where  protection  of  that 

right  belongs  to  the  class  of  cases  that  are  cognizable  in  ^^ 

equity.     Of  course,  criminal  cases  do  not  fall  within  such  a 

Measured  by  these  standards  the  petitions  for  injunction 
asked  the  preventive  aid  of  a  court  of  equity  in  respect  to  rights 
of  the  railroad  which  a  court  of  equity  has  power  to  protect 
against  invasion  and  injury  by  the  ticket  brokers,  which  injury 
it  is  alleged  is  imminent,  impending  and  irreparable;  and  that 
this  is  so  is  the  more  clearly  shown  by  the  character  of  the 
return  to  the  order  to  show  cause,  wherein  the  ticket  brokers 
say  they  have  invaded  such  rights  of  the  railroads  iu  the  past 
as  to  such  special  tickets,  and  have  money  now  invested  in  tick- 
ets of  that  character  which  will  be  lost  if  the  injunction  is 
granted,  and  assert  an  intention  and  right  to  continue  to  deal 
in  such  tickets. 

Therefore,  as  to  the  tickets  that  have  been  issued  and  sold 
by  the  railroads  and  are  now  held  by  the  ticket  brokers,  both 
parties  assert  a  property  right  therein,  and  hence  there  is  an 
existent  controversy,  concerning  a  legal  subject  matter,  between 
live  parties,  and  consequently  there  is  a  concrete  case  presented 
for  adjudication  to  the  circuit  court,  which  it  has  jurisdiction 
to  decide. 
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It  cADDOt,  therefore,  be  aaid  that  tlie  ciicuit  couxt  haA  i 
jurudiction  as  to  those  matters. 

As  to  the  tickets  to  be  issued  aiid  sold  hereafter,  the  t& 
roads  hare  a  right  to  issue  and  sell  tickets  of  audi  charact 
Bi  shall  express  on  their  face  that  the;  have  been  issued  at 
reduced  rate  aod  are  nontransferable,  and  the  ticket  broke 
assert  a  right  to  buy  and  sell  and  deal  in  them  notwitlistandii 
the  terms  thereof,  and  notwithatanding  the  original  poichfta 
oould  (xxifer  no  rights  upon  an;  one  thereunder.  There  i 
therefore,  an  existent  property  right  of  the  railroads  which  tl 
ticket  brokers  say  they  intend  to  invade,  the  danger  is  iuuninei 
and  under  the  allegations  of  the  petition  tiie  injury  will  1 
irreparably  and  in  the  very  nature  of  tha  busineas  the  injui 
cannot  be  adequately  redressed  ^^  by  an  action  at  Uw,  or  i 
any  other  manner  than  by  a  preventive  injunction.  A  propf 
case  for  the  exercise  of  the  powers  of  a  court  of  equity,  by 
preventive  injunction,  was  therefore  also  presented  for  the  dt 
termination  of  the  court  as  to  this  branch  of  the  case.  And  i 
granting  soch  prevsitive  injunctions  die  court  of  equity  doe 
not  prescribe  a  rule  of  civil  conduct,  nor  invade  the  provino 
of  the  l^iislative  branch  of  the  government,  nor  doee  it  estafa 
liflh  a  "government  by  injunction."  It  only  does  what  haa  al 
ready  been  done  by  courts  of  equity  since  their  adoption  inb 
the  body  of  our  institution — ^it  oiforcea  the  rules  of  civil  oon 
duct  prescribed  by  the  organic  law  or  the  statute  law  or  tha 
arise  naturally  and  regulate  all  men,  by  guarding  the  right 
of  one  citizen  against  illegal  invasion  and  irreparable  injury  b; 
another  citizen,  and  which  the  citizen  of  his  own  force  is  unabl 
to  guard  for  himself.  And  in  the  doing  thereof,  courts  of  eqult 
recognize  no  forms,  no  technicalitiee,  no  delays,  and  no  shad 
ows,  but  act  according  to  the  dictates  of  good  conscience,  gooi 
morals,  good  conduct,  and  good  government,  and  they  compc 
every  man  to  act  right,  and  to  respect  the  rights  of  other, 
whether  his  cooBcience  is  quick  enough  to  appreciate  the  dij 
ference  between  right  and  wrong  or  not. 

There  is  no  merit  in  the  contention  that  by  granting  the  ii 
junctions  in  question  in  this  case,  the  court  has  infringed  npo 
the  powers  of  the  legislative  branch  of  the  government.  Tli 
court  has  created  no  right  in  anyone.  The  court  haa  enact© 
no  law  or  rule  uf  conduct.  Tlie  court  haa  tiimply  protects 
rights  that  are  natural  or  were  created  by  the  legislature. 

The  right  asserted  by  the  railroads  and  denied  and  threatene 
by  the  ticket  brokers  is  a  right  tliat  is  natural  to  mankind.     1 
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IB  a  r^t  that  the  i^giaUtom  of  tiiia  state  and  the  Coagieee 
of  the  XTnited  States  have  expressly  conferred  up<Hi  the  corpora- 
tion railroada^  and  which  the  supreme   court  of   the  XTnited 
States  has  expressly  declared  they  possess.    It  is  a  right  that  is 
guaranteed  *^^  to  every  man  by  the  organic  law  of  the  land, 
a  right  to  contract  concerning  a  legal  subject  matter.     Such  a 
right  is  property  within  the  meaning  of  the  law.    The  ticket 
brokers  deny  the  existence  of  that  right,  and  threaten  to  invade 
it.     The  law  affords  no  adequate  remedy  for  such  an  infringe* 
ment  of  such  a  right.    The  damage  will  necessarily  and  obvi- 
ously be  irreparable.    This  being  true^  a  concrete  case  for  in- 
junctive relief  is  presented,  and  in  the  granting  of  such  relief 
it  cannot  justly  or  fairly  be  said  that  the  courts  invade  the  pre- 
rogatives of  the  law-making   power  in  any  manner  whatever. 
That  power  has  already  created  the  identical  right  claimed,  and 
it  is  the  duty  of  the  courts  to  protect  that  right  in  the  same 
manner  and  to  the  same  extent  that  they  protect  any  other 
property  rights  that  are  possessed  by  any  citizen.    The  rail- 
roads are  not  entitled  to,  and  are  not  accorded^  any  right  in 
tiiis  regard  that  is  not  as  fully  possessed  by  any  citiaen  and  that 
would  not  be  protected  in  the  same  manner  if  such  protection 
was  invoked  by  the  humblest  citiien. 

These  considerations  and  conclusions  result  in  holding  that 
the  circuit  court  had  jurisdiction  to  bear  and  determine  the 
Uijunciion  cases,  and  that  it  did  not  exceed  its  jurisdiction,  and, 
therefore,  the  preliminary  rule  in  prohibition  must  be  dis- 
charged, at  the  costs  of  the  plaintiff. 

Bobrnson,  0.  J.,  and  Brace,  Burgess,  and  Fox,  JJ.,  concur. 

Yalliant  and  Ghmtt,  JJ.,  dissent. 

Mr.  Justice  Vaniant  I>is8eiited«  and  stated  it  as  his  opinion  that  ia 
the  present  ease  the  trial  court  was  in  error  in  holding  that  it  had 
jurisdiction  of  the  subject  matter,  and  that  when  the  trial  court 
erroneouslj  holds  that  it  has  jurisdiction  of  the  subject  matter  in 
any  given  case  and  renders  an  interlocutory  decree  of  injunction  the 
effect  of  which  is  to  destroy  defendant's  rights  beyond  redress  by 
appeal  in  a  case  which  cannot  be  heard  by  the  appellate  court  in  time 
for  a  reversal  to  be  of  any  value  to  the  defendant,  the  writ  of  pro- 
hibition should  be  issued.    Judge  Yalliant  also  dissented  on  another 
proposition,  and  stated  it  as  his  opinion  that  neither  the  trial  court 
nor  the  supreme  court  had  jurisdiction  to  enjoin  passenger  ticket 
brokers  from  buying  and  selling  railroad  tickets  to  be  thereafter 
isBQed,  and  that  as  to  the  tickets  to  be  issued  by  the  railroad  com- 
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pany  there  was  no  eoncrete  fact  upon  which  to  base  a  judgment,  and 
that  as  the  present  suit  is  aimed  chiefly  at  tickets  to  be  thereafter 
issued,  to  determine  in  advance  that  the  bu3dng  and  8ellin|[r  of  aock 
tickets  would  be  illegal  and  a  contempt  of  court  is  to  establish  a 
rule  of  conduct  not  yet  arisen,  the  effect  of  which  is  to  destroy  the 
business  of  the  ticket  broker,  and  to  declare  as  to  him  suiy  recital 
of  fact  printed  on  the  tickets  to  be  res  judicata. 

In  this  connection  and  in  relation  to  the  ticket  brokerage  basiness, 
it  was  said:  "The  law-making  power  of  this  state  has  not   declared 
this  business  unlawful  and  the  judiciary  has  no  authority  to   do  so, 
yet  the  effect  of  these  injunctions  is  to  drive  these  men  out  of  busi- 
ness, and  that  is  the  purpose  avowed  in  the  arguments  of  the  learned 
counsel  for  the  railroad  companies.    It  is  for  the  legislature  to  de- 
clare the  public  policy  of  our  law,  and  for  the  courts  to  apply  the 
law  to  particular  acts  after  they  are  committed,  or  acts  threatening 
some  property  right  when  in  existence.    It  is  true  these  injonetioBS 
prohibited  the  buying  and  selling  of  only  such  tickets  as  carry  on  their 
face  certain  recitals,  but  there  is  nothing  to  prevent  the  railroad  eom- 
panies  printing  those  recitals  on  the  face  of  all  tickets,  and  having 
all  of  them  signed  by  a  purported  purchaser,  and  whether  the  re- 
citals are  true  or  the  signature  bona  fide  are  questions  on  whieh  the 
broker,  according  to  the  terms  of  these  injunctions,  when  arraigned 
on  a  charge  of  contempt,  will  have  no  right  to  be  heard.    Any  fact 
80  appearing  on  the  face  of  the  ticket  is,  as  to  him,  res  adjudieata. 
The  railroad  company  is  clothed  with  the  power  of  stating  the  neces- 
sary facts  on  the  face  of  the  ticket,  and  any  fact  when  so  stated 
becomes,  by  relation  to  the  judgment,  res  adjudieata,  and  is  past 
disputing. 

"As  between  the  plaintiffs  and  the  defendants  in  those  suits,  if 
the  court  had  jurisdiction  to  decree  as  it  has  decreed,  the  decree 
settles  the  right  of  the  parties  touching  the  subject  adjudged,  and  the 
plaintiffs  cannot,  by  any  subsequent  legislation,  be  deprived  of  their 
vested  rights  in  the  matters  covered  by  that  decree.    If  the  plain- 
tiffs are  entitled  to  what  those  decrees  essay  to  adjudge  to  them, 
then  as  to  the  defendants  in  those  suits,  no  power  in  the  land  can 
deprive  them  of  it.    Those  decrees  cover  tickets  to  be  hereafter  is- 
sued as  well  as  tickets  already  issued  and  are  aimed  chiefly  at  tickets 
hereafter  to  be   issued.    No   one  will  doubt  but   that  the  general 
assembly  has  the  power  to  enact  that  all  railroad  tickets  issued  in 
this  state  shall  be  transferable  or  assignable,  yet  if  the  court  had 
jurisdiction  to  enter  the  decrees  that  it  did  enter  in  these  cases  (and 
so  far  as  the    question  of  jurisdiction  is  concerned  there  is  no  differ- 
ence between  an  interlocutory  decree  and  a  final  decree;  jurisdiction 
to  grant  a  temporary  injunction  is  jurisdiction  to  make  it  perpetual), 
then  if  the  general  assembly  should  to-morrow  enact  a  law  to  the 
effect  that  all  railroad  tickets  hereafter  issued  in  this  state  should 
be  transferable,  the  act  would  be  invalid  in  its  application  to  the 
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acts  of  the  parties  to  those  suits  relating  to  tickets  covered  by  those 
decrees,  beeavse  if  the  decrees  are  valid  they  confer  on  those  plain- 
tiffs as  agaii&st  those  defendants  vested  rights,  and  subsequent  legis- 
lation eannot  destroy  vested  rights.    But  I  apprehend  that  if  any 
SDch  eondition  should  arise  it  would  be  held  that  the  fault  was  with 
the  court  which  had  gone  beyond  its  jurisdiction  and  attempted  to 
reach  into  the  future  to  adjudicate  upon  cases  before  they  had  arisen. 
Smppoee   onr  general  assembly  should  conclude  that  the  business  of 
TSilroad  ticket  brokers  was  detrimental  to  the  well-being  of  the  state 
and  pass   an  act  saying  that  anyone  who  should  hereafter  buy  or 
■ell  a  railroad  ticket  that  recited  on  its  face  that  it  had  been  is- 
sned  by  the  company  at  a  reduced  rate  and  for  that  reason  was  non- 
transferable, should  be  deemed  guilty  of  a  misdemeanor  and  upon 
eonvietion  be  punished  by  ilne  and  imprisonment,  would  anyone  say 
that  the  general  assembly  in  passing  that  act  was  usurping  the  powers 
of  government  intrusted  to  the  judiciary t    Whatever  else,  might  be 
said,  in  questioning  the  validity  of  the  act,  no  one  would  say  that 
it  was  not  legislative  in  its  character,  no  one  would  claim  for  it  that 
it  was  a  judicial  act.    Yet  that  is  exactly  the  kind  of  act  effected 
by  these  injunetiona    Our  attention  has  been  called  to  a  bill  now 
pending  in  the  municipal  assembly  which  in  its  essence  copies  the 
very  words  of  these  injunctions  and  proposes  to  enact  them  into  a 
lavr.     Are  these  railroad  companies  appealing  to  the  World's  Fair 
sentiment  in  the  municipal  assembly  to  induce  its  members  to  usurp 
judicial  powers,  or  has  the  circuit  court  assumed  legislative  func- 
tions?   The  act  in  its  nature  is  either  legislative  or  judicial,  it  be- 
longs either  to  the  one  department  of  the  government  or  to  the 
other;  it  cannot  be  exercised  by  both.    In  the  language  of  the  su- 
preme court  of  Vermont,  'No  power  can  properly  be  a  legislative 
and  properly  be  a  judicial  power  at  the  same  time;  and  as  to  mixed 
powers,  the  separation  of  the  departments  in  the  manner  prescribed 
by  the  constitution  precludes  the  possibility    of    their    existence': 
Bates  T.  KimbaU,  2  Chip.  87.'' 

Mr.  Justice  Gantt  concurred  in  the  dissenting  opinion  of  Mr.  Jus- 
tice Yalliant. 


The  RegulatUm  of  the  Bale  of  Paseenger  TickeU  is  discussed  in  the 
monographic  note  to  Jannin  v.  State,  96  Am.  St.  Bep.  828-838.  An 
examination  of  this  note  will  disclose  that  many  authorities  hold 
that  it  is  competent  for  the  legislature  to  prohibit  the  sale  of  tickets 
by  brokers,  unless  they  are  authorized  by  the  carrier  to  make  the 
sale. 
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STATE  T.  DREW. 

D79  Mo.  315,  78  S.  W.  «Bt] 

STOLEN  FBOPESTV— BAcent  PosMUlOii  of— Fnm 
QuJlt.— To  raise  a  presumptiOQ  of  guilt  from  the  poBBeas. 
cently  Htolen  propprty  it  ja  necesaary  tbat  it  b«  found  in 
aive  possession  of  the  prisoBBT.  He  niu  i>>ily  ba  requircJ  1 
for  Ihe  poaaessioD  of  ttiiogs  jrhich  h«  ^ettttllf  and  know. 
BCHsed.     (p.  477.) 

aTOLEN  FBOFEBTY — Keceat  PoBasadon  of— Preni 
Oollt.^Tbe  finding  of  recently  stolen  artielec  on  the  pren 
man  of  a  family,  without  showing  his  aetnal.  congcioua 
thereof,  discloBea  only  a  prima  facie  constmetive  poBsessif 
not  such  a  posspsnion  as  will  justify  a  preraaption  of  guilt 
thereof,     (pp.  479.  480.) 

STOLEN  FBOFEBTY  u  Evldenoe  «f  Orlme.— If  in 
eutioD  for  larceny  there  ia  no  evideuse  of  ft  conapiracy 
the  accused  and  another  to  commit  the  erime,  articles  ta 
such  other's  house  □D<Ier  a  search-waTmnt  *n  Bot  ndTniasit 
dence.     (p.  480.) 

TBIAL, — Instmctiona  assuming  that  aM  i.acu8ad  haa 
tain  statements  adverse  to  bi«  interest  ale  uroneoaB  and 
limited  to  tho  slalcments  proved  on  the  triaL     (p.  480.) 

J.  C.  Wallace,  for  the  appellant 

E.  C.  Crow,  attorney  general,  uid  S.  B.  Jeffries, 

attorney  general,  for  the  state. 

s^**  QANTT,  P.  J.     The  defendant  and  one  Frank 

were  cliarged  in  an  information  filed  by  the  prosecutii 
nev  of  Chariton  county  with  burglary  and  larceny  of 
of  Joseph  Hiles  in  t!ie  town  of  Dalton  in  aaid  count 
19th  of  May,  1901.  A  severance  was  granted  and  the 
ant  duly  arraigned  at  the  Sepleniher  term,  1901.  At  th 
ary  term,  1903,  defendant  was  put  upon  his  second 
this  oiTcusc.  and  convicted  of  botli  the  burglary  and 
and  Bentenced  to  the  penitentiary  for  a  tenn  of  five  yet 
raotiona  for  new  trial  and  in  arrest  of  judgment  were  c 
and  exceptions  duly  saved  and  an  appeal  granted  to  tli 
The  evidence  on  which  this  conviction  rests  is  subs 
a;  follows:  Mr.  Miles,  Ihe  prosecuting  witness,  had  a 
merchandise  store  in  the  town  of  Dalton,  Chariton  *" 
on  Sunday,  the  19th  of  May,  1901.  When  he  left  i 
Saturday  night  the  doors  were  locked  and  fastened, 
windows  had  no  fastenings.  On  Monday  morning  w 
Miles  returned  to  his  store,  he  found  a  big  light  in  t 
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door  bfoken  and  a  lot  of  empty  shoe  boxes  on  tbe  floor  and  a 
iot  of   drygoodfl  gone.    He  testified  he    misaed  6ome    shoea, 
worsted    goods^    tobacco    and   aome    meat    The    ahoes    were 
branded  ^'V.  C/'  on  the  box  and  the  ahoea.    The  worsted  dreaa 
goods  were  of  two  colors^  brown  and  of  a  greenish  color.    Some 
percales,    red  and  white  striped^  were  alao  missing.    The  goods 
taken  were  worth  between  fifty  dollars  and  one  hundred  dol- 
lars.    A  piece  of  percale  waa  shown  the  witness  and  he  testi- 
fied he  '^ong^f ^  that  was  taken  that  night,  but  on  objection 
this  answer  was  excluded.    Other  drygoods  were  exhibited  to 
the  witness,  but  counsel  for  defendant  objected  to  the  iden- 
tification of  these  unless  the  state  first  established  that  these 
were   found  at  the  house  of  defendant    The  objection  waa 
overmled  and  defendant  excepted  and  Mr.  Miles  answered  they 
came  out  of  his  store  and  were. his  goods.    Some  shoes  were 
also  sthown  tiie  witness  and  he  said  they  looked  like  his  and 
had  the  same  marks  and  brands.    He  testified  he  got  all  of 
the  forgoing  goods,  except  the  one  remnant  of  percale,  out  of 
tile  house  of  Gamble.    Thereupon  defendant   by   his  counsdl 
mored  the  court  to  strike  out  all  of  the  evidence  aa  to  the 
goods  obtained  from  Gamble'a  house,  whidi  motion  the  court* 
OTerruled  and  defendant  duly  excepted.    He  testified  he  got 
these  goods  under  a  search-warrant  from  the  houses  of  Gamble 
and  defendant  some  two  or  three  weeks  after  the  burglary  waa 
committed.    He  further  testified  that  defendant  said  he,  Miles^ 
would  have  to  show  where  defendant  got  the  goods  found  at 
his  house;  that  they  had  got  it  from  Mrs.  Cook,  who  also  had 
a  store  in  the  town.    On  cross-examination  Mr.  Miles  admitted 
he  had  testified  on  a  former  trial  of  this  case  that  his  store 
was  burglarized  on  Saturday  ni^t  instead  of  Sunday  night  as 
he  now  ^**  stated.    That  he  could  not  identify  the  one  piece 
of  percale  found  in  defendant's  house  by  any  mark,  but  only 
b;  its  general  appearance.    He  would  not  positively  say  this 
was  a  piece  of  his  goods.    That  he  could  not  state  that  the 
goods  in  his  store  were  exactly  like  this  piece.    It  was  simply 
a  piece  of  red  and  white  percale  he  had  in  his  store  at  that  time, 
^en  he  went  to  defendant  DreVs  house  he  also  found  a  lit- 
tle piece  of  white  goods  there.    He  did  not  take  that  at  the 
time,  neither  did  he  take  this  piece  of  percale.    He  did  not 
take  the  percale  because  defendant  said  he  got  it  from  Mrs. 
Cook  and  he  thought  he  would  see  her  before  taking  it.     De- 
feDdant  said  he  got  the  white  goods  also  from  Mrs.  Cook.     This 
piece  of  white  goods  and  this  piece  of  percale  was  all  he 
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found  in  defendant's  houee.  He  did  not  claim  the  white  g 
-vhich  the  evidence  of  Mre.  Cook  and  defendant's  wife 
chieively  eetablished  caroe  from  Mrs.  Cook'B  store.  Mrs. 
tostified  she  sold  defendant's  vife  the  white  goods  on  Satu 
before  the  burglary,  bnt  did  not  sell  defendant  or  bis 
the  percale;  that  she  never  had  a  piece  like  it  in  her  sto 

Mr.  Veatch,  the  sheriff,  testified  he  served  the  search-wai 
and  got  the  piece  of  percale  at  defendant's  house.  The  t 
was  locked  and  defendant's  daughter  brought  her  motbei 
key  to  the  trunk  and  he  found  this  piece  of  percale  in 
trunk.  Defendant  was  not  present  at  the  time.  Witness 
that  there  was  a  piece  of  white  goods  and  the  percale  in 
hands  when  defendant  and  his  wife  said  they  got  the  g 
from  Mrs.  Cook.  Ek)es  not  think  they  said  either  piece 
ticularly.  After  Mrs.  Cook  said  they  did  not  get  the  pei 
from  her  an  officer  went  back  to  defendant's  house  and  go 
Until  then  Mr.  Miles  was  uncertain  that  it  was  his. 

On  the  part  of  defendant  the  evidence  tended  to  prove 
Mrs.  Gamble  used  Mrs.  Drevr's  sewing-machine  and,  as  a  re 
nition  of  their  kindness,  gave  the  piece  of  percale  to  J 
Drew,  the  fifteen  year  old  ■*•  daughter  of  defendant,  and  i 
it  with  the  white  goods  purchased  from  Mrs.  Cook  was  in 
unlocked  bureau  drawer  at  defendHit's  house  when  the  oQ 
found  and  afterward  took  it.  Mrs.  Gamble  gave  this  p: 
to  Miss  Drew  on  Saturday  before  the  defendant  was  arref 
about  the  middle  of  June,  1901.  There  was  also  evidence  i 
Mrs.  Gamble's  father  bought  the  goods  in  Kansas  City  i 
gave  it  to  his  daughter.  Various  errors  are  assigned  for 
versal  of  the  jadgment. 

Among  other  instructions,  the  court  gave  the  following: 
The  court  instructs  the  ]ury  that  if  you  believe  from  the  < 
dence  beyond  a  reasonable  doubt  that  on  or  about  the  ni 
teenth  day  of  May,  A.  D.  1901,  at  the  county  of  Chariton 
the  state  of  Missouri,  some  one  did  feloniously  and  burgli 
ously  break  into  and  enter  the  storehouse  and  building 
Joseph  Miles  and  steal  therefrom  goods  and  chattels  mentioi 
ip  the  information  or  any  of  said  goods  and  chattels,  and  tl 
EGon  thereafter  said  goods  and  chattels  or  any  part  then 
were  found  in  the  exclusive  possession  of  Hamp  Drew,  th 
and  in  that  event  the  law  presumes  that  the  defendant  is  gui 
of  both  burglary  and  the  larceny,  and  unless  the  defendant  1 
accounted  for  the  pOBseesion  of  said  goods,  to  your  reasonal 
EatisfactioB,  or  rebutted  the  presumption  arising  from  the  i 
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cent  posseesion  of  said  goods,  as  defined  in  these  instmctions, 
jon  should  find  him  gnilty  as  charged  in  the  information;  but 
the  court  iiiBtnicts  you  that  the  defendant  may  rebut  the  pre- 
sumption of  guilt  arising  from  recent  possession  of  stolen  prop- 
erty or  explain  his  possession  by  either  direct  evidenoe  or  at- 
tending circumstances  or  the  character  or  habits  of  himself  by 
some  other  mode  equally  satisfactory  as  to  the  innocence  of  the 
accused/* 

!•  This  instruction  is  challenged  because  counsel  for  defend- 
ant insists  that  the  testimony  does  not  show  an  actual  posses- 
sion by  defendant  of  any  of  the  stolen  ^^^  goods,  but  a  mere 
eonstructiye  possession  by  reason  of  the  fact  that  one  piece  of 
percale  which  the  prosecuting  witness  thought  was  his  because 
it  resembled  that  which  he  had  in  his  store  was  found  in  a 
trunk  in  the  house  of  defendant^  which  his  daughter  testified 
was  given  to  her  only  a  day  prior  to  the  burglary  by  Mrs.  Gam- 
ble. 

This  court,  in  State  ▼.  Castor,  93  Mo.  242,  6  S.  W.  906, 
adopted  Oreenleaf^s  statement  of  the  law  on    this    point    (3 
Greenleaf  on  Eyidence,  sections  32  and  33),  wherein  he  says: 
^ut  to  raise  the  presumption  of  guilt  from  the  possession  of 
the  fruits  of  the  crime  by  the  prisoner,  it  is  necessary  that 
they  be  found  in  his  ezclusiye  possession.     A  constructive  pos- 
session, like  constructive  notice  or  knowledge,  though  suJScient 
to  create  a  civil  liability,  is  not  sufficient  to  hold  the  party  re- 
sponsible to  a  criminal  charge.    He  can  only  be  required  to 
account  for  the  possession  of  things  which  he  actually  and 
knowingly  possessed;  as,  for  example,  where  they  are  found 
upon  his  person,  or  in  his  private  apartment,  or  in  a  place 
of  which  he  keeps  the  key.'* 

In  Castor's  case  the  evidence  showed  the  stolen  goods  were 
found  in  his  trunk,  but  it  was  shown  that  his  employer  had 
access  to  the  trunk ;  that  he  had  lent  the  key  to  another  to  get 
8ome  blacking  and  a  brush  and  the  key  remained  in  the  hands 
of  the  borrower  for  four  days.  And  it  also  appeared  that  the 
trunk  was  often  left  xmlocked  in  the  house  of  the  owner  of  the 
stolen  goods  and  the  trunk  could  be  unlocked  by  a  cupboard 
key  and  could  have  been  xmlocked  by  another  familiar  with 
the  locus  in  quo.  In  these  circumstances  it  was  ruled  that 
defendant's  possession  was  not  exclusive.  That  decision  has 
been  approved  by  this  court:  State  v.  Baker,  144  Mo.  329,  46 
S.  W.  194. 
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In  State  v.  Belcher,  136  Mo.  137,  37  S.  W.  800,  it  waa  said: 
''Hie  recent  possession  of  stolen  property  raises  a  presumptioB 
of  guilt,  but  what  constitutes  recent  possession  whidi  will  jus- 
tify this  instruction  is  a  prelimiQary  question  for  the  court 
It  is  the  settled  law  of  this  court  ***  that  to  raise  this  pie- 
sumption  the  stolen  goods  must  be  found  in  the  ezdusive  pos- 
session of  the  prisoner*^:  State  v.  Castor,  93  Mo.  242,  5  S.  W. 
906 ;  State  v.  Warford,  106  Mo.  55,  27  Am.  St  Eep.  322,  16 
S.  W.  886;  State  v.  Scott,  109  Mo.  226,  19  S.  W.  89;  State 
V.  Owsley,  111  Mo.  450,  20  S.  W.  194. 

In  Bdcher's  case,  as  in  this,  the  larger  part  of  the  goods 
were  found  in  the  possession  of  another,  one  Edwards,  and 
the  remainder  found  in  the  home  of  the  defendant's  mother, 
and  there  was  no  evidence  to  indicate  that  defendant  had  any 
other  possession  than  that  shared  by  the  family  in  common 
save  and  except  as  to  a  pair  of  overalls  and  a  pair  of  shoes, 
I  .  and  it  was  a  question  whether  these  were  a  part  of  the  stolen 

i  goods,  and  it  was  not  held  to  be  exclusive  or  recent  enough  to 

justify  this  instruction. 

In  State  v.  Warford,  106  Mo.  63,  27  Am.  St  Eep.  322,  16 
S.  W.  886,  it  was  said  by  Judge  MacFarlane:  'Tit  would  be 
pushing  the  rule  too  far  to  require  of  one  accused  of  a  crime 
an  explanation  of  his  possession  of  the  stolen  property,  when 
such  possession  could  also,  with  equal  right,  be  attributed  to 
another.'* 

In  this  case  there  was  no  evidence  that  defendant  knew  of 
the  possession  by  his  daughter  or  wife  of  this  piece  of  dress 
goods.  The  fact  that  it  was  in  the  house  of  which  he  was  the 
head  was  at  most  merely  a  constructive  possession,  especially 
when  the  character  of  the  goods,  an  article  of  female  attire  of 
whose  existence  the  father  might  well  be  and  generally  is  ig- 
norant until  made  up,  is  taken  into  consideration.  The  father 
was  not  at  home  when  the  search  was  made  and  the  piece  of 
goods  was  found  in  the  trunk  or  the  drawer  of  a  bureau.  There 
was  also  independent  evidence  that  this  piece  of  goods  was 
in  defendant's  house  prior  to  the  burglary.  It  is  evident  that 
the  state's  case  rested  upon  the  fact  that  tiiis  one  piece  of  per- 
cale was  found  in  defendant's  house  some  three  weeks  after 
the  burglary  of  Miles'  store.  Although  there  was  a  large 
*^  amount  of  dress  goods,  tobacco,  meat,  shoes,  etc.,  stolen 
and  defendant's  premises  were  carefully  searched  by  the  officer 
under  the  search-warrant,  no  part  of  the  stolen  goods  were 
found  there  except  this  piece  of  percale,  if  it  be  conceded  that 
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it  was  a  part  of  tiie  stolen  goods^  and  no  other  eyidence  con* 
necting  him  with  the  crime.  While  it  is  true  Mr.  Miles  tes- 
tifies that  defendant  said  they  got  the  percale  from  Mrs.  Cook, 
the  offner  who  was  present  and  who  t^tified  for  the  state  says 
he  had  both  the  white  goods  and  the  percale  in  his  hands  when 
defendant  said  they  got  the  goods  from  Mrs.  Cook  and  did 
not  particularize  which  piece.  It  was  shown  that  as  to  the 
white  goods  this  statement  was  true. 

One  proposition,  then,  is  presented :  Was  the  possession  of  the 
wife  or  daughter  in  the  circumstances  detailed  such  an  exclu- 
siTe  possession  in  defendant  as  justified  this  instruction  ?  Was 
it  anything  more  than  that  constructiye  possession  which  every 
head  of  a  family  is  presumed  to  haye  of  property  in  his  house 
or  on  his  premises  ? 

In  Begina  ▼.  Pratt,  4  Fost  &  P.  316,  Chiof  Baron  Pollock, 
whose  learning  and  immense  experience  give  great  weight  to 
his  judgments,  laid  it  down  that  the  mere  fact  of  the  goods 
being  on  the  prisoner's  premises,  which  might  be  without  his 
knowledge  or  assent,  does  not  prove  possession,  much  less  re- 
ceiving by  him,  for  another  might  have  put  the  goods  on  the 
premises  without  his  knowledge^  and  he  directed  the  jury  to 
acquit. 

So  in  State  v.  Owsley,  111  Mo.  450,  20  S.  W.  194,  in  which 
two  stolen  revolvers  were  found  in  the  possession  of  Mrs. 
Owsley,  the  wife  of  the  defendant,  but  he  was  not  at  that  time 
living  with  her,  it  was  ruled  that  the  possession  of  the  wife 
could  not  be  regarded  as  the  exclusive  possession  of  the  hus- 
band. While  the  possession  of  the  wife  was  the  possession  of 
the  husband  at  common  law  for  the  purposes  of  civil  liability, 
that  law  also  recognized  and  held  the  wife  as  a  criminal  agent 
for  crimes  **^  committed  by  herself  not  in  the  presence  of 
her  husband,  and  even  in  his  presence,  when  she  alone  was  the 
active  and  inciting  party  to  the  offense:  State  v.  Ma  Foo,  110 
Mo.  r,  33  Am.  St.  Rep.  414,  19  S.  W.  222. 

In  our  opinion,  the  mere  fact  of  finding  stolen  articles  on 
the  premises  of  a  man  of  a  family  without  showing  his  actual 
conscious  possession  thereof  discloses  only  a  prima  facie  con- 
struc&ve  possession  and  is  not  such  a  possession  as  will  justify 
a  presumption  of  guilt  by  reason  thereof.  It  is  within  the 
common  experience  that  many  honest  and  worthy  men  have 
dishonest  children  and  servants,  and  to  indulge  the  presump- 
tion that  because  goods  are  found  on  their  premises  which  turn 
out  to  have  been  stolen,  without  going  further  and  showing 
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an  actual  conscious  and  exclusive  possession  of  such  goods  ia 
the  head  of  the  family,  would  result  oftentimes  in  punishing 
the  innocent  for  the  guilty. 

There  is  no  occasion  for  pushing  the  presumption  to  any  such 
length.  Kept  within  its  proper  limitations  it  is  a  sidutary 
principle  and  reasonable,  but  given  a  latitudinous  constmctive 
interpretation  it  is  unreasonable,  and  would  work  grave  in- 
justice :  People  v.  Hurley,  60  CaL  74,  44  Am.  Eep.  65 ;  Cowen 
and  HilFs  Notes  to  Phillips  on  Evidence,  630;  Wharton's 
Criminal  Evidence,  sec.  768,  and  cases  cited;  Turbeville  r. 
State,  42  Ind.  496;  Boscoe's  Criminal  Evidence,  18;  Field  ▼. 
State,  24  Tex.  App.  422,  6  S.  W.  200;  Burrill  on  Circumstantial 
Evidence,  460;  Lehman  v.  State,  18  Tex.  App.  174,  61  Am. 
PtOp.  298. 

1  In  our  opinion  there  was  no  such  actual,  conscious,  exclusive 

4  possession  of  this  piece  of  percale  by  the  defendant  as  would 

justify  the  giving  of  instruction  No.  2  on  behalf  of  the  state. 
1  2.  As  there  was  a  total  failure  to  show  any  confederacy  or 

conspiracy  between  the  defendant  and  Gamble,  the  court  erred 
in  admitting  in  evidence  the  goods  taken  under  the  search- 
warrant  from  Gamble's  house.  It  could  not  fail  to  have  a  preju- 
dicial effect  on  defendant.  In  the  absence  of  evidence  tending  to 
prove  a  conspiracy,  ***  this  evidence  threw  no  light  on  the 
guilt  or  innocence  of  defendant,  but  was  irrelevant  and  incom- 
petent. As  the  case  may  be  retried  it  may  be  remarked  that  if 
the  jury  should  find  that  Mrs.  Gamble  gave  defendant's  daugh- 
ter the  piece  of  percale  three  weeks  after  the  burglary,  and  that 
prior  to  such  gift  defendant  had  no  possession  of  the  percale, 
such  a  second-hand  possession  by  the  daughter  would  not  create 
a  presumption  of  guilt :  State  v.  Warford,  106  Mo.  66,  27  Am. 
St.  Eep.  322,  16  S.  W.  886;  State  v.  Scott,  109  Mo.  226,  19 
S.  W.  89.  Having  explained  his  possession,  it  devolved  upon 
the  state  to  show  his  explanation  was  false  or  improbable. 

3.  The  fifth  instruction  is  open  to  the  criticism  of  defendant 
that  it  assumes  that  defendant  had  made  statements  adverse 
to  his  interest  and  that  it  should  have  been  limited  to  conversa- 
tions proved  on  the  trial.  These  defects  can  be  readily  rem- 
edied, however,  if  it  shall  be  deemed  advisable  to  furthet  pros- 
ecute the  case. 

For  the  errors  noted,  the  judgment  is  reversed  and  the  cause 
remanded  for  a  new  trial  in  accordance  with  the  views  herein 
expressed. 

All  concur. 
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P0SSB88IOK  OF  STOLEN  PBOPEBTT  AS  BVIDBNOB  OF  GUILT, 
Introdiictoiy,  481« 

L    AppUcatioii  of  tho  Doctrlst. 

a.  To  Lareeoy,  482. 

b.  To  Burglary,  482. 
e.    To  Sobbery,  484. 

d.  To  BeceiTlng  Stolen  Proporty;  484. 

XL    Effect  of  Fossessioii  of  Stolon  Property. 

a.  In  General,  485. 

b.  Aa  a  PreeamptiQn  of  Guilt,  486. 

e.  Aa  CtondnelTe  Eridenoe  of  Oiillt»  491. 

d.  Aa  Prima  Fade  Byidenee  of  Gnilt,  492. 

e.  Aa  SnAclent  to  Warrant*  Justify  or  Sustain  OonTletioi^ 

493. 

f .  Aa  an  Ikiferenoe  of  GnJtt,  495. 

g.  Aa  a  Mere  drcmnstanoe  Tending  to  Show  Guilt,  497, 

m.    Nature  and  Oondusiyenees  of  Presumption. 

a.    Nature  of  the  Presumption  Balsed,  499. 

h.    Effect  on  Burden  of  Proof,  602. 

e.    Effect  of  Good  Beputation  on  Presumptiont  604. 

IV.    What  Constitutes  Possession, 
a.    In  General,  606. 

h.    Necessity  for  Identiflcatlon  of  the  Stolen  Property,  606. 
c    What  Must  be  Shown  Where  the  Stolen  Property  is  Mdney« 
606. 

d.  Necessity  for  Possession  to  be  Becent,  610. 
••    Necessity  for  Possession  to  be  EzdusiTe. 

1.  In  General,  613. 

2.  Effect  of  Joint  Possession,  613. 

3.  Effect  of  Public  Access  to  Place  of  Doposit,  614i 

4.  Effect  of  Access  by  Family  of  Accused,  616. 

V.    Effect  of  Possession  of  Part  of  Property  or  Possession  by  an 
Associate. 

a.  Possession  of  Only  Part  of  the  Stolen  Property,  518. 

b.  Possession  by  Oodef  endant  or  an  Associate,  620. 
VI.    Nature  and  Effect  of  Explanation. 

a.  What  Amounts  to  an  Explanation,  620. 

b.  Effect  of  Explanation  Showing  Wrongful  or  Didionesl 

Possession,  522. 

e.  Effect  of  Explanation  Baising  Beasonable  Doubt»  522. 
d.    Effect  of  False  Explanation,  623. 

VIL    ProTlnoe  of  Court  and  Jury,  523. 

Introductory. 

The  j>0886B8ion  of  stolen  property  as  evidencing  the  guilt  of  the 
possessor  of  the  crime  committed  when  the  property  was  stolen,  is 
necessarily,  from  the  yery  nature  of  such  crimes,  especially  of  lar- 
ceny and  burglary^  a  kind  of  evidence  which  is  very  essential  in  iix- 
hig  the  guilt  of  the  person  committing  the  crime.  Hence  the  deci- 
sions in  which  the  subject  has  been  passed  upon  are  quite  numerous. 
They,  however,  are  very  discordant,  and  in  many  instances  are  in- 
eapable  of  being  reconciled.  Much  of  the  confusion  in  regard  to  the 
law  on  this  subject  has  arisen  from  the  loose  expressions  used  by  the 
Am.  St.  R«p.  VoL  101—31 
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eotntv  in  describinir  the  probative  effect  arieing  from  the  fact  of  th» 

poBsession  of  the  stolen  property.    The  earlier  authorities  were  dia- 

euBsed  in  the  monographic  note  to  Hunt  y.  Commonwealth.  70  Am. 

Dec.  447. 

L    Application  of  the  Doctrixia. 

a.  To  Laroeny.~The  rules  formulated  by  the  courts  as  to  the 
probative  force  of  evidence  showing  possession  of  stolen  property  by 
the  accused  naturally  apply  to  cases  in  which  the  crime  of  larceny 
is  charged:  State  v.  Armstrong,  170  Mo.  406,  70  8.  W.  874;  State  ▼. 
Brady,  121  Iowa,  561,  97  N.  W.  62. 

Ik  To  Buglary. — ^The  doctrine  is  also  applied  to  burglary  cases: 
State  V.  Warf  ord,  106  Mo.  65,  27  Am.  St.  Bep.  322,  16  8.  W.  886.  The 
weight  of  authority,  however,  seems  to  be  that  it  is  necessary  to 
•how  by  some  other  evidence  that  there  was  such  a  breaking  and 
entry  of  the  building  whence  the  property  was  stolen  as  would  fnl- 
flll  the  requirements  regarding  that  element  of  the  crime  of  burglary, 
and  that  the  goods  found  in  the  possession  of  the  accused  were  stolen 
from  the  house  on  that  particular  occasion:  King  v.  State,  99  Ga. 
686,  59  Am.  St.  Bep.  251,  26  S.  E.  480;  Brooks  T.  State,  96  Ga.  353, 
23  S.  E.  413;  State  v.  Williams,  120  Iowa,  86,  94  N.  W.  255;  Strick- 
land V.  State  (Tex.  Cr.),  78  S.  W.  689.  See,  also.  Fuller  v.  State,  48 
Ala.  273;  People  v.  Bielfus,  59  Mich.  676,  26  N.  W.  771;  Mctz  ▼. 
State,  46  Neb.  547,  65  N.  W.  190.  The  rule  and  its  application  were 
shown  in  Lester  v.  State,  106  Ga.  871,  32  S.  E.  335,  wherein  it  was 
said:  ''To  maintain  a  conviction  for  the  offense  of  burglary,  it  is 
absolutely  essential  that  proof  of  the  breaking  and  enteriog  be  made. 
It  is  not  at  all  necessary  for  the  character  of  evidence  which  estab- 
lishes the  corpus  delicti  to  be  positive  and  direct;  but  it  is  necessary 
that  the  corpus  delicti  be  shown  by  evidence  which  is  legal,  admis- 
sible, and  which  establishes  the  fact  beyond  a  reasonable  doubt.  If 
one  be  found  in  the  recent  possession  of  goods  shown  to  have  been 
stolen  from  the  house  at  the  time  of  the  breaking  and  entering,  such 
possession  is  sufficient  to  connect  the  person  in  possession  with  the 
perpetration  of  the  offense.  But  it  is  not  of  itself  conclusive:  Jones 
V.  State,  105  Ga.  649,  31  S.  E.  574.  In  this  case  there  were  no  ex- 
ternal or  internal  evidences  that  the  house  was  broken.  The  theory 
of  the  state  was  that  it  was  entered  by  the  unlocking  of  the  door  by 
some  person  unauthorized,  but  there  was  no  proof,  direct  or  circum- 
stantial, that  such  was  the  case,  other  than  the  fact  that  the  prop- 
erty was  stolen  from  the  house  and  apparently  no  other  entry  could 
have  been  made  than  by  means  of  unlocking  the  door.  The  loss  of 
the  property  seems  to  have  been  relied  on  as  a  proof  of  the  entry, 
and  the  possession  of  the  defendant  to  be  taken  as  a  fact  sufficient 
to  authorize  his  conviction  of  the  breaking  and  entering.  This  ia  not 
sufficient.  As  it  is  necessary,  when  the  recent  possession  of  goods 
stolen  from  the  house  at  the  time  of  a  burglarious  entry  is  relied  on 
to  connect  the  defendant  with  such  entry,  the  breaking  and  entering 
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mnsfe  be  clearly  shown  before  tbe  eirenmstaneeB  otf  poaM«ieB  eaa  Ib 
toy  way  eonneet  tbe  defendant  with  the  offense  charged.^' 

In  Bobereon  y.  State,  40  SU.  609,  24  Sontb.  474,  tbe  eoort  said: 
"Bat  unless  tbe  goods  were  obtained  by  a  breaking  and  entry — in 
other  word%  unless  the  breaking  and  entry  and  tbe  lareeny  were 
psrts  of  tbe  same  transaetion,  or  i;f  not  parts  of  the  same  transae- 
tion,  nnlesa  tbe  breaking  and  entry  and  the  lareeny  wera  eommitted 
by  the  same  person — ^the  exelnsiye  posseasion  of  property  recently 
stolen  does  not  warrant  a  presumption  that  the  possessor  is  guilty 
ef  the  breaking  and  entry,  although  it  does  warrant  a  presumption 
that  he  is  gnilty  of  larceny'':  Citing  Knickerbocker  v.  People,  43 
N.  Y.  117;  Commonwealth  ▼.  McGk>rty,  114  Mass.  299;  Brooks  ▼. 
8Ute,  96  Ckk  353,  23  a  E.  413;  State  ▼.  Bivers,  68  Iowa,  611,  27  N. 
W.  781;  Smith  T.  People,  115  BL  17,  8  K.  £.  733;  People  ▼.  Wood,  99 
Mich.  620,  58  N.  W.  638. 

The  rule  just  stated  was  also  approved  in  People  t.  Hannon,  85 
Cal.  374,  24  Pac  706;  State  ▼.  Brady,.  121  Iowa,  567,  97  N.  W.  62; 
State  V.  Powell,  61  Kan.  81,  58  Pac.  968;  Metz  v.  SUte,  46  Neb.  547, 
65  N.  W.  190;  Byan  y.  SUte,  83  Wis.  486,  53  N.  W.  836. 

As  we  will  see  later  on  in  this  note,  there  is  no  great  discord 
among  tbe  authorities  as  to  the  mere  admissibility  of  evidence  of 
possession  of  stolen  goods  as  a  mere  circumstance,  but  there  is  a 
difference  of  opinion  among  tbe  courts  as  to  the  effect  or  weight  of 
neh  evidence.  In  SUte  v.  Brady,  121  Iowa,  565,  97  N.  W.  62,  it 
VIS  said:  "As  to  the  effect  to  be  given  in  prosecutions  for  burglary  ^ 
to  proof  of  possession  of  goods  stolen  in  connection  with  the  break* 
iug  and  entering,  the  authorities  are  not  entirely  in  harmony.  There 
ue  decisions  holding  without  qualification  that  the  fact  of  possession 
of  property  recently  stolen  under  such  circumstances  has  no  ten- 
dency to  prove  the  possessor's  guilt  of  burglary:  People  v.  Gordon, 
40  Mich.  716.  On  the  other  hand,  cases  may  be  found  to  the  effect 
that  such  fact  alone  creates  a  sufficient  presumption  of  guilt  to 
justify  a  conviction:  Knickerboibker  v.  People,  43  N*.  Y.  177.  Our 
own  cases  have  gone  to  neither  extreme,  and  are,  we  think,  in  har- 
mony with  the  weight  of  authority.  As  laid  down  in  State  v.  Bivers, 
68  Iowa,  616,  27  N.  W.  781,  the  rule  approved  by  this  court  is  that: 
'The  possession  of  property  which  has  been  stolen  from  a  building 
which  had  been  broken  and  entered  is  not  alone  prima  facie  evidence 
that  the  one  having  it  is  guilty  of  the  burglary.  Such  possession 
imezplained  does  raise  a  presumption  that  the  party  is  guilty  of 
larceny,  but  it  does  not  follow  that  both  crimes  were  committed  by 
the  same  party.  The  one  who  committed  the  larceny  may  have  found 
the  building  open  after  the  burglary  was  committed,  and  may  have 
altered  and  stolen  the  goods  without  having  been  concerned  in  the 
breaking.  It  is  obvious,  therefore,  that  the  mere  possession  of  the 
itolen  goods  does  not  have  the  same  tendency  to  connect  him  with 
the  burglary  which  it  does  with  the  larceny.'  " 
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In  Peopio  V.  Baier,  137  Ckl.  SeS,  TO  Pac.  871,  it  «u  li«1d  I 
rei^^nt  on  explained  posMraion  of  itolftn  pfop^rtf,  tli«  Crni 
burglar  J,  mii^  be  considered  m  &  eirennutaneo  tendtBg  t9  ahi 
when  considered  nifb  other  ■uspleloni  eiremnrtAnees,  but  lu 
tbe  stolen  propcrt7  came  into  their  poawMion  after  tbe  eon 
of  the  barglary  bj  other  p&rtiei^  Id  Mangham  t.  State,  87  ' 
13  S.  E.  55S,  it  was  be1d  that  tba  recent  posaesaion  of  atolc 
erty  from  a  burglarized  bonse,  not  latiefaetorily  explained, 
Bufflcient  to  establish  the  gnilt  of  the  defendant  where  the 
the  burglary  ig  established  and  the  jurj  believe  from  all  t 
deDC«  that  the  defendant  ia  guilty.  And  in  State  t.  Hnlles, 
0.  eS6,  45  S.  B.  fil3,  it  wia  held  that  recent  poaseaeion  of  (tola 
was  a  circuiuBtaiice  tending  to  show  that  the  poaaeaaor  bn 
entered  the  house  from  which  the  stolen  gooda  were  bnrglari 
c.  To  Sobberr-— Evidence  ahowing  the  poaeession  of  go< 
cently  stolen  under  trireunietaneea  making  the  larceny  conatit 
crime  of  robbery  wns  admitted  !d  Hoses  r.  State,  88  Ala. 
Am.  St.  Hep.  il,  7  South.  101;  State  v.  Wyatt,  124  Mo.  537 
W.  1096;  State  v.  Baleb,  136  Ko.  103,  87  B,  W.  808.  Althou 
cBsea  in  which  the  doctrine  relating  to  the  poaaesaion  of  stolei 
with  reference  to  the  crime  of  robbery  are  not  very  nnmerot 
tbe  practice  of  receiving  such  teatinony  is  quite  genera).  Fr 
very  nature  of  the  crime  of  robbery,  such  posaeaaion  onght  no 
of  controlling  weight  unleas  the  easentlal  elementa  of  the  ei 
robbery  arc  proved  and  there  are  other  eircumatancea  conneeti 
poasesaor  of  the  stolen  gooda  with  the  crime.  It  aeema  that  th 
principles  which  a  court  would  apply  to  evidenee  of  aaeh  pos 
in  a  burglary  case  oiij-ht  to  apply  in  a  robbery  ease. 

d.  To  Becelflng  Stolen  Property.— Evidenee  of  poaaesaion  of 
goods  is  naturally  admisiible  in  proseeutiona  for  receiving 
property.  In  Stole  v.  Suild,  149  Mo.  870,  73  Am,  St.  Bep.  S 
5.  W.  9U9,  it  was  held  that  the  recent  poaaesaion  of  stolen  pr 
is  evidence  cither  that  the  person  in  poaaesaion  stole  the  pr 
or  that  be  receivei]  it  knowing  it  to  be  stolen,  according  to  t! 
cumBtauces,  and,  uneiplatned,  is  sufficient  to  warrant  a  com 
for  receiving  stolen  property.  The  same  holding  was  made  in 
stein  V.  People,  82  N.  Y,  231;  People  ▼,  Weldon,  111  N.  T.  5 
8.  E.  S79.  In  Cooper  v.  State,  29  Tez.  App.  8,  ZS  Am.  St.  Be] 
13  8.  W.  1011,  it  was  held  that  such  posaesaion  was  a  mere  e 
stance  to  be  considered  by  the  jury  in  connection  with  othe 
deoce  in  the  ease.  In  a  subsequent  case  in  Teiaa,  that  of  Caatl 
V.  State,  35  Tei.  Cr.  Rep.  382,  60  Am.  St.  Bep.  53,  33  S.  W.  875,  ; 
held  that  the  mere  faet,  standing  alone,  that  an  acci-aed  pers 
ceived  stolen  property  was  not  safficient  proof  to  establish  tl 
know  that  the  property  waa  stolen  when  he  received  it.  In  I 
<r.  Matthews,  1  Den.  C.  C.  610,  the  court  went  to  the  site 
aaying,  in  a  prosecution  for  receiving  stolen  goods:  "He  boug! 
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goods  of  a  thief,  and  they  are  found  in  his  house.  Prima  facie,  if 
stolen  goods  are  found  in  a  man's  house,  he,  not  being  the  thief,  is 
a  reeeiver."  The  question  was  also  diseussed  in  Begina  y.  Lang^ 
meady  1  Leigh  ft  0.  427. 

XL    Effect  of  FosiiMtcn  of  8t61«ii  Piop«rt7. 

a.    In  aeneral.— It  is  on  the  question  what  effect  the  possession 
of  stolen  property  has  upon  the  gnUt  or  innocence  of  the  possessor 
that  the  courts  differ  in  their  statements  of  what  the  law  is  in  that 
respect.    Many  of  the  courts,  perhaps,  use  loose  expressions  in  their 
statements  of  the  probatiYO  force  of  such  evidence.    In  our  discus- 
sion of  this  branch  of  the  subject  we  shall  arrange  the  cases  accord- 
ing to  the  general  expressions  which  seemed  to  indicate  the  proba- 
tive force  which  it  was  contended  that  the  evidence  afforded.    It 
seems  to  us  that  the  correct  rule  was  announced  by  Justice  Bonnifield, 
in  State  v.  Mandich,  24  Nev.  840,  54  Pac.  510,  wherein  he  said:  "In 
proseeutions  for  larceny  the  fact  that  the  stolen  property  is,  recently 
after  the  theft,  found  in  the  possession  of  the  defendant,  can  always 
be  given  in  evidence  against  him.    The  strength  of  the  presumption 
which  it  raises  against  the  accused  depends  upon  all  the  circum- 
stances surrounding  the  case,  and  is  for  the  jury  to  determine."    In 
mate  V.  Gillespie,  62  Kan.  469,  84  Am.  St.  Bep.  411,  63  Pac.  742, 
after  a  general  discussion  of  the  subject,  the  court  remarked:  "Nor 
do  we  think  that,  as  a  matter  of  law,  the  mere  possession  of  goods 
recently  stolen  on  the  occasion  of  a  burglary  may  be  suiBcient,  even 
in  connection  with  other  criminating  circumstances,  to  raise  a  pre- 
sumption of  guilt  of  the  burglary.    The  difference  in  strength  and 
cogency  between  evidence  tending  to  show  guilt  and  evidence  sufil- 
eient  to  raise  a  presumption  of  guilt  is  not  great  enough,  if  it  exists 
at  all,  to  justify  the  drawing  of  distinctions  between  the  rules  appli- 
cable to  the  two  states  of  moral  conviction  they  generate.    As  just 
remarked,  evidence  tending  to  show  guilt  may  tend  so  strongly  to 
show  it  as  to  raise  a  presumption  of  guilt,  and  a  presumption  of  guilt, 
if  not  rebutted,  is  suificient  to  convict  of  crime.    It  is  the  unex- 
plained possession  of  recently  stolen  goods  that  tends  to  show  guilt 
or  raises  a  presumption  of  guilt  of  the  larceny,  and  it  is  the  unex- 
plained possession  of  goods  recently  stolen  on  the  occasion  of  a  burg- 
lary that  tends  to  show  guilt  or  raises  a  presumption  of  guilt  of  the 
burglary." 

b.  As  a  Presmnptioa  of  Onilt — ^The  courts  which  state  the  rule 
to  be  that  unexplained  possession  of  recently  stolen  goods  creates  a 
presumption  that  the  possessor  is  guilty  of  the  larceny  or  of  the  burg- 
lary, if  the  larceny  of  the  goods  is  shown  to  have  taken  place  at  the 
time  when  the  house  was  burglarized,  do  not  always  show  whether 
a  presumption  of  law  or  fact  is  meant,  but  leave  it  to  be  inferred 
from  the  language  used  by  the  court.  In  Johnson  v.  State,  148  Ind. 
524»  47  N.  £.  926,  it  was  said:  "When  it  is  proved  that  property 


t 


t 

J 

■4      i 


1 


486  American  State  Beports,  Vol.  101.     [Missouri, 

has  been  stolen,  and  the  same  property,  recently  after  the  larceny, 
is  found  in  the  exclusive  possession  of  another,  the  law  imposes  upon 
such   person  the  burden   of  accounting  for  his   possession,   and  of 
showing  that  such  possession  was  innocently  acquired;  and  if  he  fails 
to  BO  satisfactorily  account  for  such  possession,  or  gives  a  false  ac- 
count, the  presumption  arises  that  he  is  the  thief."    In  Atzroth  v. 
8Ute,  10  Fla.  210,  it  was  said:  "It  is  a  well-settled  principle  that 
if  a  man  be  found  in  possession  of  stolen  property,  the  law  presumes 
him  to  be  the  thief,  in  the  absence  of  satisfactory  ezpUuiation." 
And  in  Territory  v.  Oasio,  1  Ariz.  485,  2  Pac.  755,  the  court,  after 
adverting  to  People  v.  Chambers,  18  CaL  383,  and  People  v.  Brown, 
48  Gal.  253,  wherein  it  was  said  that  recent  possession  was  a  mere 
circumstance,  admitted  thai  the  same  rule  ought  not  to  apply  to 
small  articles  which  readily  pass  from  hand  to  hand  as  to  property 
which  cannot  be  so  easily  disposed  of.  It  then  remarked  that:  "It  has 
been  generally  understood  that  the  prisoner's  exclusive  and  unex* 
plained  possession  of  stolen  property  recently  after  the  theft  raises 
the  presumption  that  he  is  the  thief,  and  that  this  presumption  takes 
the  burden  of  proof  from  the  prosecution  and  lays  it  upon  the  pris- 
oner": Citing  Boscoe's  Criminal  Evidence,  18;  2  Bussell  on  Crimes, 
337;  Knickerbocker  v.  People,  43  N.  Y.  177;  People  ▼.  Walker,  38 
Mich.  156;  State  y.  Brady,  27  Iowa,  126;  State  v.  Creeon,  38  Mo. 
372;  State  v.  Turner,  65  N.  C  592;  Waters  v.  People,  104  HI.  544. 
So,  also,  in  State  v.  Graves,  72  N.  C.  482,  it  was  said:  "  'When  goods 
are  stolen,  one  found  in  possession  so  soon  thereafter  that  he  could 
not  have  reasonably  got  the  possession  unless  he  had  stolen  them 
himself,  the  law  presumes  he  was  the  thief.'    This  is  simply  a  de- 
duction of  common  sense,  and  when  the  fact  is  so  plain  that  there 
can  be  no  mistake  about  it,  dur  courts,  following  the  practice  in 
England,  where  the  judge  is  allowed  to  express  his  opinion  as  to  the 
weight  of  the  evidence,  have  adopted  it  as  a  rule  of  law,  which  the 
judge  is  at  liberty  to  act  on,  notwithstanding  the  statute  which  for- 
bids a  judge  from  intimating  an  opinion  as  to  the  weight  of  the  evi- 
dence.   But  this  rule,  like  that  of  falsum  in  uno,  falsum  in  omnibus, 
and  the  presumption  of  fraud,  as  a  matter  of  law  from  certain  fidu- 
ciary relations  (see  Lea  ▼.  Pearce,  68  N.  C.  90),  has  been  reduced 
to  very  narrow  proportions,  and  is  never  applicable  when  it  is  neces- 
sary to  resort  to  other  evidence  to  support  the  conclusion;  in  other 
words,  the  fact  of  guilt  must  be  self-evident  from  the  bare  fact  of 
being  found  in  possession  of  the  stolen  goods,  in  order  to  justify 
the  judge  in  laying  it  down  as  a  presumption  made  by  the  law; 
otherwise  it  is  »  case  depending  on  circumstantial  evidence  to  be 
passed  on  by  the  jury."    In  State  v.  Garvin,  48  S.  C,  258,  26  S.  B. 
570,  the  court,  though  terming  the  presumption  a  legal  one,  held  it 
to  be  a  matter  for  the  jury.    In  its  discussion  of  the  matter  the 
court  said:  ''Very  clearly  the  law  does  impose  the  duty  upon  a  man, 
under  such  circumstances,  to  explain  how  he  came  into  possession  of 
such  stolen  goods.    If  a  man  is  innocent,  it  is  very  easy  for  him 
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to  tell  how  ho  became  pooneseed  of  stolen  propertj.    If  he  declines 
to  do  so,  or  is  e&nght  lying  when  ho  does  explain,  the  law  places  a 
▼ery  heavy  Tesponsibility  npon  him.     Chief  Justice  O'Neall  in  the 
case  of  State  y.  Kinman,  7  Bich.  497,  quoted  this  mle,  as  laid  dowa 
in  2  East's  Pleas  of  the  Crown,  section  93,  at  page  656:  'It  may  be 
laid  down  generally  that  wheneyer  the  property  of  one  man,  which 
has  been  taken  from  him  without  his  knowledge  or  consent,  is  found 
upon  another  it  is  incumbent  upon  that  other  to  prove  how  he  came 
by  it;  otherwise  the  presumption  is  that  he  obtained  it  feloniously.' 
Also  it  was  held  in  State  ▼.  Bennett,  3  Brev.  514:  'This  is  a  motion 
for  a   new  trial,  on  the  ground   of  .misdirection   in  the  judge   in 
stating  to  the  jury  that  the  lapse  of  time  between  the  loss  of  the 
articles  stolen  and  the  finding  of  them,  being  about  two  months,  was 
not  sufficient  to  rebut  the  presumption  of  guilt  arising  from  their 
being  found  in  defendant's  possession.    A  legal  presumption  of  guilt 
always  arises  from  the  possession  of  stolen  goods.'    Of  course  all 
this  must  be  submitted  to  the  jury.    The  circuit  judge  in  the  case  at 
bar  did  no  more  than  call  to  the  attention  of  the  jury  this  presump* 
tion;  he  did  not  attempt  to  dictate  their  verdict.    Let  this  excep- 
tion be  overruled."    It  was  substantially  held  in  State  v.  Jordan, 
e9  Iowa,  506,  29  K  W.  430,  that  the  unexplained  possession  of  recently 
stolen  property  raises  only  a  circumstance  tending  to  show  guilt, 
though  the  court  cited  approvingly  State  v.  Kelly,  57  Iowa,  647,  11 
N.  W.  635,  where  it  was  held  that  the  presumption  arising  from 
such  a  possession  may  be  overcome.    In  the  very  recent  case  of  State 
V.  Carr  (Del.),  67  AtL  370,  the  court  said:  "Where  recent  stolen 
property  is  found  in  the  possession  of  a  person,  the  rule  of  law  is 
that  such  person  is  presumed  to  be  the  one  who  stole  it,  unless  he  ac- 
counts satisfactorily  to  the  jury  for  his  possession.    Whenever   a 
reasonable  explanation  or  account  of  the  possession  is  satisfactorily 
proven  by  the  prisoner,  it  is  incumbent  upon  the  state  to  show  that 
such  an  account  is  false." 

Some  of  the  courts,  however,  say  in  general  terms  that  such  pos- 
session raises  no  presumption  of  guilt.  Thus  in  Bryant  v.  State,  116 
Ala.  445,  23  South.  40,  the  court  said:  "The  unexplained  possession 
of  property  does  not  raise  the  presumption  that  the  property  was 
stolen.  There  must  be  other  evidence  of  the  corpus  delicti;  and 
when  this  has  been  shown,  the  actual  unexplained  possession  of  the 
recently  stolen  goods  is  a  fact  from  which  the  jury  may  infer  the 
guilt  of  defendant.  The  declarations  of  a  defendant,  when  found  in 
possession  of  the  stolen  property,  explanatory  of  his  possession  are 
for  the  consideration  of  the  jury,  together  with  all  the  other  evi- 
dence in  determining  the  question  of  his  guilt  or  innocence." 

In  Griffin  v.  State,  86  Ga.  261,  12  S.  E.  409,  the  court,  in  discussing 
the  correctness  of  a  charge,  said:  "We  are  not  very  well  satisfied 
with  this  charge.  If  it  was  the  meaning  of  the  court  to  state  to  the 
juzy  that  when  the  crime  of  larceny  had  been  proved  and  the  goods 


488  Amebicah  State  Reports,  Vol.  101.     [Missoari 

atolen  were  found  ehortlj  tliereafter  In  the  poaaeaHion  of  the  prisonvr 
the  law  woQld  then  authorize  the  jaiy  to  pTesume  the  prisoner  gailty 
aueh  ehai^  would  not  be  error.  But  we  think  this  court  laid  dowt 
the  correct  doctrine,  aa  applicable  to  eaaes  of  this  eort,  in  the  earn 
of  FaJve^  v.  Bute,  85  Oa.  1S7,  11  &  E.  607,  wherein  it  waa  held  that 
where  atolea  goods  are  found  In  the  poeseaeion  of  a  defendani 
charged  with  burgtarj,  sbortlf  after  the  eommiMion  of  the  offense 
■neb  fact  wonld  autborUe  the  jurj  to  infer  that  the  accused  wai 
guilty,  unlesa  he  explained  the  posaession  to  their  satisfaction.  Ii 
the  can  of  Hill  t.  State,  63  Oa.  CT8,  86  Am.  Bep.  120,  this  qaeatioB 
was  discuased  tj  BlecUe;,  J.,  to  aomo  extent,  and  it  was  there  said: 
'There  is  a  wide  difference  ]jetween  railing  the  result  of  a  trial  npoa 
facts  which  legally  constitute  the  offenae  charged,  and  making  i1 
turn  upon  other  facta  which  are  merely  eTideoee  of  the  constituent 
facts.*  Where  the  facts  proved  conatitnte  the  offense  charged  in 
the  indictment,  then  it  would  be  proper  for  the  court  to  instract  the 
jury  that  if  they  believed  aneh  facts  they  should  convict  the  de- 
fendant: See  Parker  v.  State,  34  Oa.  262;  Tucker  v.  SUte,  57  Oa.  503. 
The  presumption  in  such  a  case  ia  not  one  of  law  but  of  fact:  1 
Wharton's  Criminal  Law,  sec.  729;  8  Oreenleaf  on  Evidence,  see.  SI; 
Ball  v.  State,  6  Ind.  439;  State  ▼.  Hodge,  CO  N.  H.  610;  Stover  t. 
People,  06  N.  T.  315;  Graves  v.  State,  IS  Wis.  591;  Crilley  v.  State, 
20  Wis.  231.  We  think  the  case  of  Hill  v.  State,  63  Oa.  578,  36  Am. 
Bep.  ISO,  fully  sustains  the  view  we  have  stated,  and  is  the  law  of 
this  state  upon  the  aubject."  In  Harper  v.  State,  71  Mias.  202,  13 
BODth.  882,  it  waa  held  that  the  law  ndaea  no  prBSumptioa  from  re- 
cent possession  of  stolen  goods,  bnt  that  it  was  a  cireunutance  for 
the  jnry.  In  State  v.  Hodge,  50  N.  H.  510,  the  court  in  holding  that 
there  is  no  legal  preaumption  of  guilt  from  the  excluaive  possession 
of  recently  stolen  property,  after  reviewing  the  origin  of  the  doe- 
trine  very  exhaustively,  aaid:  "Whether  the  defendant  in  thia  east 
had  any  poaaesBion  of  the  watch  and  chain  at  any  time,  either  when 
they  were  found  or  before;  whether  his  poaaeaaion,  if  any  he  bad, 
waa  recent  enough,  or  exclusive  enough,  or  unexplained  enough,  to 
raise  a  presumption  of  guilt — were  qneations  of  fact  for  the  jury. 
There  waa  some  evidence  to  be  submitted  to  the  jury  on  those  ques- 
tiona.  If  the  jury  found  the  defendant  had  the  property  in  his  poa- 
session  after  it  was  stolen,  that  fact  was  evidence  against  bim.  If 
they  found  an  absence  of  explanatory  evidence  on  his  aide,  under 
circmnstances  which  tended  to  show  he  could  furnish  such  evidence, 
that  fact  waa  additional  evidence  against  him;  Bex  v.  Burdett  4 
Bam.  t  Aid.  161,  162;  1  Phillipa  on  Evidence,  4tb  Am.  ed.,  598;' J. 
P.  Stephen  'a  Criminal  Law,  303.  But  if  those  facte  were  found  there 
was  no  presumption  of  law,  Bor  was  the  burden  of  proof  shifted. 
The  state,  in  the  indictment,  made  an  affirmation  of  the  defendant's 
guilt,  which  the  defendant  traversed  in  his  plea.  The  atate  had  the 
affirmative,  and  the  burden  of  proof  which  belongs  to  the  afflrmative. 
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The  qnestioiiy  from  the  beginning  to  the  end  of  the  tria!,  was  whether 
the  affirmative  allegation  of  guilt  was  proved  by  the  testimony  in- 
trcdoeed    on    both   sides,   and   by   the    evidence    which   consists  of 
the  nonprodnetion  of  testimony,  not  including  the  refusal  of  the 
defendant    to    testify  if    there    was    such    a    refusaL''    The  court 
in  Methard  ▼.  State,  19  Ohio  St.  863,  stated  its  view  of  the  law  in 
the  following  clear  language:  "The  facts  that  a  building  was  bur- 
glariouslj  entered,  goods  stolen  therefrom,  and  the  possession  by  the 
accused,  soon  thereafter,  of  the  goods  stolen,  are  competent  evidence 
to  go  to  the  jury,  and  in  connection  with  other  circumstances  indica- 
tive of  ffoilty  sQch  as  giving  a  false  account  or  refusing  to  give  any 
sccounty  of  the  manner  in  which,  or  the  means  by  which,  he  came 
into  posaesaion  of  the  stolen  goods,  they  may  afford  a  strong  pre- 
sumption of  fact  of  the  guilt  of  the  accused,  and  warrant  the  jury 
in  finding  him  guilty  of  both  the  burglary  and  the  larceny.    But  we 
are  not  prepared  to  say  that  the  facts  of  burglary,  of  larceny,  and  of 
possession  of  the  stolen  goods  soon  thereafter  by  the  accused,  alone 
raise  a  presumption  of  law  that  he  is  guilty  of  both  the  burglary 
and  larceny.     'Nothing  can  be  more  persuasive  than  the  circumstance 
ef  possession  commonly  is,  when  corroborated  by  other  criminative 
ciTcumstanees;  nothing  more  inconclusive  supposing  it  to  stand  alone.' 
And  'whatever  the  nature  of  the  evidence  the  jury  must  be  mor- 
slly  convinced  of  the  guilt  of  the  accused,  who  is  not  to  be  condemned 
on  any  artificial  presumption  or  technical   reasoning,  however  true 
and   just    in   the  abstract'  ":     Citing  Best   on   Presumptions,   sec. 
230.    In  Ingalls  v.  State,  48  Wis.  647,  4  N.  W.  785,  the  court  held 
thit    mere    possession    of   stolen    goods    shortly   after    the    larceny 
does  not   raise   any  legal  presumption   of   guilt   of   the   possessor, 
but  is  merely  a  circumstance  to  be  considered  by  the  jury  in  connec- 
tion with  the  other  facts  in  the  case.    In  Williams  v.  State,  60  Neb. 
626,  83  N.  W.  681,  the  discussion  arose  over  the  propriety  of  an  in- 
struction of  the  trial  court  upon  the  subject.    The  court  in  referring 
to  the  instruction  said:  "By  it  the  jury  are,  in  effect,  instructed  that 
the  possession  of  stolen  property  immediately  after  the  theft  is  sufii- 
cient  to  warrant  a  conviction,  unless  the  presumption  of  guilt  thus 
Arising  is  overcome  by  the  attending  circumstances  or  other  evidence, 
in  80  far  as  to  create  a  reasonable  doubt  of  the  person's  guilt,  when 
sn  acquittal  should  follow.    Under  the  doctrine  as  announced  and 
adhered  to  in  this  state  'no  presumption  of  guilt  arises  from  the  mere 
fact  of  possession  of  stolen  property,  but  that  the  inference  to  be 
drawn  from  such  fact  is  alone  for  the  jury,  when  weighed  in  connec- 
tion with  all  the  evidence  adduced  on  the  triaL'  "    And  continuing 
the  court  said:  "The  presumption  of  innocence  attends  the  accused 
through  every  step  of  the  trial,  until  the  jury  finds  his  guilt  estab- 
lished under  the  evidence  beyond  a  reasonable  doubt.    The  tendency 
of  the  instruction  is  to  shift  the  burden  and  require  the  accused  to 
overcome  the  presumption  stated  in  the  instruction  by  attending  cir- 
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rumatancei  or  otber  evidenee  snfBeient  to  rmiae  in  the  minds  of  tl 
jur7  a  reasonable  doubt  of  bia  guUt.  The  bnrden  of  proof  in  &  crii 
inal  action  does  not  shift  to  the  accused."  In  Bellamj  t.  State,  i 
Fla.  245,  17  Sonth.  S60,  it  was  ssidt  "It  is  well  settled  that  tl 
pOBieBsion  of  goods  reeentlj  stolen  does  not  raise  k  presumptian,  i 
matter  of  law,  of  the  guilt  of  the  poweseor,  but  that  the  premmptu 
arising  from  such  paasession  is  purely  a  matter  of  fact  to  be  paaai 
upon  by  the  jury,  and  of  which  they  are  the  sole  jndgea  under  oi 
system  of  laws;  but  It  is,  nevertheless,  true  that  the  presumption  i 
guilt  as  a  question  of  fact  is  permitted  by  the  law  to  be  dr&wn  I 
the  jury    from  '  the    Qnexplained    posaession  of    the   recently  stol< 

In  Oablick  v.  People,  40  Uieh.  892,  a  eodefendant  who  had  pleadt 
guilty  to  the  larceny  testified  thnt  he  had  placed  the  stolen  artieli 
in  the  other  defendant's  bed,  and  that  the  other  defendant  was  m 
concerned  in  the  larceny.  Justiee  Cooley,  in  delivering  the  opinit 
of  the  court,  said;  "This  being  the  evidence,  the  eourt  waa  r 
quested  to  Instruct  the  jury  that  'the  fact  of  possession  of  stole 
property  standing  klone  and  uneanuected  with  any  other  eirem 
stance,  affords  but  slight  presumption  of  guilt,  for  the  real  eriaun: 
may  have  artfully  placed  the  property  in  the  possession  or  on  tl 
premises  of  an  innocent  person  the  better  to  conceal  his  own  guilt 
This  request  the  court  refused,  but  the  jury  were  instrueted  th»t  the 
must  consider  all  the  cireumstanees  and  allow  the  evideneo  auc 
weight  as  they  believed  It  deserved. 

"We  think  the  plaintiff  in  error  was  entitled  to  the  instruetid 
requested.  It  is  perfectly  true  that  the  jury  must  judge  of  tl 
proper  weight  Of  the  evidence,  but  when  evidence  is  laid  befoi 
them  which  only  indirectly  tends  to  raise  an  inferenee  of  gi^ilt,  aa 
the  importance  of  which  must  depend  altogether  npon  eircomstanee 
it  is  the  right  of  the  respondent  to  have  the  jury  instructed  how  tli 
circumstances  bear  upon  the  presumption  of  guilt.  Possesaion  < 
stolen  property,  if  immediately  subsequent  to  the  larceny,  may  sotni 
times  be  almost  conclusive  of  guilt  (see  People  ▼.  Walker,  38  Mid 
156);  bvt  the  presumption  weakens  with  the  time  that  has  elapae< 
and  may  scarcely  arise  at  all  if  others  besides  the  accused  have  ha 
equal  access  with  himself  to  the  place  where  it  is  discovered.  A  jur 
may  or  may  not  attach  importance  to  these  circumstances;  but  as  th 
law  permits  the  inference  of  guilt  to  be  drawn  tinder  some  circnn 
stances,  and  not  under  others,  the  jury  should  have  some  Lnstructioi 
how  to  deal  with  these  circumstances  when  they  are  placed  befor 
them." 

e.  As  OondnslTe  Evidence  of  Gnilt. — In  State  v.  Moore,  101  Ui 
3ie,  14  a.  W.  182,  it  was  held  that  the  possesaion  Of  recently  stolei 
property  raises  a  presumptian  that  the  possessor  stole  it,  and  tha 
this  presumption  becomes  conclusive  unless  it  is  overcome  or  refute' 
by  the  circumstance  of  the  taking  or  possession  or  by  proof  reason 
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Ably  satisfsetory  that  such  possession  was  innocently  or  honestly 
acquired,  where  no  evidence  is  introduced  as  to  the  defendant 's  good 
character. 

The  rule,  however,  which  is  supported  by  the  weight  of  authority 
is  that  onezplaiiied  possession  of  recently  stolen  property  is  not  con- 
clusive evidence  of  defendant's  guilt.    Thus,  it  was  said  in  State  v. 
Denel,  63  Kan.    817,  66  Pae.  1037,  that:   ''Neither  the  possession 
nor    unexplained    possession    of    the    fruits    of    a    recent    larceny 
is,  as  a  matter    of   law,   conclusive   evidence  of   the   guilt   of   the 
possessor.    They  are   facts    which  may   be  introduced   in  evidence, 
and  it  has   been  held  by  this*  court   that  if   the  possession  is  im- 
mediate   after    the    commission    of    the    crime     and     unexplained, 
it  is   prima    facie   evidence  of   guilt,  but   nowhere   have   we   been 
sble  to    find    an   authority   for   saying,  as  matter  of   law,   that    it 
is  conclusive.     The  unexplained  possession  of  a  subject  of  a  recent 
larceny  is  prima  facie  evidence  of  the  guilt  of  the  accused,  and  is 
sufficient  to  authorize  the  jnry  in  finding  a  verdict  of  guilty;  but,  as 
in  all  other  circumstances,  the  jury  is  the  exclusive  judge  of  its  con- 
clusiveness.''    So,  also,  iu  Stokes  ▼.  State,  58  Miss.  677,  the  court, 
in  speaking   of   the  effect  of   such  possession,  said:  ''Where    unez- 
phiined  by  the  party,  it  becomes  much  more  potent  and  will  of  itself 
justify  and  support  a  verdict  of  guilty.    Under  no  circumstances, 
however,  does  it    ever   attain   to   the    dignity  of  a  conclusive    pre- 
sumption of  law  which  compels  such  verdict,  but  always  remains  a 
presumption  or  inference  of  fact  from  which  guilt  may,  by  the  jury, 
be  deduced.    It  is  frequently   spoken  of,  both   by  courts  and    text- 
writers,  as  a  legal  presumption,  or  presumptio  jur;s;  and,  though  the 
expression  is  inaccurate,  it  would  not  be  deemed  material  or  necessi- 
tate a  reversal  where,  notwithstanding  the  error  of  nomenclature, 
the  jury  were  still  left  free  to  exercise  their  own  judgment  as  to 
whether  it  demonstrates  guilt  to  their  satisfaction;  but  where  they 
are  told  that  it  is  a  conclusive  presumption  of  law,  upon  which  they 
must   or    should   find    the  accused    guilty,  it    Ib    fatally    erroneous. 
They  may  be  told  that  it  is  a  circumstance  strongly  indicative  of 
gnilt,  and  that  it  will  justify,  support  or  warrant  a  verdict  for  the 
state;  but  they  must  still  be  left  to  decide  whether,  in  fact,  it  does 
i&tisfy  them  of  guilt  beyond  a  reasonable  doubt. 

''Under  no  circumstances  does  the  law  make  possession  of  stolen 
property  conclusive  proof  of  guilt  and  deduce  as  a  presumptio  juris 
^  de  jure  that  the  party  in  possession  is  the  thief.  This  is  a  de- 
duction which  must  be  made  by  the  jury  or  not  as  it  satisfies  their 
consciences;  and  however  strongly  the  one  fact  may  seem  to  follow 
liom  the  other,  they  cannot  be  told  that  they  must  infer  it,  or  that 
the  law  infers  it  for  them";  citing  Graves  v.  State,  12  Wis.  591  j 
HuU  V.  State,  8  Ind.  440;  Perry  v.  State,  41  Tex.  483. 

As  supporting  the  same  views,  see,  also,  Boykin  v.  State,  34  Ark. 
443;  People  v.  Ah  Ki,  20  Cal.  178;  Blaker  v.  State,  130  Ind.  203,  29 


492  American  Statb  Befobts,  Vol.  101.     [Missoo 

N.  B.  107T;  Gablick  t.  People,  40  Mich.  292;  Cortii  t.  State,  fi  Co 
»i  Wileoz  T.  Bute,  3  Heisk.  110. 

d.  Aa  Frlmft  Fade  Evidence  of  Onllt. — Some  of  tho  coarU 
epeKking  of  the  character  o{  evidence  of  anoxplAined  pOMeaaian 
recently  atolen  property  ebsraeterize  it  aa  prima  facie  oyidence 
the  larceny  or  of  the  burglary  under  gome  eircamstaneea:  State 
BaymoDd,  46  Conn.  349;  Hagea  v.  People,  139  m.  138,  28  N.  E.  107 
State  V,  Frahm,  73  Iowa,  355,  35  N,  W.  461;  State  v.  Conway, 
Kan.  682,  44  Pac.  627;  State  v.  Daly,  37  La.  Ann.  6T6;  State  t.  M. 
rick,  19  Me.  398;  Stata  v.  Tandla,  166  Mo.  589,  66  8.  W.  632;  Pri 
T.  Commonwealth,  21  Qratt.  846.  In  State  t.  Powell,  61  Kan.  81, 
Pae.  968,  it  waa  aaid  that  mere  poMeaaion  without  other  facta  indii 
tive  of  guilt  ia  not  prima  facie  oTidenee  of  burglary.  And  in  Sti 
T.  Eerron,  64  Kan.  363,  67  Pae.  861,  It  waa  aaid  that  white  un( 
plained  poaseasioD  of  stolen  property  la  not  oonclDsive  of  gailt,  it 
prima  facie  evidence  of  larceny,  and  may  be  Bubmitt«d  aa  a  queati 
of  fact  from  which  gnilt  may  be  inferred.  And  in  Stockman  t.  Sta 
S4  Tex.  App.  387,  G  Am.  St.  Bep.  894,  6  &  W.  298,  it  waa  laid  th 
nneiplained  poasesaion  of  recently  stolen  property  ia  prima  facia  e' 
dence  of  theft,  bnt  the  preanmption  ia  not  a  legal  one,  but  ia  one 
fact  to  be  fonnd  by  the  jury.  It  haa  alio  been  held  that  while  v 
explained  poaeeasioo  of  reeently  atolen  property  ia  prima  facie  e' 
deuce  of  larceny,  it  ia  not  prima  facie  evidence  of  the  bnrgla 
at  which  the  larceny  was  committed:  State  v.  Shaffer,  69  Io« 
290,  13  N.  W.  306;  State  y.  Bmndigo,  118  Iowa,  92,  91  N.  ■■ 
920;  Porterfield  v.  Commonwealth,  91  Va.  801,  22  8.  E.  3! 
The  use  of  the  worda  "prima  facie"  in  charging  the  jury  in  an 
cases  waa  eriticiaed  in  Dobaon  v.  State,  46  Neb.  250,  64  N.  W.  91 
In  that  case  the  diacuBeion  aroae  over  the  propriety  of  an  ioBtruetit 
the  court  aaying;  "On  ita  own  motion  the  court  gave  the  followL 
instruction,  to  which  plaintiff  in  error  duly  eicepted:  '4.  The  ju 
are  instructed  by  the  court  poaaeasion  of  the  atolen  property,  recent 
after  the  aame  had  been  stolen,  unexplained  by  the  oircumatane 
attendant  thereon  or  otherwiae,  constitutes  prima  facie  evidence 
the  guitt  of  the  party  ao  found  in  the  poaaeasion  thereof.'  la  Bo: 
V.  State,  35  Neb.  285,  63  N.  W,  134,  it  was  aaid:  'The  effect  to 
given  to  the  fact  of  poaaeasion  ia  aolely  for  the  jury  to  determi 
when  eonaidered  in  connection  with  all  the  other  facts  and  cireui 
stances  proven  on  the  trial:  Thompson  v.  People,  4  Neb.  620;  Thom 
son  T.  Btate,  6  Neb.  102;  Greutzinger  v.  State,  31  Neb.  460,  48  N.  ^ 
]4S;  2  Thompson  on  Trials,  see.  1894-'  It  Is  perhaps  trae  that 
tbe  ease  juat  cited  there  wai  not  a  direct  diaapproval  of  the  uae 
the  worda  'prima  facie'  in  the  connection  in  which  tbey  oeenr 
the  above  copied  instruction,  and  yet,  impliedly,  there  was  such  d 
approval  in  the  langnage  quoted.  It  the  effect  to  b«  given  the  fa 
of  poasession  was  solely  for  the  jury,  it  waa  Improper  for  the  eou 
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to  iiiBtraet  tliat  such  eyidenee  should  be  deemed  primm  facie  sufficient 
for  any  purpose.  Whether  it  was  prima  facie  or  conclusive  was 
solely  for  the  jury  to  determine,  unaided  by  any  suggestions  of  the 
eourt  upon  that  proposition  of  fact." 

e.    As  SoAcieiit  to  Wamnt,  Justify  or  Sostain  Oonyletlon.— 49ome 
of  the  courts  when  speaking  of  the  weight  of  evidence  of  such  posses- 
sion of  stolen  property  say  that  it  will  warrant  a  conviction.    Thus 
it  was  held  in  State  t.  Guild,  149  Mo.  870,  78  Am.  St.  Bep.  895,  50 
8.  W.  909,  that  recent  possession  of  stolen  property  is  evidence  that 
the  person  stole  it  or  received  it  knowing  it  to  be  stolen,  and  when 
unexplained  is  sufficient  to  warrant  conviction.    In  Huggins  v.  People, 
135  HI.  243,  25  Am.  St.  Bep.  .357,  25  N.  E.  1002,  it  was  held  that  un- 
explained XM>sses8ion  of  stolen  property  almost  immediately  after  the 
larceny  raises  a  presumption  of  fact  which  will  warrant  conviction 
of  the  burglary  and  the  larceny.    In  Gravitt  v.  State,  114  Ga.  841, 
88  Am.  St.  Bep.  63,  40  &  E.  1003,  the  court,  in  speaking  of  the  sub- 
ject, said:  ''It  is  true,  as  has  been  repeatedly  ruled  by  this  court, 
that  such  possession,  unexplained,  or  not  satisfactorily  explained,  is 
a  very  strong  circumstance,  upon  which  the  jury  will  be  authorized 
to  infer  the  guilt  of  the  accused.    But  to  charge  that  this  circum- 
stance  creates  a  presumption  of  law  that  the  one  so  found  in  posses- 
ion of  stolen  property  is  guilty  of  the  theft  thereof,  and  is  of  itself 
proof  of  guilt,  is  to  compel  the  jury  to  do  that  which  they  are  merely 
permitted  by  law  to  do.    The  presumption  is  one  of  fact  and  not  of 
law.    There  is  nothing  in  what  is  here  laid  down  which  conflicts  with 
the  case  of  Jones  v.  State,  105  Ga.  650,  31  S.  E.  574,*. for  while  it  is 
there  stated  as  a  general  rule  that  the  recent,  absolute  and  unex- 
plained possession  of  stolen  goods  raises  a  presumption  of  the  guilt 
of  the  person  having  such  possession,  the  greatest  length  to  .which 
the  rule  is  carried  is  that  it  is  sufficient  to  warrant  the  conviction 
of  the  accused,  and   at  another  point  in   the  opinion  the   following 
language  is  used:  'It  is  true  that  the  possession  of  goods  stolen 
at  the  time  of  the  commission  of  a  burglary  is  but  a  circumstance* 
U  it  is  recent,  it  is,  when  unexplained,  a  very  strong  circumstance 
tending  to  show  the  guilt  of  the  possessor,  and  it  is  sufficient  to  put 
the  burden  of  explaining  the  possession  on  the  person  charged  with 
the  offense.'  " 

The  rule  as  applicable  to  burglary  cases  was  stated  in  State  v. 
Lowell,  61  Kan.  81,  58  Pac.  968,  as  follows:  "In  State  v.  Shaffer,  59 
Iowa,  290, 13  N.  W.  306,  it  was  said:  'The  presumption  of  guilt  which 
^riaes,  in  a  case  of  larceny,  from  the  possession  of  goods  recently 
stolen,  does  not  apply  with  equal  force  to  the  crime  of  burglary 
with  intent  to  steal.  Such  possession  is  evidence  tending  to  show 
tliat  the  defendant  committed  the  burglary,  but  is  not  of  itself 
toffieient,  even  if  unexplained,  to  warrant  conviction  ^  See,  also, 
Davis  V.  People,  1  Park.  Cr.  Bep.  447;  Brooks  v.  State,  96  Ga.  353, 23  S. 
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IL  413;  Talaferro  t.  Commonwealtli,  77  Ya.  411;  State  ▼.  OraTB^  72  N. 
0.  482;  Mets  y.  State,  46  Neb.  547,  65  N.  W.  190;  Jackson  y.  SUte, 
88  Tex.  App.  143,  12  S.  W.  701;  Stuart  y.  People  42  Mieh.  255,  3  N. 

I  W.  803;  Ryan  v.  State,  83  Wis.  486,  53  N.  W.  836;  1  Wharton's  Crim- 

inal Lavr,  sec.  813;  Will's  drenmstantial  EYidence,  97;  5  Am.  &  Eng. 
ISncy.  of  Law,  2d  ed.,  61,  and  eases  there  cited. 

■^  ''The  possession  of  stolen  goods  taken  on  the  occasion  of  a  hxtigr 

5  Inrj  is  OYidence  tending  to  establiah  the  guilt  of  the  possessor,  and 

may,  when  taken  in  connection  with  other  criminating  cirenmstanceB, 
raise  a  presumption  of  guilt  suficient  to  warrant  a  conYiction,  but 
the  mere  possession,  without  any  other  facts  indicatiYC  of  guilt,  is 
not  prima  facie  cYidence  that  such  person  committed  a  burglary, 
and  therefore  the  instruction  was  prejudicial  error."  See,  also, 
Langf ord  y.  People,  134  HI.  444,  25  N.  E.  1009,  to  the  same  effect. 

Sometimes  the  courts  say  that  such  a  possession  will  justify  a 
conviction:  People  y.  Boxer,  137  Cal.  562,  70  Pac.  671;  State  T.  Ray- 
mond, 46  Conn.  347;  People  y.  Wood,  99  Mich.  620,  58  N.  W.  638.  In 
connection  with  the  statement  that  such  a  possession  will  justify  a 
conviction,  the  court  in  Ingalls  y.  State,  48  Wis.  647,  4  N.  W.  785, 
illustrated  the  province  of  the  court  in  such  cases,  in  the  following 
language:  ''It  is  evident  that  mere  possession  of  stolen  goods  by  a 
party  accused  ought  not  to  be  in  every  case,  if  in  any,  sufficient  evi- 
dence to  justify  a  conviction.  Take  the  caae  of  a  reputable  citizen, 
whose  character  is  such  that  no  suspicion  of  crime  has  attached  to 
him,  charged  with  stealing  a  horse,  and  the  only  proof  is  that  the 
horse  was  found,  the  next  morning  after  he  was  stolen,  in  his  stable, 
the  stable  being  one  which  coul^  be  entered  without  the  aid  of  the 
accused,  •Clearly  in  such  a  case  the  presumption  of  innocence  would 
outweigh  the  inference  of  guilt  arising  out  of  the  fact  of  possession. 
So,  if  a  purse  of  money  had  been  stolen  in  a  crowd,  and  soon  after 
the  theft  the  same  had  been  found  in  the  pocket  of  a  man  of  known 
reputable  character,  the  pocket  being  such  that  the  purse  could  have 
been  put  there  without  his  knowledge,  the  circumstance  would 
hardly  raise  a  suspicion  sufficient  to  lean  a  charge  of  theft  upon.  It 
is  not  so  much  the  mere  possession  of  the  stolen  goods,  as  it  is  the 
nature  of  the  possession;  whether  it  is  an  open  or  unconcealed  one^ 
or  whether  the  goods  are  such  as  the  person  found  in  possession 
thereof  would  probably  be  possessed  of  in  a  lawful  way.  If  prop- 
erty of  great  value  should  be  found  in  the  possession  of  one  known 
to  be  poor,  so  as  to  render  it  highly  improbable  that  he  had  pur- 
chased  it,  an  inference  of  guilt  would  arise  much  stronger  than  if 
such  property  were  found  in  the  possession  of  a  man  of  wealth,  who 
would  probably  purchase  goods  of  such  value.  It  would  be  impossible 
to  enumerate  the  variety  of  circumstances  attending  the  mere  posses- 
sion of  stolen  goods,  which  would  lessen  or  increase  the  inference 
of  guilty  possession.  In  directing  a  jury,  therefore,  as  to  the  weight 
they  should  give  to  the  possession  of  stolen  goods  or  the  instruments 
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of  eiime  as  eTi^teneas  of  guilt,  eare  should  be  taken  not  to  plaee  too 
much  importance  upon  the  mere  possession,  but  their  attention  should 
he  called  to  the  character  of  the  possession  and  the  circumstances 
attending  it.  Without  holding  that  the  learned  circuit  judge  erred 
in  his  instmetions  to  the  jury  upon  this  point,  under  the  whole 
evidence  in  the  case,  we  are  inclined  to  think  too  much  stress  was 
kid  upon  the  fact  of  the  possession,  and  perhaps  not  enough  upon 
the  circumstances  under  which  the  accused  was  found  in  the  posses- 
sion." 

In  Jackson  ▼.  State,  28  Tex.  App.  370,  19  Am.  St.  Bep.  839,  13  &. 
W.  451,  it  was  held  that  the  possession  of  stolen  goods  without  other 
evidence  of  guilt  is  not  prima  facie  evidence  of  burglary,  but  that 
where  burglarized  goods  are  immediately  or  soon  after  found  in  the 
actual  and  exclusive  possession  of  a  person  who  gives  a  false  ae- 
count  or  refuses  to  give  any  account  of  the  manner  in  which  the 
goods  came  into  his  possession,  proof  of  8U<A  possession  and  guilty 
conduct  will  sustain  the  inference,  not  only  that  he  stole  the  goods, 
but  that  he  also  made  use  of  the  means  by  which  access  to  them  was 
obtained. 

Other  eourta  have  also  held  that  the  single  circumstance  of  posses^ 
non  of  recently  stolen  property  is  not  sufficient  to  sustain  a  con- 
viction of  either  larceny  or  burglary:  People  y.  Fagan,  66  Cal.  634^ 
6  Pae.  394;  People  v.  Gline,  83  Gal.  374,  23  Pac.  391;  Davis  t.  State 
(Tex.  Or.),  74  S.  W.  919;  State  t.  Dunctfn,  7  Wash.  836,  38  Am.  St. 
Bep.  888,  35  Pac.  117. 

f .  As  an  Inference  of  Onilt. — ^The  terms  ''presumption"  and  ''in- 
ference," when  used  with  reference  to  the  effect  of  evidence  of  the 
possession  of  stolen  property  as  evidencing  the  guilt  of  the  possessor, 
seem  to  be  used  interchangeably,  and  it  is  more  than  likely  that  they 
are  used  by  the  courts  as  synonymous  in  all  those  cases  where  the 
presumption  which  is  said  to  arise  from  such  possession  is  deemed 
one  of  fact. 

In  Ayres  v.  State,  21  Tex.  App.  399,  in  commenting  upon  the  effect  of 
BQeh  possession,  the  court  said:  "Whilst  it  is  true,  as  a  legal  pro- 
position that  unexplained  possession  of  property  recently  stolen  is 
prima  facie  evidence  of  theft,  and  whilst  the  law  would  from  such  cir- 
cnmstances  authorize  an  inference  and  presumption  of  guilt,  such  an 
inference  and  presumption  is  not  a  mere  legal  one,  but  is  one  of  fact  to 
^0  found  by  the  jury,  and  the  court  should,  in  no  instance,  charge  the 
conclusiveness  of  such  presumption  or  inference,  but  should  submit 
them  as  facts  to  be  found  by  the  jury,  for,  at  most,  they  are  but 
cirenmstances  only  from  which  guilt  is  inferred  and  not  positive 
proof  establishing  it."  In  Orr  t.  State,  107  Ala.  39,  18  South.  142, 
^he  court  said:  "The  unexplained  possession  of  property  does  not 
raise  the  presumption  that  the  property  was  stolen.  There  must  be 
other  evidence  of  the  corpus  delicti.  When  this  has  been  shown  and 
the  stolen  property,  soon  after  the  offense,  is  found  in  the  possession 
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of  a  p«rsoa  who  U  nnablfl  to  gire  n  Mtiafaetorjr  explanation  at  la 
poeaeeaion,  then  the  jury  are  authorized  to  infer  hii  ^ilt.  Wa  ki 
aware  in  ■om«  courta  It  is  held  that  the  nnexplained  poaeeMion  < 
property  recently  stolen  aa  a  matter  of  law  raiaea  a  preaamption  < 
piilt  from  the  eiieumstancea,  but  our  opinion  ia,  the  beat  eonaid«rc 
eeaee,  and  it  ia  the  aafett  rule,  to  leave  it  with  the  jury  to  sa 
whether  the  unexplained  poMeaaion  of  gooda  recently  atolen  aatisli< 
them  beyond  a  reasonable  doubt  of  the  ^ilt  of  the  defendant."  S 
also,  in  Qravitt  y.  SUte,  114  Oa.  841,  88  Am.  St.  Rep.  83,  40  S.  ] 
1003,  it  wu  held  tbftt  recent  poueaaion  of  atolen  property  b 
one  aeeueed  of  bnrglary,  not  aatiafaetorily  oxplalned,  ia  a  eireui 
atance  for  which  the  jury  ia  authoriKed  to  infer  his  (piilt,  but  thi 
aach  poaaeaaion  doea  not  create  a  preaumptiou  of  law  a^iuet  hi. 
and  that  it  is  not  of  itaelf  eonelaaive.  And  in  Esrper  t.  State,  7 
Hisa.  202,  13  South.  882,  it  was  said:  "The  law  raiaea  no  preaamptic 
from  recent  poaBession  of  atolen  goodi;  anch  paasesBion  ia  a  eirenn 
atance  for  the  jury's  eonaideration  in  determining  the  question  < 
the  defendant's  ^ilt,  and  in  the  absence  of  «  reaaonable  ezplanati« 
the  jury  may  infer  guilt."  So,  also,  in  Johnson  v.  Territory, 
Okla.  695,  50  Pae.  90,  which  waa  a  well-iionaidered  caae,  the  court  i 
diacaasinf  the  effect  of  anch  posseaaion  in  b  burglary  proseeatioi 
•aid:  "In  such  a  ease  testimony  which  tenda  to  prove  tb 
eommisaion  of  tha  larceny  also  tenda  to  prove  the  commisaion  of  th 
burglary;  but  the  evidenee  of  onexplaioed  poaseasion  of  reeentl 
atolen  property  would  have  no  more  force  and  weight  in  anch  n  eu 
than  in  a  caae  of  larceny.  In  either  it  is  but  a  circumstance  tent 
ing  to  ehow  the  guilt  of  the  defendant,  if  established  aa  a  fact  b 
the  evidence  tieyond  a  reasonable  doubt.  The  inference,  also  of  faci 
may  flow  therefrom,  that  the  recent  and  unexplained  posseaaion  i 
because  the  possesaor  stole  the  property.  The  only  inference,  ho« 
ever,  to  be  drawn  from  such  proof  is  an  inference  of  fact,  and  hon 
ever  strong  the  efreumatanee  may  be,  or  however  irresistible  the  ii 
ference  that  may  follow,  no  presumption,  as  a  matter  of  law,  flow 
from  such  proof.  The  law  presents  against  the  defendant  in  a  lai 
eeny  or  burglary  ease  no  presumption  excepting  that  which  it  ezei 
eiaes  in  alt  cases — that  ia,  that  every  man  is  presumed  to  intend  thi 
natural  conaequencea  of  every  deliberate  act— and  that  preaumptioi 
is  never  carried  to  the  extent  of  asserting  hia  guilt  as  a  matter  o: 
law,  no  matter  how  strong  the  evidence  may  be.  The  law  of  thii 
territory  is  that  'a  defendant  in  a  criminal  action  is  presumed  t( 
be  innocent  until  the  contrary  is  proven.'  This  doea  not  mean  thai 
he  ia  presumed  to  be  innocent  until  one  fact  ia  proven  against  hia 
in  the  ease;  that  ia,  that  he  had  exclusive  poaseseiou  of  reeeutij 
stolen  property.  It  requires  more  than  one  fact,  however  potent 
it  may  be,  to  overthrow  this  presumption  of  the  defendant's  ioao- 
eence.  It  requires  the  verdict  of  a  jury,  and  until  that  verdict  is 
returned,  and  accepted  by  the  court,  the  defendant  is,  tbroajihout 
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the  ease,  presumed  innocent,  and  on  the  xetam  of  a  yerdlet  hj  the 

J017  he  is  for  the  first  time  presumed  guilty."    And  continuing,  the 

court  said:  "The  court  is  the  judge  of  the  law,  but  from  being  the 

judge  of  the  law  it  cannot  lay  down  to  the  jury  presumptions  of  law 

from  facts  proven,  which,  being  exercised,  would  make  the  court, 

rather  than  the  jury,  the  ultimate  arbiter  of  the  cause.    A  presump* 

lion  is  a  conclusion  drawn  from  the  proof  of  facts  or  circumstances, 

and  stands  as  establishing  facts  until  overcome  by  contrary  proof; 

and  if  the  court  could  say  that  such  a  conclusion  of  guilt  should  h9 

drawn  from  one  of  the  important  facts  of  the  case,  then  the  presump> 

tion  of  innocence  which  obtains  In  favor  of  the  defendant  through* 

out  the  trial  would  be  transformed  into  a  presumption  of  guilt  as 

poon  as  the  one  fact  was  proven.    This  is  not  the  law.''    And  in 

concluding  the  court  said:  "Any  presumption  that  may  be  drawn 

from  such  possession  is  a  presumption  of  fact  merely;  in  other  words, 

it  ifl  only  an  inference  that  one  fact  may  exist  from  the  proof  of 

another,  and  does  not  amount  to  a  rule  of  law":  Citing  Wharton's 

Criminal  Evidence,  58;  Smith  v.  State,  58  Ind.  840;  State  v.  Hodge, 

50  N.  H.  510;  3  Greenleaf  on  Evidence,  see.  81;  Ingalls  v.  State,  48 

Wis.  656,  4  N.  W.  785;  Bishop's  CMminal  Procedure,  sec.  745,  and 

Methard  ▼.  State,  19  Ohio  St.  363.    See,  ahio.  State  v.  Bliss,  27  Wash. 

463,  68  Pac.  87,  to  the  same  effect.    That  unexplained  possession  of 

recently  stolen  property  is  a  fact  from  which  the  possessor's  guilt 

nay  be  inferred  was  also  held  in  Bryant  v.  State,  116  Ala.  445,  23 

South.  40;  State  v.  Sanford,  8  Idaho,  187,  67  Pac.  492;  Madden  v. 

SUte,  148  Ind.  183,  47  K  E.  220;  Palmer  v.  State  (Neb.),  97  N.  W. 

235;  State  v.  Bosencrans,  9  N.  Dak.  163,  82  N.  W.  422;  State  v.  Sally, 

41  Or.  366,  70  Pac.  396,  Considine  v.  United  Stotes,  112  Fed.  342. 

g.  As  a  Mere  Olreomstaiice  Tending  to  Show  Onilt^— It  may  be 
stated  as  a  rule  supported  by  authority  that  the  possession  of  goods 
recently  stolen  may  always  be  shown  as  a  circumstance  in  connection 
with  other  evidence  which  tends  to  show  the  possessor's  participation 
in  the  crime:  Leonard  v.  State,  115  Ala.  80,  22  South.  564;  Dodd  v. 
State,  33  Ark.  517;  People  v.  Getty,  49  Cal.  581;  People  v.  Lowrey, 
70  Cal.  193,  11  Pac.  605;  People  v.  Cline,  83  Gal.  375,  23  Pac.  391; 
People  V.  Jockinsky,  106  Cal.  638,  39  Pac.  1077;  Bergdahl  v.  People, 
27  Colo.  302,  61  Pac.  228;  Roberson  v.  State,  40  Fla.  509,  24  South. 
474;  Cornwall  v.  State,  91  Ga.  277,  18  S.  E.  154;  Murks  v.  State,  92 
Ga.  449,  17  S.  E.  266;  Bcswell  v.  State,  92  Ga.  581,  17  S.  E.  805;  Jones 
V.  SUte,  105  Ga.  649,  31  S.  E.  574;  State  v.  CoUett  (Idaho),  75  Pao. 
271;  Dawson  v.  State,  65  Ind.  442;  State  v.  Tucker,  76  Iowa,  232, 
40  N.  W.  725;  Johnson  v.  Commonwealth,  12  Ky.  Law  Bep.  873,  15  S. 
W.  671;  People  v.  Carroll,  54  Mich.  334,  20  N.  W.  6W;  People  v. 
Wood,  99  Mich.  620,  58  N.  W.  638;  State  v.  Bryant,  134  Mo.  246, 
35  8.  W.  597;  State  v.  Jones,  19  Nev.  365,  11  Pac.  817;  State  v.  Lax 
(N.  J.  Sup.),  59  Atl.  18;  Knickerbocker  v.  People,  43  N.  Y.  117; 
Am.  St.  B«p.  YoL  101—32 
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Langford  v.  State,  17  Tex.  App.  445;  Bojd  v.  State,  24  Tex.  App. 
570,  5  Am.  St.  Bep.  908,  6  S.  W.  853;  Taylor  v.  State,  27  Tex.  App- 
463,  11  S.  W.  462;  Lamater  v.  State,  38  Tex.  Cr.  249,  42  S.  W.  304; 
Cooper  T.  State,  29  Tex.  App.  8,  25  Am.  St.  Bep.  712,  13  S.  W.  1011; 
Tblyto  v.  State,  39  Tex.  Or.  452,  73  Am.  St.  Bep.  950,  46  S.  W.  932; 
Boersh  v.  State  (Tex.  Cr.),  62  a  W.  1060;  Jones  v.  State  (Tex.  Cr.), 
68  S.  W.  2^;  People  v.  Kerm,  8  Utah,  268,  30  Pac.  988;  State  ▼. 
Harrison,  60  Vt.  523,  44  Am.  St.  Bep.  864,  29  Atl.  807;  Walker  t. 
Commonwealth,  28  Gratt.  969;  Wright  r.  Commonwealth,  82  Va.  183; 
Branch  v.  Commonwealth,  100  Va.  837,  41  S.  B,  862;  Murphy  v.  State, 
f  8ff  Wis.  626,  57  N.  W.  361. 

Hence  the  conrts  sometimes  say    that    sneh    unexplained     posses- 
sion  is  a  gnilty  circumstance:    People  y.   Brady,   133   Cal.    xx,    65 
Pac.  823;  State  v.  Sanford,  8  Idaho,  187,  67  Pac.  492;  Johnson  ▼. 
Territory,  5  Okla.  695,  50  Pac.  90;  State  v.  Sally,  41  Or.  366,  70  Pac. 
396;  State  v.  Bliss,  27  Wash.  46S,  68  Pac.  87.    Of  course  the  weight 
to  be  attached  to  such  possession  as  a  criminating  circumstance  is,  by 
the  weight  of  authority,  a  matter  for  the  jury  and  depends  upon  all 
the  circumstances  of  the  case.    It  seems  that  no  rule  can  be  formu- 
lated which  would  fit  all  eases,  without  inyading  the  province  of  the 
jury.    The  recent  case  of  People  v.  Lang,  142  Cal.  482,  76  Pac.  232, 
illustrates  the  weight  which  logically  will  force  itself  upon  the  minds 
of  the  jury  from   a  possession  accompanied  by  suspicious   circum- 
stances or  false  explanations.    In  that  case  the  owner  missed  his  over- 
coat from  his  room  on  the  evening  of  August  6t^,  although  he  had 
placed  it  in  the  clothes-press  on  the  morning  of  the  5th.    The  court 
In  reviewing  the  case,  said:  ''There  is  evidence,  which,  if  true  (and 
we  must  presume  it  to  be  for  the  purposes  of  this  case),  shows  that 
on  the  morning  of  August  6th  the  defendant  took  the  overcoat  to  a 
loan  office  at  22  Mason  street  and  pawned  it  for  four  dollars;  that 
he  signed  a  fictitious  name  on  the  books  at  the  loan  office,  to  wit: 
'G.  Beed,  1101  Eddy  St.';  that  the  overcoat  is  the  property  of  Orr; 
that  it  was  found  at  the  loan  office  by  detectives  Dinan  and  Wren; 
that  the  name  'G.  Beed,  1101  Eddy  St.,'  written  in  the  books  of  the 
loan  office  is  the  handwriting  of  defendant,  and  that  defendant  when 
arrested  denied  that  he  pawned  the  overcoat.       We  think  the  above 
facts  sufficient  to  justify  the  implied  finding  of  the  jury  that  the 
defendant  entered  the  room  where  the  overcoat  was,  and  from  which 
it  was  taken.    Some  one  took  it  from  the  rooms  of  Orr  on  or  about 
the  time  charged.    Defendant  on  the  same  day  had  the  coat  in  his 
possession.    He  took  it  to  a  loan  office.    He  there  signed  a  fictitious 
name  and  afterward    denied  the  signature.    While  possession  of  the 
stolen  property  is  not  of  itself  sufficient  evidence  of  the  guilt  of 
the  party  in  whose  possession  it  is  found,  stiH  the  recent  possession, 
unexplained,  is  a  very  strong  circumstance,  when  taken  in  connec- 
tion with  other  circumstances  that    point    to    guilt.     The    fictitious 
name  given  at  the  loan  office,  the  pawning  of  tho  coat  on  the  ver/ 
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^y  it  waa  lort,  »d  the  4mji»|f  of  th«  wgnataw  oa  ike  boofa  of 
«ie   loan  office  are  potent  fket»  whitk  m  •nffieieat  to  Jnetifr  the 

reloMOMly  taken  by  meaae  of  a  borglarj,  and  tlwy  are  immediately 
•r  Boon  thereafter  found  in^the  poMeesion  of  a  pei«>n  who  irfyee 
•  «al«e  aeeonnt,  «r  refwee  to  giTe  any  aeeonnt,  «f  the  manner  in 
^^  ^^  «•!«•  iirto  the  poeseeeion,  proof  of  sneh  poeeenion  and 
«»iity  eondnet  ia  pzeenmptiTei  evidence  not  only  that  he  etole  the 
goodm,  bnt  that  he  made  nae  of  the  means  by  which  aeeen  to  them 
WM   obtadned:  Bara  v.  People,  1  Park.  C.  a  447;  Knickerbocker 
▼-  People,  67  Barb.  365;  Begina  r.  Exall,  4  Peat  ft  P.  923;  Walker 
▼.  Commonwealth,  28  Gratt.  969;  Hethard  t.  State,  19  Ohio  St.  86$; 
Wharton's  CHminal  Law,  aee.  763  et  roq.;  People  r.  Plynn,  73  Cal 
511,  16  Pae.  102;  People  v.  Smith,  86  Cal.  238,  24  Pae.  988.    In  the 
latter  caae  thio  court  eaid  in  epeakiTig  of  a  conviction  of  burglary: 
•The  evidence  of  the  xeeent  poeeeenon  of  the  stolen  ptoperty,  to- 
gether with  the  defendant's  statements  and  the  circumstances  snr- 
nmndingr  the  transaction,  were  snlBcient  to  warrant  the  jury  in  their 
▼wdict.'    The  overcoat  could  not  well  have  boon  taken  from  Orr's 
Tooms  withont  the  party  who  took  it  having  entered  the  room." 

In  People  v.  Abbott,  101  Oal.  6i5,  86  Pae.  129,  the  court  held  that 
wnezplained  possession  of  stolen,  property  was  a  dreumstance  tend- 
ing* to  riiow  gnilt  and  that  the  poasessor  must  explain  his  possession 
in  order  to  remove  ita  effect  as  a  eirenmatance  of  that  character. 

in.  Katm  and  OozudnsLTeness  of  PresuiLpttoii. 
«.  Katora  of  tha  Prosuiq^tioa  Baised.-^  commenting  npon  tha 
▼ariona  eharaeteriaations  made  by  tha  conrta  of  evidence  of  poa- 
aeaaioa  of  recentiy  stolen  property  in  the  last  snbdivision,  we  necea- 
■ariJy  discnsaed  the  nbject  of  this  snbdivision  to  a  certain  extent, 
hence  we  wiU  not  add  nmch  to  what  has  been  already  said  on  the 
subject.  In  the  somewhat  early  but  well-conaidered  case  of  State"  v. 
Hodge,  50  N.  H.  610,  the  court  in  discussing  the  nature  of  the  pre- 
sumption which  is  said  to  arise  from  such  possession,  reviewed  many 
of  the  early  English  eases  and  discussed  the  general  origin  of  the 
Tulee  regarding  tiie  effect  of  such  possession.  At  page  521  of  the 
opinion  the  court  said:  "Under  various  influences  adverse  to  a  crit- 
ical and  rigid  maintenance  of  the  distinction  between  law  and  fact, 
not  only  was  it  the  practice  for  the  judge  to  give  the  jury  hie  opin- 
ion on  the  facts,  but  it  waa  recognized  by  all  the  authorities  as  a. 
e<^ect  practice.  When,  for  many  ages^  the  court  had  conatantiy 
ssid  to  the  jury:  'There  is  such  and  such  a  presumption'  without 
making  any  reference  to,  or  thinking  of,  its  character  as  a  presump- 
tion of  law  or  a  presumption  of  fact,  how  could  ita  true  character 
be  understood  and  preserved!  It  would  have  been  wonderful  if  rach 
a  uniform  and  approved  practice  had  not,  in  the  course  of  time, 
piaetically  buried  or  obliterated  the  dividing  line  between  law  and 
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fact.  At  verj  many  points,  and  particulftrlj  tluongh  the 
presumptinoa,  ftod  produced  groat  difficulties  for  thoso  « 
endeavor  to  make  partition  of  what  had  so  long  b«en  held  i 
and  DDdivided,  thoroughly  commingled  and  blended  toge 
are  not  left  to  (conjecture  whether  aneh  a  practice  would 
to  produce  aoch  a  result,  We  know  it  has  produced  it.  Wi 
contending  with  those  difficulties.  The  law  is  burdened  and 
by  a  great  mass  of  common  opinion,  general  understanding, 
precedent,  and  authority  (including  the  presumption  from  ; 
of  stolen  property),  that  has  passed  for  law,  but  is  in  trati 
but  fact,  coming  down  to  us  largely  bj'  descent  from  tb 
custom  of  the  judge  giving  the  jury  his  opinion  of  the  evid 
dear  the  law  of  this  encumbrance,  revivs  olementary  ] 
atrictly  legal  in  their  nature,  separate  the  province  of  the  e 
the  province  of  the  jury,  and  maintain  the  latter  in  its  enti 
duty  put  upon  us  by  the  constitution  as  interpreted  in  Pierci 
13  N.  H.  536."  Then  after  commenting  on  the  decision  o: 
cited  ease,  which  held,  on  constitutional  grounds  that  the 
not  the  judges  of  the  law  in  criminal  cases,  the  court  continue 
point  is  so  well  settled  and  so  well  understood  tbat  no  one  v 
pose  it  in  the  power  of  the  legislature  to  transfer  the  duty  i 
the  facta,  from  the  jury  to  the  judge,  in  any  ease  is  which  a 
a  constitutional  right  to  a  trial  by  jury  and  insists  upon 
And  if  the  judge  cannot  constitutionally  take  that  duty  upo 
when  expreaaly  directed  so  to  do  hj  a  Statute,  he  cannot 
tionally  take  it  upon  himself  in  the  absence  of  snch  a  statntt 
therefore,  we  have  come  to  the  conclusion  that  the  preeinnp 
possession  of  atoleu  goods  is  (t  presumption  of  fact  we  find 
prohibited  by  the  constitution  from  delivering  to  the  jury 
sumption  as  a  result  binding  upon  them,  or  a  rule  by  which 
to  be  governed."  In  the  very  recent  ease  of  State  r.  Bi 
Iowa,  561,  BT  N.  W.  62,  the  nature  of  the  presumption  arii 
eurh  possession  waa  also  discussed.  The  discussion  arose 
instruction.  The  court  said:  "The  further  instruction  in 
paragraph  that  the  effect  of  such  possession  of  stolen  pri 
'to  raise  a  presumption  of  guilt  of  the  defendant  nnlsss  th 
ing  circumstance  or  other  evidence  overcome  the  presumptio 
hereby  raiaed  as  to  create  a  reasonable  doubt  of  guilt,'  hai 
too  much  support  in  soma  of  the  precedents  to  justify  us  in 
the  ease  on  that  ground;  but  we  think  the  language  i 
chosen.  The  law  does  not  attach  a  'presumption  of  guilt 
given  circumstance,  nor  does  it  require  the  accused  to  '< 
the  proBumption  thereby  raised'  in  order  to  be  entitled  t 
quittal.  What  the  law  does  say  is  tbat  the  fact  of  posaesaii 
donee  of  guilt  upon  which  a  conviction  may  properly  be 
unless  tho  other  facta  or  eircumatancea  developed  be  such  t 
witbatanding  the  recent  posaession,  the  jury  still  e 
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able  doubt  of  tho  defendant's  participation  in  the  crime.    It  if  in 
tliis  sense  that  the  words  'preemnption'  and  'prima  facie  evidence' 
most  be   understood  when  employed  in  this  connection:   Smith   ▼, 
State,  58  Ind.  340;  Ingalls  T.  State,  48  Wis.  647,  4  N.  W.  785;  Com- 
monwealth ▼.  BandaU,  119  Mass.  107;  Smith  t.  People,  103  IlL  82; 
Bronson   ▼.   Commonwealth,  92  Ky.  330,  17  a  W.  1019;  People  v. 
Titherington,  59  Cal.  598.    In  1  McC51ain's  Criminal  Law,  section  6X7, 
it  is  said   the  role  here  stated  is  'sounder  in  principle  than  that 
which  requires  the  defendant  in  some  form  to  overcome  the  presump- 
tion and  establisli  his  innocence.'    That  the  word  'presumption'  as 
need  in  this  class  of  cases,  indicates  no  more  than  that  the  fact  of 
possession  is  sufficient  evidence  to  sustain  a  finding  of  guilt,  is  shown 
by  the  language,  employed  in  the  opinion  of  this  court  in  State  v. 
Kelly,  57  Iowa,  646,  11  N.  W.  635,  where  it  is  said:  'The  re<«ent  un- 
explained possession  of  stolen  property  tends  to  establish  ttie  guilt 
of  the  person  in  whose  possession  it  is  fonnd,  and  will  authorize  con- 
viction unless  the  inference  of  guilt  is  overcome  by  other  facts  tend- 
ing to  establish  the  innocence  of  the  accused.  •  .  •  •  The  law  holds 
that  the  presumption  in  question,  unless  overcome,  will  authorize  a 
conviction.'     If,  as  here  indicated,  the  term  'presumption  of  guilt,' 
be  understood  as  something  which  authorizes  conviction,   and  not 
something  requiring  it,  its  use  is  not  open  to  just  criticism;   but, 
unless  guarded  by  proper  explanation,  we  think  there  is  danger  that 
jurors  may  give  it  the  latter  construction."    And  in  Blaker  v.  State, 
130  Ind.  205,  29  N.  £.  1077,  it  was  said:  "The    presumption    thus 
niaed  is  a  presumption,  or  rather  an  inference  of  fact,  and  not  a  legal 
presumption:  Smith  v.  State,  58  Ind.  340.    That  is,  the  courts  cannot 
say,  because  of  such  possession  and  want  of  explanation,  that  as  a 
question  of  law  the  accused  must  be  deemed  guilty,  but  the  jury  are 
authorized  to  consider  such  evidence  as  tending  to  show  guilt,  and, 
the  larceny  being  shown,  the  circumstances  connected  with  such  pos- 
session, and  want  of  explanation  may  be  sufficient  to  make  the  ques- 
tion of  guilt  as  a  question  of  fact,  conclusive  and  sufficient  in  and 
^{  themselves  to  justify  conviction. 

"The  length  of  time  that  must  elapse  after  the  larceny  of  goods 
before  their  possession  should  cease  to  be  considered  as  tending  with 
other  facts  to  show  guilt  is,  as  a  rule,  purely  a  question  of  fact  for 
the  jury.  Naturally,  the  shorter  the  time  the  stronger  the  inference, 
l>iit  the  weight  of  such  inference  must  be  determined  by  the  jury." 

It  has  been  held  in  quite  a  number  of  cases  that  the  presumption 
'^ed  by  possession  of  stolen  property  is  a  presumption  of  fact  and 
iiot  of  law:  Boykin  v.  State,  34  Ark.  443;  Van  Straaten  v.  People, 
^^  Colo.  184,  56  Pac.  905;  Bellamy  t.  State,  35  Fla.  242,  17  South. 
660;  Blaker  v.  State,  130  Ind.  203,  29  N.  £.  1077;  Campbell  v.  State, 
150  Ind.  74,  49  N.  £.  905;  Snowden  ▼.  State,  62  Miss.  100;  State  r. 
Hale,  12  Or.  352,  7  Pac.  523;  State  v.  Pomeroy,  80  Or.  16,  46  Pae. 
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T97;    State   v.   Waltart,   7   Wwh.   246,   34   Pae.   938,   IW8; 
Heaton,  23  W.  V».  773. 

t.  Effects  on  Bniden  of  Proof. — We  b&re  seen  trom  the  eai 
considered  that  an  explanation  of  tba  poasaasioo  of  reeen 
property  ia  neeeasBry  in  order  to  orereome  the  effect  o(  thi 
of  the  poisenion  no  matter  whether  the  poaBession  bo  con 
raiaing  a  premmption^  infemice  or  a  more  circumsliLUCO  of 
People  ▼.  Abbott,  101  Cal.  845,  36  Pac.  1S9,  to  that  effect. 
in  the  recent  cue  of  State  v.  Brad;,  121  Iowa,  561,  97  N. 
irai  stated  that:  "The  lair  doea  not  attach  a  ' pre^nrnptior 
to  any  given  eirenmstanee,  nor  dooa  it  require  the  accuHed 
eome  the  preeninption  thereby  r«i»«d'  in  order  to  be  entii 
aeqnittal.  What  the  law  doei  aay  Is  that  the  fact  of  poi 
evidence  of  guilt  upon  which  a  convictino  may  property  be 
nnleie  the  other  facte  or  eireumatancee  developed  be  such 
withstanding  the  recent  poMeesion,  the  jury  still  entertHtna 
able  doubt  of  the  defendant's  participation  in  the  crime.' 
Btrasten  v.  People,  26  Colo.  188,  56  Pac.  903,  the  court  sfti 
that  the  presumption  of  guilt  arising  from  auch  possession, 
fact  for  the  jury,  eaidr  "It  being,  therefore,  a  mere  iDft^re^l 
the  court  erred  in  instmetlng  the  Jiiry  that  the  recent  poa 
the  etc4eu  property  was  In  law  a  strong-  criminating  eiro 
thereby  giving  the  jury  to  understand  that  the  guilt  of  tt 
is  a  presumption  which  the  law  roquirea  shall  bo  made 
fact  of  his  being  found  in  possession  of  ttie  stolen  propert 
of  an  inference  or  conclusion  of  their  own,  which  they  ma 
not  adduce  from  that  fact,  in  connection  with  the  other 
eircnmstances  of  the  case.  It  is  alao  crranooua  in  impo! 
plaintiffs  in  error  the  burden  of  eatisfying-  the  jury  that  1 
Into  posaession  of  the  property  honestly.  The  taw  impose 
bnrden  apon  a  defendant  in  a  criminal  case.  If  the  possess 
property  by  plaintiffs  ia  error  had  been  of  aiieh  a  character 
plained,  would  have  constituted  a  criminnting  circumstance 
not  have  devolved  upon  them  to  show,  even  by  a  prcpond 
testimony,  that  they  cane  by  it  honestly.  If  their  ei 
created  a  reasonable  doubt  in  the  minds  of  the  jury  as  to 
tt  would  be  Buffleient  to  rebut  the  proa iimpt ion  of  guilt." 
in  the  ease  of  Johnson  t.  Territory,  H  Oliln.  695,  50  Pne.  j 
from  extensively  in  the  seetion  relatiug-  to  inferences  of  gii 
■ubstantially  held  that  the  burden  of  proof  never  ihifti 
defendant  in  a  criminal  ease.  Many  of  thp  oases,  as  wo  1 
in  stating  the  role,  broadly  say  that  the  law  imposps  the  bu 
the  posseaaor  of  recently  stolen  propi^rty  to  ateount  for  t 
flton  and  show  that  hie  possession  was  inDOCentIr  acqti 
Johnson  T.  State,  148  Ind,  624,  47  N.  E.  93fi.  ai  an  ejampli 
esses.     The  preceding  seetione  treating  on  the  effect  of  t! 
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non  of  stolen  property  contain  many  illustrations  of  such  statements 
of  tho  rule.     In   Cooper  y.  SUte,  87  Ala.  135,  6  South.  303,  the  rulo 
was  stated  in  the  following  language:  "The  settled  rule  in  this  stats 
Isy  that  the  poflsession  of  goods,  reeentlj  after  a  laroeny  or  burglary, 
which  ^were  stolen  in  the  commission  of  the  offense,  imposes  on  the 
possessor  the  onus  of  explaining  his  possession,  if  he  would  repel  ths 
inference  of  complicity  in  the  crime."    8o,  also,  in  State  ▼.  Manley, 
74  Iowa,  561,   38  N.  W.  416,  the  court  la  reviewing  an  instmetioa 
said:  ^ Under  it  the  jury  were  warranted  in  convicting  the  defendant 
on  proof  of  the  fact  that  he  had  the  stolen  -property  in  his  posses- 
sion, unless  he  had  established  to  their  satisfaction  that  he  did  not 
steal  it.     But  that  is  not  the  rule.    The  defendant  was  entitled  to  an 
aeqnittal,  nnless  the  jury  could  say,  upon  a  consideration  of  all  the 
evidence,   that  they  entertained  no  reasonable  doubt  of  his   guilt. 
But  a  reasonable  doubt  may  be  engendered  by  evidence  which  does 
not  satisfactorily  establish  the  fact  sought  to  be  proven.    If  the  evi- 
dence -was   sufficient  to  raise  a  reasonable  donbt  as  to  whether  de- 
fendant received  the  property  under  the  circumstances  claimed  hy 
him,  it  necessarily  raises  such  doubt  as  to  his  guilt,  in  so  far  as  that 
question  rests  alone  upon  the  fact  of  possession."    And  this  same 
court  in  the  very  recent  ease  of  State  v.  Baphael,  123  Iowa,  454,  99 
N.  W.  151,  said:  ''The  appellant,  Joseph  Baphael,  insists  that,  be- 
cause of  his  explanation  of  his  possession  of  the  silverware  found 
in  the  attic  and  taken  therefrom  upon  the  first  search,  the  case  as 
to  him  should  not  have  gone  to  the  jury,  and  that  the  court  erred  in 
uot  directing  a  verdict  for  him.    But  with  this  contention  we  cannot 
^^ee.     This  property  was  found  In  his  possession  but  a  few  days 
after  it  was  stolen,  and  in  the  absence  of  a  satisfactory  explanation 
of  the  possession,  the  jury  would  be  justified  in  finding  that  he 
broke  and  entered  the  building  from  which  it  was  stolen:  State  T. 
Jennings,  79  Iowa,  513,  34  N.  W.  799;  State  v.  Williams,  120  Iowa, 
38,  94  N.  W.  255;  State  v.  Brady,  121  Iowa,  561,  97  N.  W.  62.    It 
is  true  that  the  convenient  other  person  from  whom  stolen  property 
is  BO  often  received  was  present  in  this  case  in  the  defendant's  ex- 
planation, but  the  jury  would  not  be  bound  to  believe  the  explana- 
tion, though  it  might  not  be  contradicted  by  other  direct  evidence; 
*Jid  if  the  attendant  circumstances  were  such  as  to  satisfy  it  of  the 
falsity  of  the  explanation,  and  of  the  guilt  of  the  defendant,  a  con- 
viction would  be  justified."    In  State  v.  Weston,  9  Conn.  527,  25 
Am.  Dec.  46,  it  was  held  that  possession  of  stolen  property  throws 
npon  the  possessor  the  burden  of  accounting  for  his  possession.     And 
in  State  v.  Garvin,  48  8.  C.  258,  26  S.  E.  570,  it  was  said  the  possessor 
must  rebut  the  presumption  of  guilt  raised  by  possession  of  recently 
rtolen  property  and  in  State  v.  Briscoe,  3  Penne.  7,  50  Atl.  271,  it 
^u  said  that  the  possessor  of  recently  stolen  property  must  over- 
eome  the  presumption  that  he  is  the  thief.    In  People  v.  Hart,  10 
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Utab,  204,  37  Fat.  330,  it  whb  held,  nndor  «  atatute  prm 
defeo^aat's  refuxal  to  tMtify  can  in  uo  manner  piejudicc 
tliB  fact  that  [lefADdsnt  makes  no  Matement  explaining 
Bion  of  a  pJBtol  six  honrs  after  a  burglary  raises  no  p: 
against  him.  And  in  State  t.  Eabank,  33  Wash.  293,  74  I 
vsB  b<>!(l  ander  a  Waabington  (tatnte  that  poMession  o 
animal  throws  the  bnrdeii  of  explaining  possenion  on  hi 
it  was  said  the  rule  was  otbenrise  in  ordinary  lareenj  eai 

It  may  be  obserred  In  this  eoaneetion  that  although  mi 
courts  in  stating  the  rule  regarding  the  raising  of  a  prasum; 
the  fact  of  recent  poaaenion  of  stolen  property  fail  to 
the  poBseBsion  in  order  to  raiae  the  presamption  must  havi 
explained,  still  a  close  reading  of  these  eases  will  general 
the  fact  that  the  possession  about  whieh  they  were  speaki 
unexplained  one.  Indeed,  many  of  the  esaes  di8tiiict1<r  stt 
is  the  very  wnnt  of  an  explanation  whieh  gives  rise  to  the 
effect  of  such  a  passession.  It  seems  to  na  that  viewing  t 
in  that  light,  evidence  of  the  possession  of  recently  stolei 
places  the  accused  possessor  in  no  worse  position  than  pro 
other  uuGiplained  fact  tending  to  shoA  &  defendant  gul 
offense.  The  nature  and  effect  of  explanations  given  by  t 
sor  concerning  the  acquisition  of  his  possession  will  be  di 
a  BubBc<juent  part  of  this  note, 

0.  Effect  of  Good  Bepntatlon  on  PreanmptloiL — The  adi 
of  evidence  of  the  good  reputation  of  the  possessor  of  reeei 
property  to  rebut  the  effect  of  the  evidence  of  his  posaei 
criminating  circumatanee  does  not  seem  to  be  disputed:  Sti 
seen,  75  Mo.  App.  197;  Watta  v.  People,  204  Til.  833,  68  1 
The  effect  of  Gurh  evidence  seems  to  be  a  matter  for  the 
State  V.  Carr  (DeL),  G7  Atl.  370,  it  was  said:  "Evidenc 
charactpr,  when  offered,  is  to  be  considered  by  the  jury  In  t 
with  all  the  testimony  in  the  ease.  In  their  endeavor  to  t< 
concluaion  aa  to  the  guilt  or  innocence  of  the  accused."  S 
Slate  v.  Hogard,  12  Minn.  293  (Gil.  196),  it  waa  held  that  t 
ia  proper  but  that  its  weight  ia  for  the  jury.  In  State  v, 
I!l  Mc.  398,  in  speaking  of  such  evidence  as  a  mode  of  o- 
the  effect  of  the  fact  of  being  in  possession  of  recently  at 
erty,  the  court  paid:  "Proof  of  good  character  may  aom 
the  only  mode  by  which  an  innocent  man  can  repel  the  pr 
of  guilt  arisiog  from  the  recent  poasession  of  atolen  goods 
instance,  where  the  party  really  guilty,  to  avoid  detectioi 
unobserved  iu  a  crowd,  the  article  stolen  into  the  pocket  o 
man.  This  may  be  done  and  the  innocent  party  be  nncoi 
it  at  the  time.  And  yet  good  character  ia  not  proof  of 
although  it  may  be  sufficient  to  raiae  a  reaaonable  doubt  of 

And  in  State  v.  King,  122  Iowa,  4,  9fi  N.  W.  712,  the 
■peskiog  of  the  effect  of  such  evidence  in  such  cases,  said: 
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peUant  insists  that,  as  the  evidenee  was  purely  eireumstaiitial,  tb^ 
proof  of  good  character  oaght  to  be  held  so  far  defensive  as  to  over- 
come any  inference  of  guilt  to  be  drawn  therefrom.  Such  evidence, 
however,  has  been  frequently  declared  to  afford  no  defense.  It  is 
ToeeiTed  as  merely  tending  to  show  that  tho  accused  would  not  have 
been  likely  to  have  committed  the  crime  charged,  and  is  to  be  given 
snch  weight  only  as  the  jury  may  deem  it  entitled  to  receive":  Citing 
State  V.  House,  108  Iowa,  68,  78  N.  W.  859;  State  v.  Northrop,  48 
lowEy  583,  30  Am.  Bep.  408.  See,  also.  People  v.  Hurley,  GO  GaL  74^ 
44  Am.  Bep.  65;  People  v.  Ourran  (Cal.),  31  Pae.  1116;  Watts  v. 
People,  204  HI.  233,  68  N.  E.  563. 

IV.    What  Ctonstitates  PosssssIoil 

a.  In  OsDinL— In  State  v.  Smith,  2  Ired.  (24  N.  G.)  402,  the 
court,  in  discussing  the  nature  of  the  possession  of  stolen  property 
necessary  to  constitute  a  presumption  of  guilt,  said:  '*But  when  we 
examine  the  cases,  in  which  such  a  presumption  has  been  sanctioned, 
or  consider  the  grounds  of  reason  and  experience  on  which  the  pre- 
sumption is  clearly  warranted,  we  shall  find  that  it  applies  only  when 
this  possession  is  of  a  kind  which  manifests  that  the  stolen  goods 
have  come  to  the  possessor  by  his  own  act,  or,  at  all  events,  with 
his  imdonbted  concurrence."  So,  also,  in  People  v.  Curran  (Cal.),  31 
Pac  1116,  it  was  held  that  the  fact  that  stolen  wheat  was  stored 
in  an  outhouse  of  defendant  by  a  codefendant,  whom  it  was  not 
8ho¥m  that  he  knew,  was  insufficient  to  show  such  a  possession  as 
would  warrant  a  conviction.  So  in  State  v.  Van  Winkle,  80  Iowa, 
15,  45  N.  W.  388,  which  was  a  cattle  theft  case,  the  court  said:  "There 
was  tostimony  tending  to  show  that  defendant  made  his  home  at  his 
father's.  He  was  a  single  man,  and  so  far  as  appears,  had  no  other 
home.  He  always  came  there  to  stay  when  not  at  work  elsewhere, 
and  when  there  worked  on  the  farm.  In  his  testimony  he  speaks  of 
the  place  as  'our  house.'  The  presumption  of  guilt  that  arises 
from  recent  nnexplained  possession  of  the  stolen  property  does  not 
attach  until  the  possession  is  shown.  Whether  the  accused  had  pos- 
session was  a  question  for  the  jury.  This  testimony  was  not  only 
competent  as  tending  to  show  that  the  defendant  had  possession  of 
the  cattle,  but  also  as  bearing  on  the  question  whether  the  cattle 
had  strayed  or  were  stolen. 

"The  part  of  the  instruction  complained  of  is  as  follows:  'If  the 
animals  in  question  were  found  on  the  farm  of  defendant's  father  a 
short  time  after  they  were  stolen,  if  they  were,  and  even  if  that  was 
defendant's  home,  still  this  would  not  necessarily  put  said  animals 
in  possession  of  defendant  unless  you  find  that  he  exercised  control 
over  the  same  under  a  claim  in  himself.'  This  instruction  was  cer- 
iainly  as  favorable  to  defendant  as  he  could  ask."  And  in  State 
T.  Kreiger,  4  Mo.  App.  584,  it  was  held  that  testimony  showing 
that  the  stolen*  goods  were  found  concealed  underneath  clothing,  in 
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the  false  bottom  of  a  bureau  drawer,  whieh  defendant  aeknowleds»4 
to  be  his,  and  of  which  he  kept  the  key,  if  unexplained,  ia  sufficient 
proof  that  the  goods  were  found  in  defendant's  possession  to  sup- 
port a  conviction  on  that  point.  In  Watts  ▼.  People,  204  lU.  233,  66 
K.  E.  563,  it  was  held  that  where  hogs  were  driven  in  defendant's 
yard  by  his  son  and  a  third  person  without  defendant's  knowledge, 
that  there  was  no  such  possession  as  would  make  the  defendant  prijBa 
facie  guilty  of  larceny  of  the  hogs.  And  in  Van  Straaten  y.  People, 
26  Colo.  184,  66  Pae.  905,  it  was  said:  "The  only  circumstance  dis- 
closed by  the  testimony  that  could  tend  in  any  way  to  criminate 
the  plaintiffs  in  error  was  the  alleged  x>08se88ion  by  them  of .  the 
stolen  property.  While  in  the  absence  of  direct  proof  of  the  taking, 
the  possession  of  stolen  property  is  a  circumstance  from  which  the 
jury  may  infer  that  the  accused  committed  the  theft,  yet  in  order 
to  give  to  this  circumstance  an  evidentiary  force  sufficient  to  sus- 
tain a  conviction,  the  possession  must  be  personal  and  exclusive, 
fiecent  and  unexplained,  and  must  involve  a  distinct  and  conscious 
assertion  of  property  by  the  defendant":  Citing  Wharton  on  Cxinai- 
nal  Evidence,  sec.  758,  and  cases  cited. 

b.  Necessity  for  Identlflcation  of  the  Stolen  Property. — That  the 
alleged  stolen  property  must  be  identified  as  being  the  property  of 
the  alleged  owner  does  not  seem  to  be  disputed.  What  evidence  con- 
stitutes an  identification  is  of  course  a  matter  for  the  jury.  The 
necessity  for  a  clear  identification  is  illustrated  by  the  following 
cases:  Thus,  in  State  v.  Ballard,  104  Mo.  634,  16  8.  W.  525,  it  was 
held  that  the  larceny  of  a  cow  described  as  a  "red  and  white  spotted, 
line  back  cow"  was  not  sustained  by  evidence  showing  possession  by 
the  defendant  of  a  "red  and  white  spotted  cow,"  the  "lined 
back"  being  a  descriptive  flesh  mark  of  the  stolen  cow.  In  Stewart 
V.  State,  24  Tex.  App.  421,  6  S.  W.  317,  it  was  held  that  possession 
of  a  stolen  cow,  described  as  being  red  with  some  little  white, 
marked  with  a  smooth  crop  off  her  left  ear,  and  with  a  white  tail 
bush,  was  not  shown  by  possession  of  a  cow  which  had  no  crop  off 
either  ear  but  was  marked  with  a  split  in  the  under  part  of  one 
ear,  and  with  a  red  tail.  In  Eoy  v.  State,  34  Tex.  Cr.  301,  30  S.  W. 
666,  it  was  held  that  where  the  owners  of  seed  cotton,  which  was 
stolen,  could  not  identify  seed  cotton  in  possession  of  the  defend- 
ants as  their  seed  cotton  and.  the  quantity  was  less  than  the  quan- 
tity stolen,  that  there  was  no  such  possession  as  would  authorize  a 
charge  upon  the  effect  of  possession  of  recently  stolen  property. 

e.    What  Most  be  Shown  Where  the  Stolen  Property  is  Money. 

In  People  v.  Getty,  49  Cal.  583,  it  was  said:  "The  possession  of 
money  of  the  same  kind  as  that  which  was  recently  stolen  is  usually 
of  slight,  if  any,  weight  as  evidence  to  prove  the  guilt  of  the  person 
in  whose  possession  it  is  found,  if  money  of  this  kind  is  in  general 
circulation  at  that  place;  but  it  is  of  much  greater  significance,  when 
that  kind  of  money  is  rarely  seen  in  cireulation  at  that  place,  and 
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its  Talne  as  evidenoe  13  further  increased  when  both  the  money  found 
in  possession  of  the  accused  and  that  which  was  stolen  consists  of  a 
combination  of  pieces  of  snch  money,  as  in  this  case,  of  a  large 
number  of   Chilian   half  ounces  and   a  single   Peruvian   ounce.    It 
sftronglj  tends  to  the  identification  of  the  money  as  the  money  which 
was  stolen,  and  thus,  to  connect  the  defendant  with  the  burglary": 
Bee,  also.  People  y.  Melvane,  39  Cal.  614.    In  United  States  t.  Can- 
dler, 65  Fed.  308,  which  was  a  prosecution  for  the  larceny  of  a 
postoifiee,  the  distziet  judge,  in  charging  the  jnry,  said:  "The  evi- 
dence shows  that  on  the  day  after  the  robbery  the  defendant  was 
arrested  at  Murphy  and  on  search  he  was  found  in  possession  of  a 
ten  dollar  gold  piece  and  some  silver  change  and  coppers,  amount- 
ing to  about  twenty-flve   dollars,  but  no  five  dollar  bank  bill  or 
-stamps.    If  any  of  the  coin  had  been  marked  so  that  it  could  have 
been  strictly  identified  i|s  the  property  stolen,  such  fact  would  have 
given  rise  to  a    strong   presumption    of   guilt,    as   the    coin    found 
upon    his    person    was    like    the    ordinary     eirculating     currency 
of  the    country,    incapable    of    strict    identity,  no    presumption   of 
law  arises,  but  the  fact  is  a  eircumstance  which  may  be  considered 
in  connection  with  other  circumstances  as  evidence  of  guilt.''    In 
Hicks  V.  State,  99  Ala,  169,  13  South.  375,  which  was  a  prosecution 
-for  the  larceny  of  four  ten  dollar  coins,  it  was  held  that  the  prose- 
•cution  could  show  that  when  the  defendant  was  arrested,  the  day 
after  the  larceny,  he  had  in  his  possession  a  five  dollar  coin  and  that 
he  handed  to  a  companion  a  bag  containing  a  ten  dollar  coin  and  ten 
silver  dollars,  there  being  also  evidence  from  which  the  jury  might 
infer  that  his  money  was  procured  in  exchange  for  that  stolen.    In 
Kaiser  v.  State,  35  Neb.  704,  53  N.  W.  610,  it  was  sought  to  convict 
'the  defendant  of  larceny  on  the  strength  of  possession  of  the  stolen 
money,  the  court  said:  "No  attempt  was  made  by  the  state  to  iden- 
tify the  money  found  in  the  possession  of  the  accused  as  that  lost 
by  Gallagher,  further  than  as  stated  above.    The  case  therefore  is 
this:  Gallagher,  while  intoxicated,  lost  a  sum  of  money.     Soon  there- 
after the  plaintiff  in  error  is  proven  to  have  been  in  possession  of  a 
•sum  of  money  corresponding  in  kind  to  that  lost  by  Gallagher,  and 
under  circumstances  tending  to  show  that  he  did  not  come  by  it 
lionestly.    Circumstantial  evidence  to  warrant  a  conviction  should 
be  of  such  a  convincing  character  as  to  prove  beyond  a  reasonable 
doubt  that  the  accused,  and  no  other  person^  committed  the  crime 
with  which  he  is  charged:  Walbridge  v.  State,  13  Neb.  236,  13  N.  W. 
209;  Bradshaw  v.  State,  17  Neb.  147,  22  N.  W.   361.     Here,  aside 
from  the  possession  by  the  plaintiff  in  error  of  an  unusual  sum  of 
money,  there  is  no  proof  whatever  to  connect  him  with  the  larceny,  if 
we  assume  that  the  money  was  in  fact  stolen  from  Gallagher,  an  as- 
-sumption  not  fully  warranted  by  the  evuloiice.  Not  only  is  there  a  fail- 
ure to  show  an  opportunity  for  the  commission  of  the  crime  charged, 
•but  it  afiirmatively  appears  from  the  testimony  of  the  witnesses  for 
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the  state  that  the  plaintiff  in  error  was  not  at  any  time  in  company 
with  Gallagher  while  the  latter  was  in  the  ealoon.    While  the  evi- 
dence was  admissible  as  tending  to  establish  the  guilt  of  the  aeensed, 
and  while  it  may  be  said  to  raise  a  strong  presumption  that  be  did 
not  eome  by  the  money  honestly,  it  is  eertainly  insnffieient  to  ex- 
elnde  the  theory  of  his  innocence  of  the  crime  of  larceny  and  to  es- 
tablish his  guilt  thereof  beyond  a  reasonable  doubt.''    The  ease  of 
State  y.  Nesbit,  4  Idaho,  548,  43  Pac.  66,  is  perhaps  a  ease  which 
illustrates  the  nature  of  the  identification  evidence  generally  used 
in  seeking  a  conviction  based  principally  upon  the  alleged  faet  of 
possession.    The  opinion  sets  forth  the  evidence  in  detail,  but  the  por^ 
tion  quoted  sets  forth  the  essential  parts.    The  court  said:  ^'Be- 
eurring  now  to  the  identification  of  the  money  stolen,  the  foregoing 
is  all  the  evidence  touching  the  identification  of  the  money  which  the 
defendant  was  convicted  for  stealing.    The  evidence  utterly  fails  in 
the  identification  of  the  one  hundred  dollar  bill  as  the  one  lost  by  the 
witness  Frame.    Frame  testified  that:  'I  can't  say.    It  looks  like  it 
Tt  is  for  the  same  amount,  but  I  can 't  say  whether  it  is  the  same  one 
or  not.    I  am  not  certain  about  it  at  all.'    And  as  to  the  identifica- 
tion of  United  States  gold  coin,  he  testified:  'This  gold  coin  [refer- 
ring to  that  taken  from  Nesbit,  Jr.,  by  the  sheriff]  here  is  all  alike, 
like  greenbacks,  but  it  all  looks  the  same  as  the  money  I  saw  thrown 
on  top  of  the  documents  spoken  of  in  the  safe.    It  looked  just  the 
same  as  my  money  did.'    This  is  no  identification  whatever  of  said 
gold  coin  as  being  that  lost  by  the  complaining  witness.    It  is  not 
claimed  that  any  of  the  United  States  gold  coins  had  any  distinguish- 
ing marks  on  them,  but  it  is  shown  that  they  have  not.    The  witness 
testified  they  are  all  alike;  that  they  looked  like  his  money;  not  that 
they  were  his.    A  very  weak  attempt  was  made  to  point  out  dis- 
tinguishing marks  on  the  English  sovereign  and  to  identify  it  as  the 
one  claimed  to  have  been  lost  by  the  complaining  witness.    The  quo- 
tation from  the  testimony  above  set  forth  shows  how  utterly  the 
prosecution  failed  in  that  attempt.    The  witness  Frame  at  first  at- 
tempts to  identify  it  by  testifying  that  'it  had  a  man's  head  on 
it,  represented  as  a  curly-headed  man,'  and  'it  is  worn  more  on  the 
face  side  than  on  the  other,'  and  'it  appears  to  be  a  little  sprung'  and 
'it  always  felt  to  me  like  it  was.'    As  to  the  man's  head  on  one  side, 
that  is  no  mark,  of  identification,  for  all  sovereigns  of  that  date  and 
issue  had  the  same;  and  it  is  not  distingnishably  worn  on  one  aide 
more  than  the  other,  and  it  is  not  sprung,  but  in  the  usual  shape  o^ 
such  coins.    The  witness  testified:  'I  recognized  this  coin  because 
it  felt  like  the  one  I  had.    I  think  I  could  identify  that  sovereign 
by  feeling  of  it  once.    This  coin  seems  sprung.    It  has  a  hump  on  it, 
and  feels  different  than  an  American  coin.    Mine  felt  the  same  way.' 
Here  he  seeks  to  identify  it  by  feeling,  and  signally  fails.    The  coin 
has  no  hump  on  it,  but  it  does  feel  different  from  an  American  coin, 
and  the  witness  swears  to  that,  but  is  careful  not  to  testify  that  it 
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feels  different  from  other  Bovereigns  of  the  same  date  and  eoinage, 
or  that  it  contains  a  single  distinguishing  mark.  Having  ntterlj 
failed  to  identifj  the  coin  bj  anj  peculiar  distinguishing  marks,  ho 
undertook  to  identify  it  by  the  date  it  bore.  He  testified:  'The  first 
time  I  saw  it  I  thought  the  date  was  1826;  the  next  time  1836;  the  next 
time  1886/ and  finally  admits  as  follows:  'I  didn 't  pay  much  attention 
to  it.'  The  said  sovereign  is  before  us.  It  is  not  perceptibly  worn 
more  on  one  side  than  on  the  other;  it  is  not  sprung;  neither  has  it  a 
hump  on  it  different  from  sovoroigns  of  that  date  and  coinage;  and  it 
is  of  the  date  of  1826,  while  the  testimony  shows  that  the  last  time 
Frame  read  the  date  on  his  eoin,  prior  to  losing,  he  read  it  1886.  It 
ia  rather  surprising  that  witness  Frame  should  have  so  completely 
failed  to  describe  the  sovereign,  after  having  seen  it  taken  from  the 
defendant,  and  no  doubt  having  carefully  examined  it,  with  a  view 
of  identifying  it  on  the  trial  of  this  case.  His  eyesight  and  delicacy 
of  touch  or  feeling  must  be  very  defective. 

'^The  possession  of  the  gold  coin  is  the  only  circumstance  shown 
by  the  evidence  tending  to  connect  the  defendant  with  the  larceny 
charged,  and  the  prosecution  failed  to  identify  said  coin  as  that  al- 
leged  to  have  been  stolen.  If  the  prosecution  had  identified  said  coins 
*a  the  ones  stolen  or  had  proved  that  defendant  had  no  money  prior 
to  the  theft,  either  would  have  been  a  strong  circumstance  of  de- 
fendant's guilt,  and  would  have  placed  upon  him  the  necessity  of 
flhowing  that  he  came  into  the  possession  of  said  coins  innocently 
Bnt  as  there  was  a  complete  failure  to  identify  the  coins  as  those 
i^eged  to  have  been  stolen  the  jury  should  have  returned  a  verdict 
of  not  guilty.  The  defendant  must  have  been  convicted  on  suspicion, 
u  there  was  no  legal  evidence  establishing  his  guilt,  regardless  of 
the  utter  want  of  evidence  on  behalf  of  the  prosecution  attempting 
to  identify  the  coin. 

"The  defendant  testified  in  his  own  behalf  that  he  brought  said 
gold  coin  from  Utah,  and  also  from  whence  he  got  it;  that  he  had 
carried  money  several  times  as  he  was  carrying  that  when  arrested 
bj  the  sheriff;  that  he  was  on  his  way  to  Utah  and  carried  it  thus 
^or  safety;  that  he  had  a  small  collection  of  old  coins;  and  that  he 
had  had  said  sovereign  for  more  than  three  years — and  is  corroborated 
u  to  these  facts  by  his  father,  sister,  two  brothers,  his  betrothed, 
^d  hy  two  other  witnesses  not  related  to  him.  In  regard  to  cbe  one 
Wdred  dollar  bill,  Kesbit,  Sr.,  testified  as  to  circumstance  and 
^te  of  drawing  nineteen  hundred  dollars  out  of  the  Deseret  National 
^ah  at  Salt  Lake  City,  Utah,  and  that  the  one  hundred  dollar  bill 
^^8  a  part  of  that  money,  and  is  corroborated  as  to  those  facts  by 
one  witness.''  The  court  then  reversed  the  judgment  of  conviction 
uid  ordered  that  the  defendant  be  discharged. 

So,  also,  in  Barker  v.  State,  126  Ala.  69,  28  South.  685,  it  was  hold 
that  possession  of  the  money  of  the  same  denomination  as  that  stolen 
^  merely  an  evidentiary  fact  to  be  taken  in  connection  with  other 
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•▼idenee.  And  ia  Thompson  ▼.  State,  35  Tex.  Cr.  611,  34  8.  W.  ©29, 
buried  money  found  in  the  yard  of  a  codefendant,  which  war  identi- 
fied by  an  accomplice,  through  whose  eyidence  it  was  located,  was 
held  sufficiently  identified  as  the  money  stolen  from  an  express  eom- 
pany  to  be  admissible  in  evidence.  In  People  r.  Kelly,  132  Gal. 
430,  64  Pac.  56^3,  it  was  said:  ''Oenerally  evidence  of  the  wealth  or 
poverty  of  a  defendant  is  not  admissible;  but  the  sudden  possesaioa 
of  money,  immediately  after  the  commission  of  a  larceny,  by  one  who 
before  that  had  been  impecuniouSy  is  clearly  admissible  as  a.  eircnni- 
stance  in  the  case."  See,  also,  in  this  eonneetion,  Martin  t.  State, 
104  Ala.  71,  10  South.  82;  Leonard  v.  State,  115  Ala.  80,  22  South. 
564;  State  v.  Thompson,  87  Iowa,  670,  54  N.  W.  1077;  State  t.  Grebe, 
17  Kan.  458;  Commonwealth  v.  Montgomery,  11  Met.  534,  45  Am. 
Dec.  227;  People  v.  Herrick,  59  Mich.  563,  26  N.  W.  7W. 

d.  Necessity  for  Possessioii  to  be  Beoent. — ^An  observation  of  the 
cases  which  state  the  rule  in  regard  to  the  effect  of  possession  of 
stolen  property  will  show  that  the  property  must  have  been  recently 
stolen:  See,  also,  Shepherd  v.  State,  44  Ark.  3^  State  v.  Wolff,  15 
Mo.  168. 

In  Jonee  y.  State,  26  Miss.  247,  which  was  a  prosecution  for  the 
larceny  of  a  saddle,  the  ecnri  eaid:  "The  evidence  shows  that  the 
goods  were  not  found  ia  the  possession  of  the  accused  until  the  lapse 
of  five  or  sis  months  after  the  taking;  and  the  question  here  pre- 
sented is,  whether  such  possession,  found  after  such  a  lapse  of  time, 
of  itself,  raises  a  presumption  in  law  of  a  felonious  taking  by  the 
accused. 

"No  definite  length  of  time,  after  loss  of  goods  and  before  posses- 
sion shown  in  the  accused,  seems  to  be  settled,  as  raising  a  presump- 
tion of  guilt.  Where  the  goods  are  bulky,  or  inconvenient  of  trans- 
mission, or  unlikely  to  be  transferred,  it  seems  that  a  greater  lapse  of 
time  is  allowed  to  raise  the  presumption  than  when  they  are  light 
and  easily  passed  from  hand  to  hand,  and  likely  to  be  so  pasaed,  be- 
cause, in  the  one  case,  the  goods  may  not  have  passed  through  many 
hands,  and  the  proof  to  justify  the  possession  may,  therefore,  be 
more  simple  and  easy;  but  in  the  latter  case,  the  goods  may,  very 
probably,  have  come  to  the  accused  through  many  persons,  and  their 
transit,  from  the  smallness  of  their  nature  and  value,  be  much  more 
difficult  to  be  proved:  Boscoe's  Criminal  Evidence,  18;  3  Qreenleaf 
on  Evidence,  sec.  32. 

"Yet  all  the  cases  hold  that  the  possession  must  be  recent  after 
the  loss,  in  order  to  impute  guilt;  and  this  presumption  is  founded 
on  the  manifest  reason,  that  where  goods  have  been  taken  from  one 
person  and  are  quickly  thereafter  found  in  the  possession  of  an- 
other, there  is  a  strong  probability  that  they  were  taken  by  the 
latter.  This  probability  is  stronger  or  weaker  in  proportion  to  the 
period  intervening  between  the  taking  and  the  finding;  or  it  may 
be  entirely  removed  by  the  lapse  of  such  time  as  to  render  it  not 
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improbable  that  fb«  goods  inaj  have  %eea  takett  by  aaother  and 
passed  to  tbe  accnsed,  and  thri»  w&ollj  deatroy  the  preaamption. 

"In  proeecutiona  for  larceny  of  ehattela  like  tkat  in  tkia  eaaa,  it 
has  been  well  lield,  that  after  the  lapse  of  such  a  period  of  time  as 
in  this  ease,  the  mere  fact  that  the  chattels  were  found  in  the  pos- 
session  of  the  aeeuaed  created  no  presumption  of  criminality;  and 
that  snch  possession,  without  other  evidence  of  any  kind  to  establish 
the  charge,  la  not  even  sufficient  to  put  the-  party  on  his  defense": 
Citing  Bex  ▼.  Adams,  9  Car.  &  F.  600;  3  Greenleaf  oa  Eyidanee,  see. 
82;  State  ▼.  Williams,  9  N.  C.  100. 

So,  also,  ia  Mattock  v.  State,  25  Tex.  App.  654,  8  Am.  St.  Rep.  451, 
8  SL  W.  818,  the  court  said:  ''But  the  possession  must  not  be  too 
remote  and  if  remote  the  party  in  possession  is  not  bound  to  explain 
at  all;  the  rule  being  that  the  possession  must  be  recent,  and  by  all 
the  opiaiona   [aaya  Mr.  Bishop]   the  presumption  that  the  party  in 
possessioa  was  the  taker  dimiaishea  in  strength  as  the  time  increases 
between  the  theft  and  the  possession.    If  the  possession  is  very  re- 
mote (yet  how  remote  must  depend  upon  the  special  nature  of  the 
ease),  the  judge,  ia  his  discretion,  will  exclude  it  as  having  no  suffi- 
cient tendency  to  prove  anything.    Its  remoteness  depends  upon  the 
Batuxe  of  the  thing  stolen.    Is  it  such  property  as  passes  readily 
froBi  hand  to  haad,  or  aotf    If,  from  the  nature  of  the  property,  it 
woold  paea  readily  from  one  person  to-  another,  the  possession,  to 
have  eoavietive  strength,  must  be  more  recent  than  the  possession 
«£  pn^perty  which  does  not  so  paae'^:  Citing  2  Bishop's  Criminal  Pro- 
eedaze,  sees.  739,  74&    The  same  rules  were  also  laid  down  in  Will- 
iams ▼.  State,  40  Fla.  480,  74  Am.  St.  Bep.  154,  25  South.  143;  State 
T.  Hodge,  50  N.  H.  510. 

So,  alio,  ia  White  v.  State,  72  Ala.  195,  the  court  said:  <'  It  is  not 
•very  or  any  possessioa  of  stolen  goods  by  a  party  which  will  author- 
ise the  iafereaee  of  his  complicity  in  the  crime  of  larceny  or  bur- 
glary; Bor  ia  fact,  every  such  uaexplained  possession,  although  it 
Bay  be  exclusive,  as  opposed  to  the  idea  of  a  joint  possession  with 
otbenL  Another  ia,  aeeessary  in  order  to  constitute  a  guilty  posses- 
sion. It  must  be  reoent,  or  soon  after  the  commission  of  the  offense 
to  whieh.  it  has  reference:  Henderson  v.  State,  70  Ala.  23;  1  Green- 
leaf  on  Evidence,  aec.  34;  Wharton's  Criminal  Evidence,  sec.  758; 
Clark's  Criminal  Digest,  sees.  97^  146,  635;  Murray  v.  State,  48  Ala. 
675;  Crawford  v.  State,  44  Ala.  45. 

"What  ia  meant  by  'recent'  ia  incapable  of  exact  or  precise  defini- 
tion, and  the  term  has  been  said  to  vary  'within  a  certain  range 
with  the  eonditiona  of  eaeh  particular  caae':  Wharton 'a  Criminal 
Bvidenee,  see.  759.  There  are  cases,  no  doubt,  ao  clear  in  nature,  and 
aadiapiited  in  facta,  aa  that  the  eeurt  could  pronounce  the  possession 
seeent,  aa  &  matter  of  law;  but  the  question  is  usually  one  of  fact 
for  the  determination  of  the  jury.    Be  this  aa  it  may,  we  are  of 
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opiniDD  tbkt  the  chsrga  given  by  the  conrt  on  tUa  subjoct 
neoDS,  becauM  it  excluded  from  the  cansider&tion  of  the  jai 
wry  element  of  s  guilty  poeaeoiion— namely,  that  it  ehoold 
and  ita  tIco  coneiated  is  aemiming  that  any  other  kind  of 
afforded  a  just  iaferenee  of  the  defendant 'a  complicity  in 
with  which  he  waa  charged." 

And  in  Tarver  t.  State,  95  Qa.  222,  21  S.  E.  381,  it  waa 
the  time  which  had  elapsed  between  a  burglary  and  the 
of  the  property  stolen  at  that  time  was  a  material  que 
State  V.  Sliuw,  4  Jonea  (N.  C.},  440,  it  was  held  that  remote  j 
though  not  creating  a  presnmptioD,  ia  a  fact  which  may  be  i 
with  other  facts  of  the  caaa.  And  in  State  t.  Oraves,  72 
it  was  lield  that  the  posaeiaion  of  burglarized  goods  two  ( 
the  burglary  nith  an  offer  to  dispose  of  them  at  less  than  tt 
together  with  contradictory  statements  as  to  the  manner  i 
ing  the  posaession  were  matters  for  the  consideration  of 
And  in  State  v.  Armstrong,  170  Mo.  406,  70  3.  W.  874,  the 
of  stolen  property  three  days  after  its  taking  was  held  n 
raise  a  prcBumption  of  guilt.  And  in  Waahiogton  v.  Stat 
S9  South.  TT,  it  waa  held  that  the  finding  of  a  yearling's 
butcher-shop  the  next  day  after  the  yearling  waa  missed  n 
port  a  conviction  for  larceny.  In  State  v.  Warford,  lOfl  1 
Am.  St.  Rep.  332,  16  8.  W.  886,  it  waa  held  that  the  joint  ; 
of  stolen  property  five  or  six  weeka  after  the  larceny  wai 
Bumptive  evidence  that  either  of  the  parties  were  guilty  of 
In  MeCormick  v.  State  (Ala.),  37  South.  3T7,  it  waa  held 
dence  that  a  burglarized  watch  was  found  in  defendant's  ; 
six  weeks  after  the  burglary  in  another  state,  waa  eompi 
dence.  And  in  Bragg  v.  State,  17  Tex.  App.  219,  the  posi 
stolen  property  five  or  aix  months  after  its  theft  was  held 
cieutlj  recent  to  raise  any  presumption  against  the  pofsssso 
in  State  v.  Miller,  4S  Minn.  521,  48  N.  W.  401,  a  pogsessi' 
months  after  the  larceny  was  allowed  to  be  considered  in  e 
with  other  facts  tending  to  incriminate  the  possessor.  In 
State  (Tex.  Cr.),  73  S.  W.  1053,  certain  wagon  wheels  were 
November,  ]901 ;  defendant  openly  used  them  in  November,  IS 
ing  to  haveexchanged  serapiron  for  them  with  apeddler.  ' 
h«ld  that  defendant's  poBseasiou  was  not  of  such  a  recent  chi 
to  sustain  a  conviction.  In  Beck  v.  State,  44  Tex.  430,  it 
that  public  use  of  property  two  years  after  Its  larceny 
presumption  of  guilt  against  the  possessor.  And  in  Matlock 
25  Tex.  App.  654,  8  Am.  St.  Rep.  451,  8  S.  W.  818,  it  waa 
mere  poBsessioii  of  a  stolen  cow  two  years  after  its  laree 
no  presumptiOD  of  guilt.  So,  also,  in  Romero  v.  State,  25  '. 
3S4,  8  S.  W.  641,  it  waa  held  that  the  poaseasion  of  a  ho 
years  after  ita  larceny  was  too  remote  without  otbec  facta 
a  preavimption  of  guilt. 
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0.    NecanltT  for  PossmiIoo  to  tM  Excloilvv. 
tanstmL — The  rnla    that    the  powewion  of   recently  stolea 
mrt  be  exeluaive  in  the  poHewor  in  order  to  raiae  any 
n  or  inference  that  the  poeeeBBor  is  goiUy  of  the  crime  at 
property  wu  atolen  Menu  to  be  M  well  eatabliahed  that 

take  it  for  panted  in  their  diicuMioii  of  the  aobjeet: 
Itate,  72  Ala.  19S;  8t&te  t.  Warford,  106  Mo.  05,  27  Am. 
12,  16  &  W.  S86;  State  v.  Belcher,  136  Uo.  137,  37  &.  W. 
on  T.  State,  £8  Toi,  App.  370,  10  Am.  St.  Bep.  889,  13  S. 
he  fact  that  the  property  wa«  found  in  the  apparent  poa- 
the  aeeoMd  ii  admiaaible,  but  the  effect  of  the  poaaeiaion 
ag  hifl  guilt  is  wsaJcened  b^  the  taet  that  othen  beaides 
t  had  aeeeBB  to  the  place:  Gablick  t.  People,  40  Uicb.  292. 
t  of  Joint  FOBsesalon. — When  the  eoDrta  diicnaa  the  quM- 
nt  poMBMion,  it  Boeme  that  the  real  qaeation  to  be  de- 
I  whether  any  one  of  the  joint  poMessors  wae  oa  a  matter 
the  exelnsive  posaeSRion.  In  Shropshire  t.  State,  69  Oft. 
liMnasiau  of  the  aubjeet  by  the  eonrt  waa  as  follows: 
t  waa  requested  in  writing  to  give  the  following  oharg* 
':  'The  fact  that  goods  were  fonnd  in  the  room  occupied 
three  or  more  persons,  is  not  eonelnsiva  evidence  that  Ihe 
I  in  the  poasesaion  of  any  one  of  them.'  To  this  chargw 
added:  'That  is  tme,  gentlemen,  provided  the  oceupaata 
D  all  oeenpj  it  alike.  But  if  the  booae  was  the  house  of 
parties,  if  it  waa  his  house  and  his  home,  and  be  gives  no 
t  of  it,  then  the  law  will  treat  it  as  his  possession.' 
oods  found  in  a  room  occupied  by  two,  or  three,  or  more 

not  eonelosive  evidence  that  they  were  in  the  possessioD 

of  them  is,  we  think,  a  correct  legal  principle.  It  would 
>e  a  very  stringent  rule  to  put  upon  parties,  to  My  that 
set  that  goods  were  fonnd  in  a  room  occupied  by  seveTal 
live  evidence  that  tbey  were  in  possession  of  any  parties* 
the  occupants.  Numerous  good  and  sufficient  reasona  ez- 
lia  ahonld  be  exclusive,  and  the  accused  waa  entitled 
'ge  as  requested. 

we  think  that  the  supplemental  charge,  under  thii  testi* 
altogether  legal.  Although  this  house  was  the  house  and 
le  accused,  yet  the  evidence  showed  the  fact  that  it  was 
ome  of  others,  and  the  ezclusivenesa  of  ownership  and 
iver  the  small  space  to  which  those  others  exercised  the 
aseeaioD  and  occupancy  should  not  have  been  so  distinctly 

the  judge. ' '  In  State  v.  Tilton,  S3  Iowa,  117,  IS  N.  W. 
tefendant  waa  indicted  for  the  burglary  of  a  store  in 
ud  the  only  evidence  against  him  was  that  aome  Of  the 

goods  were  fonnd  the  following  Joly  in  a  trunk  jointly 
e  defendant  and  another,  together  with  the  fact  that  dft- 
.  St.  S*s.  Tal.   101-33 
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fendant  had  been  at  th«  store  the  eTe&ing  before  the  burgl 
Tba  eourt  held  the  facts  iuufGeient  to  justify  a  eonvietion. 
UoDcrief  t.  StaU,  99  Qa.  295,  25  B.  E.  73S,  It  yna  held  that  trtiere 
honee  vhere  barglarized  ^ods  ware  found  was  shared  with  ano 
01  others,  that  the  possession  of  that  house  eoold  not  b«  treatei 
th^t  of  the  accused,  but  that  if  the  acansed  did  have  poesession  ^ 
others,  that  fact  eould  bo  considered  ia  connection  with  all  the  oi 
evidence  in  passing  upon  the  question  of  lua  j^uilt  or  innocence, 
the  fraqoently  cited  e&se  of  Btate  t.  Warford,  106  Mo.  55,  87 
St.  Bep.  322,  16  S.  W.  8S6,  the  court  in  discussing  the  matter,  a 
"We  must  eonelnde  that  the  instruction  in  de<^aring  that  a 
nmptioQ  of  ^ilt  arose  if  the  saddle,  recently  after  the  bnrgl 
was  found  in  the  possession  of  defendant  and  another  person,  did 
properly  declare  the  law.  After  careful  consideration  and  tnueh  do 
we  have  reached  the  eooclnsion  that  the  sixth  instruction  given 
fendant  did  not  cure  the  faolt  of  the  sixth  given  the  state.  If 
latter  had  confined  the  possession  to  defendaot  and  Webb,  then 
former  instruction  might  have  sufficiently  explained  the  eharacte: 
the  joint  possession  referred  to  in  the  latter,  which  would  create 
piesnmption  of  guilt.  But  was  there  such  unexplained  and  re( 
joint  possession  of  both  defendant  and  Webb  as  would  reason! 
raise  an  inference,  even  that  the  bu^larious  act  charged  was  t! 
joint  actt  If  the  joint  possession  raises  >  presumption  of  g 
against  one,  it  does  also  against  the  other.  Tbers  is  no  evide 
tending  to  prove  that  the  joint  possession  commenced  until  the  Bt( 
property  was  placed  in  the  wagon  which  was  nnder  their  joint  < 
trot.  The  possession,  then,  of  both  did  not  eommeuce  until  fivs 
six  weeks  after  the  larceny.  No  connection  or  confederacy  betw 
the  parties  was  shown  to  have  existed  prior  to  the  preparations 
their  journey  to  Kansas.  There  is  no  evidence  that  the  saddle  ' 
in  the  joint  possession  of  these  parties  for  a  eoneiderable  time  at 
it  was  stolen,  during  which  time  it  must  have  been  In  the  ezelui 
individual  possession  of  one  or  the  other  of  them.  When  tbe  stc 
property  was  pnt  into  the  wagon,  one  party  may  possibly  have  b 
wholly  without  knowledge  of  the  fact  that  it  had  been  Stolen,  or 
may  have  known  that  it  was  stolen,  but  took  no  farther  responaibiJ 
therefor,  or  he  may  have  known  it  was  stolen,  and  undertook  to 
sist  in  concealing  and  disposing  of  it;  but  none  of  therc  facts,  hi 
ever  well  proved,  or  however  criminal  in  thenuelve*,  woold  mi 
him  guilty  of  breaking  into  the  bsm  with  the  intent  to  steal;  mi 
leas  would  the  mere  fact  of  having  the  saddle  in  the  wa^n,  withi 
other  explanation,  raise  a  presumption  of  eueh  breaking.  Un 
the  evidence,  we  think  the  joint  poasessfon  too  remote  to  ereatt 
presumption  that  either  Webb  or  defendant  was  guilty  of 
burglary." 

3.    Effect  of  PabUc  Aec«ag  to  Flae*  of  Deposit. — Justice  Cool 
In  GabUck  v.  People,  40  Uich.  293,  remark  that:  "Poflsenion 
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stolen  property,  if  immedifttely  subsequeiit  to  the  laroenj  may  mine- 
times  be  almost  conclusive  of  guilt  (see  Walker  t.  People,  88  Mieh. 
156),  but  the  presumption  weakens  with  the  time  that  has  elapsed, 
and  may  scarcely  arise  at  all  if  others  besides  the  accused  have  had 
equal  access  with  himself  to  the  plaoe  when  it  is  diseoyered.''    And 
in  Watta  v.  People,  204  HI.  -288,  68  W.  E.  S68,  it  was  said:  '*It  is  true, 
that  the  hogs,  after  being  stdlen,  were  ttriven  through  the  bam  of 
plaintiff  in  error  and  into  a  yard  adjoining  the  liarn,   called  the 
ehicken-yard,  and  that  both  the  ehi<^en-yard  and  the  bam  were  » 
part  of  the  premises  of  plaintiff  in  error.    But  the  rule  that,  where 
stolen  property  is  found  in  the  possession  of  a  person  immediately 
after  the  commiesion  of  a  theft,  it  is  prima  facie  evidence  of  guilt, 
refers  to  a  possession  whieh  is  ezelmiTe.    'In  order  tliat  the  recent 
possession  shall  be  evidence  of  gniH,  it  must  be  exclusive  in  the  de- 
fendant; that  is,  it  must  l>e  such  as  to  indicate  that  the  defendant, 
and  not  someone  else,  took  the  property.    If  the  place    where  the 
property  is  found   is  such  that  others  have  access  thereto  as  well  as 
the  defendant,  the  property  cannot  be  said  to  be  in  the  exclusive 
possession  of  the  defendant,  and  the  einsumstance  would  not  be  evi- 
dence of  his  guilt  ^:  1  MeChun  on  Criminal  Law,  sec.  620.    The  evl* 
dence  shows  that  Thomas  Watts,  Jr.,  the  son  of  plaintiff  in  error, 
was  staying  at  his  father's  house,  and  had  been  staying  there  for  two 
weeks.    He  had  access  to  the  premises  in  xjuestion  as  well  as  plain- 
tiff  in  error.    The  hogs,  even  e^ter  'they  were  taken  to  the  premises 
of  plaintiff  in  error,  were,  as  a  matter  of  fact,  in  the  posseasion  of 
Thomas  Watts,  Jr.,  and  Oliver  l^omlin.    Some  eases  hold  that,  al- 
though it  appears  that  the  goods  are  found  in  a  place  not  exclusively 
occupied  or  controlled  by  defendant,  the  fact  that  other  persons  had 
access  to  the  place  merely  weakens,  bnt  does  not  destroy  the  effect 
of  the   evidence:  1   McGlain  on   Criminal  Xaw,  sec.  620;  Padfield  v. 
People,  146  HI  660,  35  N.  E.  4^.    But  even  nnder  this  view  of  the 
doctrine  of  possession  of  stolen  property  as  evidenoe  of  guilt,  the  -in- 
struction in  question  was  too  strong  in  assuming  that  the  possession 
of  the  property  was  solely  the  possession  of  the  plaintiff  in  error, 
tmd    excluded    from    the  consideration  of    the  jury  the    fact    tliat 
Thomas  Watts,  Jr.,  had  aeeess  to  the  place  where  the  hogs  were  taken, 
"as  well  88  plaintiff  in  error." 

So,  also,  in  People  v.  Hurley,  60  Cal.  74,  44  Am.  Eep.  65,  the-  court 
said:  ''We  do  not  think  that  the  bare  fact  of  finding  the  hides  of 
cattle  that  had  been  stolen  in  the  defendant's  bam,  which  is  shown 
to  have  been  open  to  anyone  who  chose  to  enter  it,  in  the  absence 
ift  any  evidence  tending  to  prove  that  he  knew  or  had  any  reason 
-to  suppose  that  such  hides  were  there,  sufficient  to  justify  the  infer- 
ence which  the  jury  must  have  drawn  from  it,  in  order  to  find  the 
•defendant  gnilty,  and  we  also  think  that  until  his  declaration  .that 
•he  knew  nothing  about  the  hides  being  there  was  shown  to  be  false, 
iie  was  not  called  upon  to  give  any  explanation  as  to  how  they  came 
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there.  If  h«  did  not  luiow  th«t  thej  were  there,  he  could  not  cz- 
plaja  how  the^  oMue  there." 

In  DftTie  V.  People,  1  Park.  Cr.  B«p.  447,  part  of  the  bnrglariEcd 
goods  were  found  in  defendant'!  tmnk,  which  wee  in  the  midship  of 
a  canal  boat,  in  which  other  pereone  resided  and  to  which  aDfone 
might  have  aeeeia.  The  tmnh,  when  placed  on  board  the  boat,  haA 
been  locked,  but  previona  to  the  finding  of  the  Btolen  gooda  therein, 
the  lock  had  been  broken.  The  eonrt  eaid:  "The  fact  that  a  por- 
tion of  the  goods  were  found  in  tlm  prieoner'a  trank  nndar  such  cir- 
cnmstaneea,  is  little,  if  bb;,  strenger  than  it  would  bare  been  had 
thej  been  found  in  tome  other  part  of  the  boat.  And  even  admitting 
that  the  jury  were  warranted  in  flndiog,  as  a  question  of  tact,  that 
the  goods  were  found  in  the  defendant'!  possession,  etill  I  am  of 
opinion  the  judge  should  have  iastmeted  them  that  possession  alone 
of  that  character  waa  not  sufficient  to  raise  the  preaumption  that 
possession  waa  obtained  by  means  of  a  bnrglary  committed  bj  tae 
prisoner."  And  in  State  v.  Griffin,  71  Iowa,  S72,  82  N.  W.  447,  It 
was  held  that  the  mere  finding  of  stolen  propertr  in  defendant's 
place  of  business,  there  being  other  inmates,  raised  no  presumption  of 
guUt.  So,  also,  in  Washington  t.  State,  21  Fla.  328,  it  was  held 
that  the  fact  that  stolen  property  was  fonnd  in  a  hollow  stump  near 
a  new  house  into  which  the  accused  was  moving,  was  not  sufficient 
to  show  that  tbe  accused  was  In  possession  of  the  property:  See,  also. 
Van  Stnaten  v.  People,  2S  Colo.  184,  SB  Pac.  905. 

i.  Effect  Of  AecoB  by  Family  of  Aoonssd. — ^In  Perkins  v.  State,  38 
Tex.  109,  it  was  said;  "The  stolen  property  was,  a  month  or  more 
after,  found  in  a  tmnk,  in  a  bouse  occupied  by  the  defendant  and  hia 
wife.  The  possession  of  the  house  with  his  wife  waa,  in  contemplation 
of  law,  and  for  all  civil  purposes,  the  poasession  of  the  husband.  But 
in  criminal  acceptation,  and  for  erimiual  accountability,  it  was  the  ac- 
tual poBseBsion  of  each,  and  of  both.  So  of  the  trunk,  in  which  the 
stolen  goods  were  deposited  or  concealed.  Either  the  husband  or  the 
wife,  then,  may  have  acquired  this  stolen  property,  and  thus  deposited 
or  thus  concealed  them,  and  may  have  been  the  guilty  taker  or  the 
guilty  receiver;  and  the  other  may  have  been  totally  ignorant  of  the 
legal  ownership,  or  the  methods  of  its  acquisition";  and  eontlnning, 
the  court  said:  "If  the  hnaband  had  been  the  sole  possessor  of  both 
house  and  trunk,  the  inference  of  gnilt  would  not  only  have  been 
legitimate  and  proper,  but  it  would  have  been  stringent  and  irre- 
siatible,  unless  he  gave  a  full  and  satisfactory  account  of  the  means 
of  that  possession.  But  the  application  of  tbia  rule  of  law  to  the 
facts  of  this  case  brings  it  in  conflict  with  a  superior  and  paramount 
rule  of  evidence,  suggested  by  the  essential  principles  of  natural  jas- 
tiee  and  wisely  adopted  as  a  necessary  safeguard  of  the  life  and  lib- 
erty of  the  citizen.  This  rule  of  evidence  Is,  that  In  all  trials  for 
felony,  involving  the  liberty  or  the  life  of  a  party,  the  cirenmstaDces 
to  riiow  the  guilt  of  the  party  charged  must  be  of  a  eonclnsive  natut* 
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ind  tendency.''  A  somewhat  opposite  view  was  expressed  in  Stato 
v.  Johnson,  60  N.  G.  235,  86  Am.  Dee.  434,  which  was  a  case  wherein 
the  stolen  property  was  found  in  a  house  occupied  solely  by  the  de- 
fendant and  his  wife.  The  court  said:  ''The  sense  of  the  term  'pos- 
session '  in  this  connection  is  not  necessarily  limited  to  custody  about 
the  person.  It  may  be  of  things  elsewhere  deposited,  but  under  the 
control  of  a  party.  It  may  be  in  a  storeroom  or  bam  when  the  party 
has  the  key.  In  short,  it  may  be  in  any  place  where  it  is  manifest 
it  must  have  been  put  by  the  act  of  the  party  or  his  undoubted  con- 
currence: See  State  v.  Williams,  2  Jones,  194,  and  eases  referred  to 
in  Waterman's  Notes  to  2  Archibald's  Criminal  Practice  and  Plead- 
ings, 369. 

"We  think  the  case  before  us  falls  within  the  scope  of  the  decided 
cases,  and  that  it  is  proper  to  hold  one  responsible  as  the  possessor 
of  property  when  it  is  found  in  his  dwelling-house  under  the  circum- 
stances stated  in  this  ease.  It  consists  with  reason,  policy,  and  the 
just  rights  of  persons  to  hold  as  a  legal  preemnption  that  the  prop- 
erty must  have  been  put  there  by  his  act  or  by  his  concurrence." 

In  State  v.  Castor,  93  Mo.  242,  5  &  W.  906,  the  defendant  was 
employed  on  the  farm  of  the  complaining  witness  and  resided  with 
him.  He  was  accused  of  the  larceny  of  a  ring,  some  shirt-studs  and 
a  pair  of  pants.  The  property  was  found  in  his  trunk,  the  lock  of 
which  could  be  opened  by  the  cupboard  key.  The  court,  after  detaU- 
ing  the  evidence,  summarized  the  rule  applicable  in  the  following 
language:  "In  the  circumstances  already  detailed  in  evidence  I  can-  ' 
not  regard  the  possession  by  the  defendant  of  the  articles  alleged  to 
have  been  stolen  as  an  exclusive  possession,  seeing  that,  by  his  permis- 
sion, the  prosecuting  witness  had  access  to  his  trunk,  and  on  two  oc- 
casions, some  time  after  the  articles  were  missed,  had  opened  it  to  get 
the  defendant's  razor;  seeing  that  also  the  defendant,  in  July,  lent  his 
key  to  Darius  Webb,  to  get  blacking  and  brush,  which  key  remained 
with  the  borrower  some  four  days;  seeing  that  also  the  trunk  was 
frequently  left  unlocked,  and  moreover  could  be  unlocked  and  was 
unlocked  by  the  prosecuting  witness  with  the  cupboard  key,  and 
could  have  been  unlocked  as  easily  b^  others  familiar  with  the  locus 
in  quo.  As  already  seen,  if  the  defendant's  possession  was  not  an 
exclusive  one,  there  was  no  ground  on  which  to  base  the  presumption 
aforesaid.  Lacking  either  of  the  three  constituent  elements,  I  have 
mentioned,  the  presumption  could  not  spring  into  being." 

The  admissibility  of  such  possession  as  a  mere  circumstance  in  con- 
nection with  other  incriminating  circumstances  seems  to  be  generally 
upheld.  In  Gilford  v.  State  (Tex.  Cr.),  78  8.  W.  692,  evidence  of  the 
finding  of  stolen  bacon  at  the  house  of  defendant's  father  was  ob* 
jeeted  to  as  not  showing  possession  in  defendant.  The  court  said: 
"But  concede  the  premises  belonged  to  the  father  of  appellant,  and 
that  appellant  was  not  seen  in  possession  of  the  crib  or  the  meat  at 
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hi*  fikther'a,  itiU  it  nxnild  ba  admiuilile.  Tba  evideDCV  ihowB  that  iM 
wa*  aavi.  at  Ui*  mokBhauae'  ol  Qocluui  the  night  befora  with  th* 
aaeki  that  tba  meat  mw  taken,  oat  of  thv  houMj  thu  ha  and.  the 
partiea.wbo  mw  aaau  nawbj  wmt  diiaotlf  from  tbo  owner's  smoke- 
houae-  to  Anth  Oitford-'B  plaoSr  and.  tha,  meat  foand,  trMhlf  toTerel 
ttitii  fodder.  AypHllant  livad.  at-  hi*.  taAhoz.%  and  waa  a  taj  bft- 
towen  sightAen.  and  ninetaaii.  feara.  of  a^B,  and  that,  waa  hij  homa. 
Tbaae  facta  wat«  oUailf  admiaaible."  In  Bandolph  t.  State,  100 
Ala.  130,.  U  South.  792,.  evidenea  that  part  o£  the  atolen  propertf 
WM  foosd:  tluiitaen>  laontliB  aftar  in  pniiaoaaioiL  of.  tha  wife  of  the 
aeauaad,,  ha  baing  in  jail  cm'  anothfir  ah&rgp,  was  held  a  matter  for 
tbe  consideration  of  the  jurj,  it  also  appearing  that  a  search  prior 
to  defandonb'a  incarouAtiiub  had  discloaed  none  of  tka  property. 
Fn  riebibPB  t.  State,  03  Qa,  ISO,  1£.  a  E,  555,  the  finding  of  a  stolen 
pair  of  pantaloona  in  the  wife's  trunk,  ths  trunk  being  unlocked 
b;'  tha.  husband,  waa  held  competent  evidence.  Bat  in  Sparka  t. 
State,  Ul  da.  830^  35  8.  E.  65:1,  it  was.  held  that  oTidence  showing 
Lh^t  rtolML  £iods  were,  fonnd  in  a  house  ocenpiad  by  the  mother  of 
.1  minor,  and  in  wUch  ha  reaided  aa.  a  member  of  her  famUj,  or  in 
the  poaaaMoo  of  his  aistar,.  did  not  warrant  a  charge  based  on  th* 
hypoUiaais  that  hei  had  indJwduaL  and  exckiaire  possession  of  tha 
atoleiL  fooda.  In  Faofrle  v.  Wilaon,  151.  N.  Y.  403,  45  Tf.  E.  862^,  it 
wsa  held  that  tha.  faot  that  *  stolen  diamond  found  in  a  small  pane 
under,  a.  pa^r  oovaring;  the  bottom  of.  a  bureau  drawer  containing 
men  'si  elothiiiK  showed,  a.  eonsekina  and  excluBive.  poaaeaBion,  although 
tb«  ^artmwita  were  alaa  oeeupied  bj  two  women.  Part  of  the 
jawelry  in  this  eaaa  w«»aUa  £ound  on  an  aasociate  of  the  defendant. 
.\nd  in  Medinua  t.  State  (Tex.  Cr.),Z2  8.  W.  878,  evideDce  that  stolen 
goode  wcm  tonad  in  the  trunk-  of  defendant's  wife  who  was  linng 
widi  him  at.  the  time  of  the  bnrg^j  at  which  the  goods'  were  stolen 
waa  held  admissible  though,  discovered  after  defendant's  arreab 
And  in  Oaaa  v.  Slate  (Tex.  Cr.),  S6  0,  W.  73,  it  was  held  in  a  bnr> 
glary  prosaeution  that  evidence  that  the  stolen  goods  were  found  in 
rlefendaut'a  aleeging-room  was  admissible   aa  tending  to   show  poa- 


a.  PosseMlon  of  Onl;  Part  of  tba  Stolen  Froparty.— In  Hill  v. 
SUta,  41  Tex.  256,  the  court  aaidi  "The  rule  is  laid  down  both  by 
eleoientary  writers  and  in  the  reports,  that  the  jury  may  infer  the 
Gtealing  of  the  whole  from,  the  poasesaion  of  part";,  eitiog  1  PhiL 
Ev.,  C.  k  H.'s  notea,  482,  496;  Burrill  on  CircumBtautial  Evidence 
454;  Commonwealth  t.  Fugate,  1  T.  B.  Mou.  1;  Commonwealth  v. 
Moatgomery.  11  Met.  634,  45  Am.  Dee,  327;  State  v.  Jenkins,  2  Tyler 
(Vt.),  377;  Colton's  C^ae,  4  City  Hall  Rec.  (N.  T.)    139.     In  a  later 
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in  Tttzao^  the  eamri  in  Ooosaler  v.  StaUr,  IS  Tex.  App.  449,  in  dis- 
aa  inatiruatioD  en  the  mbjeet^  said:  ''We  think  that  portion 
of  the   aboT«   iii8ijuetion%  whieh  iniorma  the  jury  that  they  may 
infer  the  guilt  of  the  defendant  of  the  theft  of  all  the  trousers  from 
the  fact  of  his  mezplained  recent  possession  of  one  pair  of  the  same, 
ia  a  eharge  upon  the  weight  of  evidence,  and  an  invasion  of  the  ex- 
eloMTe  provinea  of  the  jury.    It  is  not  for  the  eourt  to  tell  the  jnry 
what  infarances  th^  may  draw  from  facts  proved,  except  in  certain 
q^eeified  instances  in  which  the  law  has  expressly  established  cer- 
tain coneiuaioiiB  or  presumptions  as  arisin|^  from  a  certain  state  of 
fteta     In.  tbe  instance  before  vm,  the  law  does  not  establish  the  in- 
ferenea  which  tha  court  instructed  the  jury  they  might  adopt.    Such 
an  infesanoa   ia  one  of  fact  and  is  not  a  presumption  of  law.    It 
would     not     always    be    a   proper    inference    of   fact   even.    There 
nighh  bo  circomstanees  which  would    preclude    such    an    inference. 
Some  other  x^^rson  than  the  defendant  may  at  the  same  time  and 
plaee  and  wdthout  complicity  with  the  defendant  have  stolen  all  but 
the  two  pairs  of  trousers  which  were  found  in  defendant's  possession. 
' '  It  would  have  been  proper  for  the  court  to  have  instruoted  the  jury 
tbaty  if  they  found  from  the  evidence  that  the  eighteen  pairs  of 
tioasesa  were  stolen  at  the  same  time  and  place  from  the  isme  per- 
son^ and  if  they  found  from  the  evidence  that  the  defendant  waa 
goilty  of  the  theft  of  one  or  two  pairs  of  said  trousers,  the  fact  that 
all  of  said  tzousera  were  stolen  at  the  same  time  and  place  would 
be  a  circumstance  which  might  be  considered  by  the  jury  in  deter- 
mining defendant's  guilt  of  the  theft  of  all  the  trousers.    But  the 
court  went  beyond  this,  and  told  the  jury  that  the  fact  above  stated 
warranted  the  inference  that  the  defendant  stolfe  all  the  trousers. 
^Qus,  in  effect,  was  stating  to  the  jury  that,  if  the  defendant  stole 
a  part  of  the  property,  it  having  all  been  stolen  at  the  same  time 
and  plaeOy  the  law  would  infer  that  he  stole  the  whole  of  it."    In 
Binyon  t.  State  (Tex.  Cr.),  56  S.  W.  339,  a  conviction  was  sustained 
OB  proof  of  possession  of  part  and  a  statement  by  the  possessor  where 
more  was  to  be  found,  though  the  possession  was  attempted  to  be 
explained.    A  conviction  of  burglary  was  sustained  in  State  v.  Jen- 
nings, 79  Iowa,  513,  44  N.  W.  799,,  though  only  a  part  of  the  re- 
volvers, cartridges,  razors  and  knives  were  found  in  possession  of  the 
accused,  but  a  part  of  the  balance  was  found  concealed  near  a  straw 
pile  where  a  codefendant  had  been  lying.    And  ia  State  ▼.  Huilen, 
133  N.  C.  656,  45  S.  E.  513,  evidence  that  defendant  had  a  pocket- 
book  which  was  among  the  articles  stolen  was  held  admissible  as 
tending  to  connect  defendant  with  the  burglary  at  which  all  the 
Articles  were  stolen.    In  Dawson  ▼.  State,  32  Tex.  Cr.  535,  40  Am.  St. 
^ep.  791,  25  a  W.  21,  on  a  trial  for  burglary  of  freight-cars,  proof 
^^&t  articles  which  were  missing  from  a  certain  car  were  afterward 
tound  in  the  possession  of  the  accused  was  held  admissible  as  tending 
to  show  that  the  articles  were  taken  from  that  certain  car.    In  State 
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▼.  Blue,  136  Mo.  41,  87  8.  W.  796,  the  court  laid  down  the  broad 
rule  that  the  recent  possession  of  any  part  of  stolen  property  raisea 
a  presumption  of  the  possessor's  gnilt  and  casts  upon  him  the  bar- 
den  of  explaining  hig  possession. 

b.    Possession  by  Oodefendant  or  an  Associate.— Where  a  eonspi- 
racy  to  commit  a  larceny,  burglary  or  robbery  is  shown,  evidence  of 
part  of  the  stolen  property  being  in  possession  of  an  associate  of  tlie 
accused  or  of  one  of  the  persons  charged  with  being  a  eo-conspirator, 
is  admissible  as  a  circumstance  tending  to  show  the  guilt  of  the  ac- 
cused: Jackson  ▼.  State,  28  Tex.  App.  143,  12  S.  W.  701.    McAnally 
V.  State  (Tex.  Cr.),  73  a  W.  404;  Murphy  v.  State,  86  Wis.  626,  57 
N.  W.  361;  Mass  v.  State  (Tex.  Or.),  81  S.  W.  46.    In  Branson  ▼. 
Commonwealth,  92  Ky.  330,  17  8.  W.  1019,  it  was  held  that  where  the 
evidence  shows  association  during  the  night  of  the  burglary  and  part 
of  the  burglarized  goods  were  found  on  the  defendant  on  trial,  the 
fact  that  the  balance  of  the  property  was  found  on  a  codefendaat 
was  admissible.    And  it  was  held  in  People  v.  Whitson,  43  Mich.  419, 
5  N.  W.  454,  in  a  robbery  case  that  where  there  was  evidence  show- 
ing that  the  parties  acted  in  concert,  that  the  possession  of  part  of 
the  stolen  property  by  a  codefendant  was  competent.    So,  also,  in 
State  V.  Harrison,  06  Yt.  523,  44  Am.  St.  Bep.  864,  29  Atl.  807,  evi- 
dence that  part  of  the  stolen  property  was  found  on  two  codefendants 
who  had  pleaded  guilty,  and  part  on  the  defendant  on  trial  was 
held  admissible.    And  in  Norsworthy  v.  State  (Tex.  Or.),  77  S.  W. 
803,  evidence  of  possession  of  a  calfskin  by  a  person  whom  the  evi- 
dence connected  in  the    theft    of    the    calf    was    held    admissible. 
So  in  Fraz&er  v.  State,  135  Ind.  38,  84  N.  E.  817,  it  wai  held  that 
evidence  that  stolen  property  was  found  on  a  person  who  was  an 
associate  of  defendant  both  before  and  after  the  crime,  was  admis- 
sible as  a  circumstance.    And  in  State  v.  Pennyman,  68  Iowa,  216, 
26  N.  W.  82,  the  finding  of  a  stolen  horse  in  possession  of  a  boy, 
who  was  riding  it,  while    traveling  with  the  defendant,  the  boy  hav- 
ing also  been  traveling  with  him  the  day  before  the  horse  was  stolen, 
was  held  ''a  strong  criminating  circumstance  tending  to  show  the 
guilt  of  defendant.''    And  in  a  hog  theft  ease,  it  was  held  in  Jack- 
son V.  State,  118  Ga.  780,  45  8.  £.  604,  that  the  fact  that  some  of  the 
hog  meat  was  found  in  the  possess'. on  of  the  father  of  defendant 
was  admissible  in  connection  with  evidence  that  other  portions  were 
found  in  possession  of  the  defendant. 

VI.  Katnre  and  Effect  of  Explanation, 
a.  What  Amounts  to  an  Explanation.— What  amounts  to  such  an 
explanation  of  the  possession  of  stolen  property  as  will  rebut  the 
probative  force  of  the  possession  must  necessarily  depend  upon  the 
circumstances  of  each  case.  In  Williams  v.  State,  40  Fla.  480  74  Am 
St.  Bep.  154,  25  South.  143,  it  was  held  that  the  presumption' of  guilt 
was  overcome  by  a  reasonable  and  credible  explanation.    And  in 
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Thompson  y.  State  (Tex.  Gr.)^  78  a  W.  941,  it  wae  said  that  where 
th«  explanation  given  by  the  aeensed  ie  reasonable  and  probablj 
true  and  is  consistent  with  innocenee,  the  jnry  most  consider  the 
explanation  as  true.    In  Henderson  t.  State,  70  Ala.  28,  45  Am.  Bep. 
72,  the  defendant  sought  to  show  that  he  was  in  another  state  at  the 
time  of  the  burglary  at  which  the  valise  found  in  his  possession  was 
stolen;  and  that  when  he  returned  to  his  home  and  found  the  stolen 
valise  in  his  house,  he  asked  his  wife  in  the  presence  of  the  witness, 
"Whose  valise  is  that,  and    how    came   it    heref    The    court    in 
holding  that  the  evidence  was  proper  as  tending  to  explain  his  pos- 
session, said:  "The  rule  is  well  established  that  the  recent  exclusive 
possession  of  th«  fruits  of  crime,  soon  after  its  commission,  is  prima 
facie  evidence  of  guilty  possession:  1  Qreenleaf  on  Evidence,  sec.  84. 
Tet  if  the  party,  at  the  time  he  is  found  in  possession  of  the  stolen 
property,  and  before  he  has  had  the  opportunity  to  concoct  evidence 
exculpatory  of  himself,  give  a  reasonable  and  probable  aceount  of 
the  manner  in  which  lie  became  possessed  of  the  property,  this  evi- 
dence should  always  be  allowed  to  go  to  the  jury,  so  as  to  rebut  the 
presumption  of  guilt  which  might  otherwise  arise."    In  Eoberts  v. 
8Ute,  88  Tex.  Or.  Bep.  83,  24  a  W.  896,  it  was  held  that  on  a  trial  for 
theft  from  the  person,  the  same  rules  aa  to  the  explanation  of  recent 
possession  of  the  stolen  property  apply  as  apply  to  ordinary  theft 
eases.    As  illustrating  instances  in  which  the  court  held  the  explana- 
tion not  entitled  to  credence,  see  State  v.  Swift,  120  Iowa,  8,  94 
N.  W.  269,  which  was  a  prosecution  for  the  burglary  of  a  keg  of 
beer;  the  court  held  that  an  explanation  to  the  effect  that  a  tall  and 
a  short  man  had  invited  defendant  to  drink  from    the    keg    and 
then  left  him  in  possession  of  the  keg  was  not  entitled  to  credence. 
And  Hagee  v.  People,  139  111.  188,  28  N.  B-  1077,  where  it  was  held 
that  the  fact  that  defendant  had  sold  a  watch  valued  at  eight  dol- 
lars for  one  dollar  and  twenty-five  centg  on  the  day  of  the  burglary, 
after  having  bought  it,  as  he  claimed,  for  one  dollar,  tended  to  show 
a  want  of  good  faith  in  the  defendant  in  its  purchase.    For  other 
instances  where  explanations  were  held  insufficient;  People  v.  Nico- 
losi  (Cal.),  84  Pac.  824;  Duckett  v.  State,  65  Ga.  369;  Pord  v.  State, 
92  Qa.  459,  17  S.  B.  6^;  Moore  v.  Commonwealth  (Ky.),  14  S-  W. 
278;  People  v.  Hawksley,  82  Mich.  71,  45  N.  W.  1123;  Allen  v.  State 
(Tex.  Cr.),  24  S.  W.  30. 

Explanations  were  held  sufficient  to  acquit  the  defendant  in  State 
V.  Marquardsen,  7  Idaho,  352,  62  Pac.  1034;  McMahon  v.  People,  120 
m.  681,  11  N.  E.  883;  State  v.  Deyoe,  97  Iowa,  744,  63  S.  W.  733; 
State  V.  Miller,  10  Minn.  313  (Gil.  246);  Harsdorf  v.  State  (Tex. 
App.),  18  S.  W.  415;  Green  v.  State  (Tex.  App.),  18  S.  W.  651;  Fore- 
sythe  V.  State  (Tex.  Cr.),  20  S.  W.  871;  Coleman  v.  State  (Tex.  Cr.), 
22  S.  W.  41;  Woods  v.  State  (Tex.  Cr.),  24  S.  W.  99;  Gilleland  y. 
Btate,  24  Tex.  App.  524,  7  S.  W.  241;  Bean  v.  State,  24  Tex,  App.  11, 
5  8.  W.  526;  Tarin  v.  State,  25  Tex.  App.  360,  8  S.  W.  473;  Cudd  v. 
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Slate,  2S  Tex.  App.  66S,  8  S.  W.  814;  Arinpe  v.  Siat^  2&  Tax 
681,  10  S.  W.  lllf  GrMD  t.  SUte,  27  Tax.  S70,  11  S.  W.  63«. 

h.  BOlact  of  BzplBiutlon  Sbowiag  Wnogfnl  or  Dlidiotmt  3 
wbm. — The  test  that  the  axplaBBtiaii  givwi  b^  the  poaoamot  of 
goods  ma^  tend  to  show  bit  piilt  of  some  crime  other  tBsn  tl 
for  nMeh  he  h  being  tried  does  not  detnet  from  tlie  foiVe  < 
explanation  in  rebutting'  the  inferancFs  to  be  drawn  frost  thi 
of  poMeerioB.  ThvH,  in  Kats  v.  Br^dj-,  m  I*w»,  Ottl,  9T  N,  ^ 
it  was  eaid;  "So  far  ui  the  a«oii>ed  wna  lequiiwd  to  axpl^n  M 
eession  In  order  to  avoid  the  inferencQ  of  guilt,  it  i*u  only  nee 
for'  him  to  show  that  he  obtained  tt  by'  sonm  mesm  not  eonj 
with  the  pnticul^  crime  cb'arged  in  the  indiotment;  and  mt 
pluiatioD,  if  believed  by-  Ae  jutyj  uma  Mdleiant  to  aoipiit-  hi 
though  it  Tonj  tend  to  ahow  hfan  gniltj'  at  some  othav  edma:' 
alio,  in  Cornwall  t.  State,  91  Qa.  377,  la  S.  E,  IS^  ft  wna  said 
)■  nsTer  inenmb^nt  on  tBe-  tMeaead  to  altow  tlta4  ha  obtained 
articles  honestly  and  legsily.  A  guilty  mode  of  aaqniring-  thai 
be  as  ethctnat  as  an'  Innocent  ona.  Their  aeqnisiiiQn'  1^  an^r  i 
whatever  other  than  by  partioipating  ta  the  orflwae  imolved  I 
trial  'will  be  a  aafficient  accounting  for  Aa  poasewion  to  nanl 
the  effMt  of  that  poaseirion  as  evidenc*  tending  to  prere  guilt' ' 
also.  State  t.  Brady  (Iowa),  91  If.  W.  801;  Statia  •*.  Swift,  120 
8,  94  N".  W.  209,  to  the  same  effect.  Pmple'  tr.  Tbgan,  98  Cat  2 
Pac,  60,  'was  an  instance  where  tho  exphnation  was  held  snU 
as  ta  tba  crime  of  larceny,  though  it  indfeated  that  the  aeense< 
gnilty  of  knowingly  reeeiring  etolen  property.  In  State  y.  ] 
48  La  Ann.  1365,  20  SOnth.  913,  defendant  was  foimd  ia  poas 
of  a  skiff,  the  larceny  of  which  he  wag  ehnged  with,  the  eoor 
that  it  was  competent  for  him  to  explain  his  poHeeesion  by  avi 
that  he  had  talren  it  to  escape  arrest  on  a  robbary  eharge  an 
taken  a  friend  along  who  was  to  retoni  the  Aiff.  See,  also,  Cos 
T,  United  States,  112  Fed.  349,  as  bearing  on  the  sobjeet. 

c  Effect  of  Explanation  Ealstng  Beasoiuble  Donbt. — In  Be 
T.  State,  35  Fla,  245, 17  South.  960,  the  court  said:  "The  espial 
given  by  the  poaseaaor  of  stolen  goods  may  fall  short  of  satii 
the  jury,  and  yet  it  may  bo  sufficient  to  raise  a  reaaoiiable  dot 
their  minds  and  if  it  does  ralae  such  a  doubt  then  it  is  8afflcl< 
acquit  him  of  the  charge  of  larceny  unless  the  prosecution  over 
it  by  proof  that  the  explanation  is  false":  Citing  Blaker  ▼.  Stat< 
Ind.  203,  29  N.  S.  1077.  Sea,  also.  Van  Straaten  v.  People,  26 
184,  56  Pac  905;  Sahlinger  v.  People,  102  HI,  241;  State  V,  1 
107  Iowa,  658,  78  N.  W,  67B;  SUte  v.  Bnindige,  118  Iowa,  97, 
W,  920.  So,  also,  it  has  been  stated  that  -where,  after  defeuc 
explanation  of  his  possession,  the  jury  have  a  reasonable 
growing  out  of  any  part  of  the  evidence,  they  should  acqnit  U 
cosed:    Hale   t.   State,   122   Ala.   85,   26  South.   S36;   Qreutzing 
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SUte,  ai  Neb.  460,  4S  N.  W.  148.    la  SUi«  t.  Lttx  (N.  J.  SbpO» 
59  AIL  18,  it  was  held  that  if  a  reasonable  donbt  ia  caiaed,  evMt  b|r 
ineoneliisive  evidence,  of  the  innoeent  poeseaaion  of  aftoleii  propeTtJV- 
the  defendant  is  entitled  ta  the  benefit  of  the  doubt.    It  waa  held  in. 
Hvatt  T.  8tat^.d2  Tez.  Gr.  580,  25  8.  W.  291,  that  when  the  defend* 
ant  giwes  a  reaaonabla  explanation  and  one  ^i^ioh  ia  probably  tme  and 
the  state  fails  to  establiiA  its  falsity  beyond  a  reasonable  donbt,  the. 
aecosed.  mnst  be  acquitted,  and  in  State  ▼.  B^rmonr,  7  Idaho,  257^ 
Si  Pac.  1033,  it  was  held  thai  the  jury  cannot  arbitrarily  ignore  ife 
reasonable  explanation  of.  defendant's  possession,  where  he  is  not. 
impeached  and  thera  is  no  eonflieti  of  evidence*    So^  also,  in  Powell 
V.  State,  11  Tex.  App.  401^  it  wae  held  that  where  defendant  elaimed 
to  be  in  possession  of  the  alleged  stolen  geoda  by  consent  of  the  own* 
er's  agent,  and  the  state  failed  to  call  the  agent  to  refute  Mb  explan- 
ation, though  he  was  accessible,  the  conviction  would  be  reversed. 
In  SUte  V.  Carr  (Del.),  57  AtL  870,  the  court  said:  "Whenever  a. 
reasonable  explMiatioa  or  account  of  the  possession  is  satisfaetorily 
proven  by  the  prisoner,  it  is  incumbent,  upon  the  state  ta  riiow  that 
such  an  account  is  false.''    It  was,  however,  held  in  State  v.  Moore^ 
101  Mo.  3I6y  14  a  W.  1B2,  that  defendant.'a  eiq>lanation  did  not  en- 
title him  to  an  ac4]^iittal  becaosa  it  ftUorly  aocounted  fbr  the  fact 
of  his  possession. 

d.    Bffect  of  Fate  Bxplamftioit^— In   Armstrong*  ^    State.  (Tex. 
Gr),  60  8.  W.  346,  it  was  held  that  the  more  fact  that  defendant '» 
explanation  of  his  possession  of  stolen  property  is  false  is  not  sufli* 
dent  to  authorise  a  conviction,  since  a  defendant  is  not  tried  alone 
OB  the  falsity  of  any  explanation,  which  he  may  make  with  reference 
to  his  possession  of  such  property,  though  such  false  explanation  may 
be  an  important  circumstance  against  him.    He  is  tried  on  the  whole 
esse  made  by  the  state.    In  a  later  case  in  that  same  state  the  court, 
in  Thompson  v.  State  (Tex.  Cr.),  78  S.  W.  941,  held  that  the  court 
properly  refused  to  charge  that  the  state  could  only  insist  on  a  con- 
Tietion  in  case  it  bad  shown  thattbe  explanation  given  by  the  ac- 
eoeed  was  false,  since  it  would  have  been  on  the  weight  of  the  tes- 
timony, but  that  it  was  proper  to  charge  that  tbe  jury  could  convict 
if  they  believed  the  explanation  given  to  be  false.    The  question 
was  also  discussed  in  Bay  v.  State  (Tex.  Cr.),  43  S.  W.  77.    In  Scott 
V.  State,  119  Ga.  425,  46  S.  E.  637,  it  was  held  that  recent  possession 
together  with  a  false  statement  as  to  the  person  from  whom  the 
stolen  property  was  obtained,  made  out  a  prima  facie  case  of  lar* 
ceny.    A  similar  holding  was  made  in  Wynn  v.  State,  81  G  a.  744, 
7  a  B.  689.    And  in  Franklin  v.  State,  37  Tex.  Cr.  312,  39  S.  W.  680, 
it  was  held  that  the  state  could  show  that  the  explanation  as  to  the 
possession  of  stolen  property  was  false  by  circumstantial  evidence. 

vn.    FroTinee  of  Court  and  Jtry. 

The  province  of  the  court  and  jury  has  been  treated  in  an  incidental 
Bianner  in  discussing  the  various  phases  of  the  subject.    The  question 
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whether  nnezplained  poMeBeion  of  stolen  property  raJMi  an 
of  guilt  or  is  ouffleient  to  estahluh  the  guilt  of  the  poMet 
the  JUI7:  People  t,  Hannon,  SC  Cal.  374,  24  Pu.  708;  Lund; 
71  Qa.  360;  State  t.  Walker,  41  Iowa,  S17;  Hxtoter  t.  Comn 
20  Kj.  Law  Bep.  1105,  48  8.  W.  lOTT;  Commonwealth  v. 
114  Uaas.  290;  State  t.  Hoshaw,  SO  Minn.  307,  S4  N.  W.  87 
man  t.  State,  4B  Neb.  841,  60  N.  W.  1026;  SUt«  r.  Hodge, 
610;  Methard  t.  SUte,  19  Ohio  Bt.  363;  Prince  t.  State,  44 
Porterfleld  ▼.  CommoDwealth,  01  Va.  801,  22  B.  B.  352;  Bjai 
83  Wia.  486,  S3  N.  W.  836.  The  qoeetion  what  time  after 
U  recent  is  also  far  the  jnry:  Boyd  t.  State,  24  Tex.  App.  i 
St.  Bep.  SOS,  9  8.  W.  853;  Willie  v.  State,  £4  Tez.  580,  6  f 
State  T.  Walters,  7  Wash.  846,  84  Fae.  938,  1098;  State  i 
83  Wash.  293,  74  Pae.  378.  The  qnestion  whether  the  prop* 
In  the  poueosion  of  the  accused  is  the  stolen  property  i 
the  jnry:  SUte  v.  Oriffln,  71  Iowa,  372,  BE  N.  W.  447;  1 
Commonwealth,  02  Ey.  830,  17  B.  W.  1019;  State  v.  Brace, 
792,  11  8.  E.  475.  The  effect  to  be  given  to  the  ezplana' 
of  the  acquisition  of  the  stolen  property  is  alao  a  qnestU 
jnry:  York  ▼.  State,  42  Ten.  Cr.  528,  61  8,  W.  125;  UeCo] 
(Tex.  Cr.),  81  8.  W.  40.  And  in  People  v.  Farrington,  144 
74  Pae.  288,  it  was  held  that  the  demeanor  of  the  aeei 
fonnd  in  poneaeion  of  the  stolen  property  or  whan  he  stt 
tfEplnio  was  proper  to  be  eoniideied  by  the  jnry  to  far  at 
bj  th«  •Tidane«, 


DB  GEOFROT  t.  MERCHANTS'  BRIDGE  TEl 

RAILWAY  COMPANY. 

1179  Mo.  698,  79  a  W.  386.] 

8TSBBTS— Blgbts  of  Abutting  Owners.— The    rigl 

OWDOT  of  a  lot  in  a  city  or  town  to  the  ose  of  the  street  ai 

ages  for  its  obstmetion  does  not  depend    on  hie  ownership 

the  soil  under  the  street.     His  right  flows  from  the  fact  t 

abuts  on  the  public  street,     (p.  529.) 


abutting  owner  on  a  public  street  has  an  easement  tberei 
air,  and  access  to  and  from  his  property  by  means  of  such 
which  he  cannot  be  deprived  without  compensation,  (pp. 
STREETS — Smfaca  Bailroada  In — New  Berrltnde.- 
atmetion  and  maintenance  of  a  steam  or  street  railroad  on 
of  a  street  in  pursuance  of  municipal  authority,  the 
corporation  having  power  to  grant  it  is  not  a  new  or  addi 
vitude  on  the  land  upon  which  the  street  is  constructed, 
within  the  use  contemplated  when  the  street  was  laid  out  c 
by  the  publie.     (p.  536.) 
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STBSBTS— Eleratod  Bailroads  Therein— Kew  8ervitiide.—Aii 

elevated  steam  railroad,  constructed  on  permanent  pillars  or  archee 
in  a  pnblic  street  by  consent  of  the  municipality,  so  as  to  shut  out 
the  light  and  air  of  abutting  owners  and  interfere  with  the  free 
use  of  the  street,  and  their  access  to  and  from  their  premises,  is  a 
new  and  additional  servitude,  and  one  not  in  contemplation  when  the 
street  was  acquired  or  laid  out,  and  one  which  entitles  them  to  just 
eompensation  for  any  depreciation  in  the  value  of  their  property 
caused  by  the  eonstruction  and  maintenance  of  such  railroad,  (n. 
540.)  ^^ 

8TBEETS— New  Seryitnde  Therein— Umltatlon  of  Acttcm.— 
An  action  by  abutting  property  owners  on  a  public  street  to  recover 
for  damages  to  their  property  caused  by  the  construction  of  an  ele- 
vated raihtMid  therein  is  barred  by  limitation  in  five  years  after  such 
eonstmetion  has  become  permanent  and  complete,     (p.  541.) 

Sale  ft  Sale  and  D.  Goldsmith,  for  the  appellants. 
J.  H.  Overall,  for  the  respondent. 

''^^  GANTT,  J.  This  is  an  action  hy  plaintiffs,  who  .are 
abutting  owners  of  real  estate  on  Front  street,  in  the  city  of 
Si  Louis,  for  damages  to  their  said  realty,  occasioned  by  and 
resulting  from  the  construction  and  operation  of  an  elevated 
steam  commercial  railroad  along  and  over  said  Front  street  in 
front  of  plaintiffs'  lots.  In  the  circuit  court  a  demurrer  to  the 
petition  was  sustained  on  the  ground  that  it  did  not  state  facta 
sufficient  to  constitute  a  cause  of  action.  The  propriety  of  that 
action  by  the  circuit  court  presents  the  sole  and  only  question 
for  our  determination  at  this  time. 

Omitting  caption,  the  plaintiffs  allege  that  the  defendant  is 
a  railroad  corporation,  engaged  as  a  common  carrier,  operating 
a  steam  railroad  with  locomotives  and  cars  at  and  in  the  city 
of  St.  Louis.  That  plaintiffs  are  now,  and  for  many  years 
have  been,  the  owners  in  fee  simple  of  a  lot  in  city  block  6, 
fronting  seventy-six  feet  on  the  west  line  of  Wharf  or  Front 
sbeet,  in  the  city  of  St.  Louis,  with  a  depth  of  seventy-five  feet, 
on  which  lot  there  were  at  all  the  times  mentioned  in  the  peti- 
tion, and  are  now,  erected  three  substantial  four-story  brick 
buildings,  known  as  numbers  203,  204  and  205  South  Levee  or 
Front  street.  That  plaintiffs  acquired  the  said  lot  and  premises 
prior  to  the  year  1890,  and  have  owned  and  occupied  the  same 
^y  themselves  and  their  tenants  continuously  since  April,  1890. 
That  said  Front  street,  known  as  the  Levee  or  Wharf,  is  and 
vaa  for  many  years  prior  to  the  construction  of  defendant's 
said  railway,  as  hereafter  set  out,  a  public  street  and  highway 
of  the  city  of  St.  Louis,  and  held  by  said  city  in  trust  for  the 
maintenance  thereof  as  public  streets  are  generally  used  and 
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Tnaintained ;  that  plaintiffs  were  and  are  eeised  of  aa 
in  said  street  and  are  mtitled  to  have  the  same  kept 
OS  a  public  hig^hvaj,  and  to  be  protected  from  tmusuj 
traordinary  interferences  witli  the  light,  air  and  acts 
use  of  their  premises  not  occasioned  by  ordinary  st 
that  as  an  incident  and  ^^  appurtenant  to  plaintif 
ship  of  said  premises,  plaintiffs,  at  least  until  cond 
compensatioD,  or  purchase,  have  and  had  in  said  Fi 
the  right  and  easement  to  its  free  and  unimpaired  ui 
uses  and  ordinary  purposes  of  a  public  street  or  hig^ 
to  exemption  from  noise,  smoke,  soot,  dost,  cinders 
tions  and  unusual  impairment  of  the  easements  of 
and  access  and  ingress  and  egress  to  and  from  said 
etc.  That  defendant's  structure  and  the  operation 
gines  and  cars  on  said  street  in  front  of  plaintiffs'  pr< 
of  a  permanent  end  continuous'  nature.  The  petil 
that  the  railroad  of  the  defendant  was  an  elevated 
superstructure  of  which  rested  upon  iron  columns  w 
erected  perpendicularly  to  a  height  of  from  fifteen  t 
five  feet  aboye  the  surface  of  the  street  or  sidewalk; 
columns  supported  croBB-girders  or  frame  work,  upon  v 
laid  four  single  railroad  tracks,  or  two  double  railro 
and  that  the  railroad  of  the  defendant  has  ever  since 
tion  of  the  structure  been,  and  still  is,  operated  u 
tracks;  and  that  the  superatmcture  extends  out  on  ei 
EO  tiiat  the  western  line  thereof  approaches  the  eaetem 
ing  line  of  plaintiffa'  premises  within  twelve  feet,  moi 
that  these  structures  are  of  a  permanent  nature,  and 
and  intended  by  the  defendant  to  be  nsed  permanent! 
transportation  of  freight  and  passengers;  "that  large 
of  freight  and  passenger  trains  daily  pass  in  front  of 
premises,  and  produce  a  flickering  and  darkening  of 
and  deprive  and  have  hitherto  deprived  plaintiffs  of 
cial  use  of  such  light  as  comes  to  said  premises,  and 
vith  the  air,  ventilation  and  access  to  said  premises 
privacy  thereof;  that  said  structure,  as  it  now  exist 
above  described,  has  been  erected  and  maintained  wit! 
Tight,  and  is  a  special  injury  to  plaintiffs  and  their  ■ 
that  the  operation  of  said  railroad  is  not  an  ordinary  i 
of  said  ^®*  street  authorized  by  law;  that  on  the  road 
itructed  the  defendant  every  day  ran,  and  still  does  r 
trains  of  cars;  that  said  railroad  and  structure  gn 
structed,  and  still  do  greatly  obstruct,  said  prenUBee 
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passageTTay  to  and  from  said  building;  that  fhey  excliided>  and 
still  do  exclude^  light  and  air  from  tiie  same;  that  the  trains 
made  and  still  do  make^  loud  and  disagreeable  noises^  cansed, 
and  still  do  canse^  vibrations  of  the  bxdldingB  erected  on  said 
premises,  whereby  the  security  of  such  buildings  is  greatly  im- 
-paired  and  their  strength  lessened  and  injured,  and  still  do  in- 
jure, said  buildings^  and  said  trains  and  said  structures  injure 
and  impair  plaintiffs'  easements  of  light,  air  and  access;  that 
the  value  of  the  use  and  occupation  of  said  premises  has 
thereby  been  greatly  damaged/' 

The  petition  further  avers  that  the  aforesaid  structure  and 
the  railroad  of  the  defendant  impose  a  new  and  additional  bur- 
den on  the  property  of  the  plaintiffs,  and  one  which  was  not 
within  the  power  of  Hie  city  of  St.  Louis  to  authorize  without 
compensating  plaintiffs  for  their  property  thus  taken  and  dam- 
aged; that  no  compensation  has  ever  been  made  for  the  afore- 
said taking  and  damage  of  plaintiffs'  property ;  that  the  rental 
value  of  said  property  has  been  greatly  damaged,  to  wit,  to  the 
extent  of  two  thousand  five  htmdred  dollars  per  annum,  by  tiie 
ct)n8truction  and  operation  of  defendant's  railroad  in  said 
street ;  and  that  the  property  itself  has  been  permanently  dam- 
aged in  the  sum  of  twenly-five  thousand  dollars.  That  the  city 
of  St.  Louis  did  heretofore,  to  wit,  on  July  9,  1887,  adopt  an 
ordinance  which  undertook  to  authorize  the  construction  of  de- 
fendant's railroad,  and  the  use  of  the  streets  therefor,  which 
said  ordinance  is  set  forth  in  full  in  the  petition,  and  which, 
among  other  things,  required  the  construction  of  said  railroad 
to  be  commenced  within  one  year  after  the  approval  of  the  or- 
dinance and  to  be  completed  within  five  years  from  February 
3,  1887,  and  which  said  ordinance  was  subsequently  amended 
by  another  ordinance,  approved  "^^^  December  21,  1889;  that 
ihe  defendant,  with  the  view  of  availing  itself  of  the  provision 
of  said  ordinance  and  claiming  to  act  under  the  same,  has  con- 
structed its  road  as  aforesaid,  and  that  the  said  ordinance  is  in 
conflict  with  article  2,  section  21,  of  the  constitution  of  this 
state,  and  also  in  conflict  with  article  2,  section  30,  of  the  con- 
stitution of  this  state,  and  also  in  conflict  with  the  fourteenth 
amendment  to  the  constitution  of  the  United  States;  **that 
plaintiffs'  property  has  been  taken  and  damaged  for  the  uses 
of  defendant's  railroad,  as  herein  set  out,  without  just  compen- 
sation; that  plaintifiis  have  been  deprived  of  their  property  by 
fte  defendant  without  due  process  of  law";  and  that  the  con- 
Btraction  of  the  railroad  of  the  defendant  was  completed  in 
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M&y,  1890,  and  the  railroad  hap  been  operated  erei  sine* 
time;  and  tiiat  the  operation  of  the  road  will  continue,  i 
restrained  by  ordei  of  thia  coart. 

The  petition  then  prays  that  the  damages  of  the  plai 
nay  be  OBcertaiaed  and  determined,  and  that  they  may 
judgment  therefor,  to  wit,  for  the  sum  of  twenty-five  thoi 
dollars;  also,  that  the  defendant  may  be  enjoined  from  ft 
obstructing  and  encumbering  the  aforesaid  street,  and  aleo 
maintaining,  continuing  or  operating  its  railroad  and  stm 
in  front  of  the  premises  of  the  plaintiffs,  and  further  t 
quired  to  remoYC  said  structure  in  front  of  plaintiff's  pro] 
unless,  within  such  time  as  shonld  be  fixed  by  the  conri 
defendant  pays  to  plaintiffs  a  sum  of  money  sufficient  to 
pensate  the  plaintiffs  for  their  properly  taken  and  for  the 
manent  injury  and  damage  done  thereto  by  reason  of  the  i 
eaid  acts  of  the  defendant. 

1.  It  is  stated  by  counsel  that  &e  action  of  the  trial 
in  snetaining  the  demurrer  to  the  petition  of  the  plaintiffi 
predicated  exclusively  on  the  theory  that  the  cause  of  actii 
the  plaintiffs  was  barred  by  the  statute  of  limitaticms,  in 
it  appeared  from  the  face  of  the  petition  that  the  addon 
not  institnted  within  five  years  after  the  completion  of  th 
fendant's  railway,  '®"  but  this  is  not  disclosed  in  the  re 
and  we  cannot  take  notice  of  the  reasons  which  moved  thi 
cuit  court  to  sustain  the  demurrer. 

As  said  by  Judge  Andrews  for  the  court  of  appeals  of 
York,  in  Kane  v.  New  York  etc.  R.  R.  Co.,  125  N.  Y.  175,  S 
E.  278,  11  L.  B.  A.  640:  "Few  questions  have  come  befor 
conrta  in  this  generation  of  greater  practical  importance  o 
Tolving  larger  pecuniary  interesta  tiian  those  growing  oi 
the  constmctioa  of  railways  in  city  streets.  Whether 
streets  may,  under  legislative  and  municipal  authority,  b 
cnpied  by  railroad  tracks,  to  the  inconvenience  of  aba 
owners,  without  making  compensation,  and  what  limitatio 
any,  there  is  to  the  legislative  power  over  streets  which  ca 
be  transgressed  without  violating  the  legal  and  constitut 
rights  of  lot  owners  are  questions  which  have  excited  the  | 
est  debate  and  have  been  the  subject  of  the  most  coroful  Joj 
consideratioQ." 

Rorer  on  Railroads,  volume  1,  page  515,  says  that  "as  U 
right  of  a  railroad  to  run  ah)ng  a  public  street  without  i 
tional  compensation,  American  authorities  differ  so  widely 
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it  18  impossible  to  lay  down  any  positive  rule  of  law  upon  the 
subject.^ 

A  r^um6  of  the  decisions  of  this  court  on  this  subject  will 
greatly  aid  us  in  arriving  at  a  proper  conclusion. 

The  easement  of  the  plaintiffs  in  Front  street  is  too  firmly 
eBtablished  to  admit  of  doubt. 

In  the  case  of  Oaus  &  Sons  Mfg.  Go.  v.  St.  Louis  etc.  B.  B. 
Co.,  113  Mo.  315,  36  Am.  St.  Eep.  706,  20  S.  W.  668,  18  H  E. 
A.  339,  McFarlane,  J.,  says:  'It  must  be  conceded  by  the  de- 
fendant, because  it  is  too  well  settled  to  admit  of  question, 
that  every  owner  of  a  lot  abutting  on  a  public  street,  besides 
the  ownership  of  the  property  itself,  has  rights  appurtenant 
thereto,  which  form  a  part  of  the  estate.  Those  rights  are  said 
to  be  'as  much  property  as  the  lot  itself.'  Of  these  may  be 
named  an  easement  for  the  free  admission  of  light  and  "^^  pure 
air;  and  the  right  of  ingress  and  egress  tb  and  from  his  prop- 
erty. 'Every  lot  owner  has  a  "peculiar  interest  in  the  adja- 
cent street,  which  neither  the  local  nor  the  general  public  can 
pretend  to  claim;  a  private  right  in  the  nature  of  an  incorporeal 
hereditament,  legally  attached  to  his  contiguous  ground;  an 
incidental  title  to  certain  facilities  and  franchises,'^  which  is 
in  the  nature  of  property,  and  which  can  no  more  be  appro- 
priated against  his  will  than  any  tangible  propretr  of  which 
he  may  be  the  owner.'  Depriving  the  owners  of  these  incor- 
poreal hereditaments,  or  interfering  with  their  full  enjoyment, 
by  appropriating  the  street  to  a  new  and  different  public  use 
from   that   originally   contemplated,  would  undoubtedly  be  a 

damage  within  the  foregoing  constitutional  provision 

We  think  a  public  use  which  would  interfere  with  these  incor- 
poreal rights,  whereby  the  property  was  depreciated  in  value 
would  be  a  damage  to  the  property  within  the  meaning  of  the 
constitution,  and  would  entitle  the  owner  to  compensation.'' 
To  the  same  effect:  Knapp,  Stout  &  Co.  v.  Transfer  Ry.  Co., 
126  Mo.  35,  28  S.  W.  627;  Sherlock  v.  Kansas  City  etc.  Ry. 
Co.,  142  Mo.  182,  64  Am.  St.  Rep.  551,  43  S.  W.  629 ;  Egerer 
V.  New  York  Cent  R.  R.  Co.,  130  N.  Y.  108,  29  N.  E.  95,  14 
L.  R.  A.  381;  Sperb  v.  Metropolitan  etc.  Ry.  Co.,  137  N.  Y. 
155,  32  N.  E.  1050,  20  L.  R.  A.  752. 

In  some  of  the  states  the  right  of  the  abutting  owner  to  com- 
pensation by  reason  of  the  construction  of  a  steam  railroad  in 
front  of  his  premises  has  been  made  to  depend  upon  whether 
the  fee  in  the  street  was  located  in  the  municipality,  or  the 
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abutting  owners,  but  in  thia  state  the  right  of  the  owi 
lot  in  a  city  or  town  to  the  use  of  the  Etreet  and  to  c 
for  its  obstruction  docs  not  depend  on  his  ownership  of 
the  soil  under  the  street.  His  right  flows  from  the  fi 
his  lot  abuts  on  a  puBIio  highway:  Lackland  v.  North  5 
H.  R.  Co.,  31  Mo.  187. 

At  an  early  day  in  the  judicial  history  of  this  state 
ruled  that  the  laying  of  tracks  and  the  operation  of  i 
railroad  on  ifce  grade  of  a  public  street  or  ™'  highway 
constitute  a  new  or  additional  servitude,  and  did  not  ' 
compensation  for  damages  resulting  to  the  owners  of  a 
proper^.  While  this  is  true,  as  woa  said  hy  Uiis  cc 
Knapp,  Stout  &  Co.  v.  Transfer  Hy.  Co.,  126  Mo.  36,  21 
627,  it  was  a  modified  rule,"  "a  rule- that  has  been  hedge 
with  many  qualificati^na." 

Thus  in  "the  yeiy  first  case  (LaAland  t;  North  Miss 
B.  Co.,  31  Mo,  188)  it  was  said:  *^e  have  not  ohoen 
case,  even  where  tiiie  power  is  conceded^  which  allows  tl 
tion  of  depots,  or  tar  hnildingB,  or  any  otbep  Btmctures 
materially  obstruct  the  use  ofthe  street  or  hi^way  aa  a 
easement." 

In  that  case  it  appeared  that  the  company  built  a  si 
along  the  main  track  in  the  street  fronting  the  plaint 
and  a  awitch  track  connecting  the  two  others;  that  these 
rested  on  embankmentB  which  of  themselTes  enfirely  obe 
all  passage  of  vehicles  over  any  part  of  the  street  In  a 
to  the  three  tracks,  two  switch  ftumes  and  a  c&ttle^w 
also  been  erected.  The  sidetrack  was  used  for  a  standin 
of  freight  and  paasenger  cars.  In  short,  the  street  wi 
if  a  depot  yard.  Judge  Napton,  in  the  course  of  the  a 
referred  to  the  decision  of  the  mpreme  court  of  Petms 
in  Commonwealth  v.  Erie  etc.  E.  E.  Co.,  27  Pa.  StL  351,  i 
Dec.  471  (a  court  which  has  maintained  at  alltSmes  the  a 
control  of  the  state  over  all  its  highways),  wherein  it  wa 
that  a  grant  of  right  of  way  over  and  along  streets,  hi| 
etc.,  but  with  the  restriction  "not  to  obstruct  or  imped 
free  use,"  did  not  authorize  the  company  to  place  any  n 
obstructions  in  the  streets'  or  highways,  and  any  ciia 
grade,  unless  the  road  or  street  was  adapted  to  the  nen 
at  the  erpetise  of  file  company,  was  unauthorized,  an 
court  in  said  Lackland  case  afRrmed  a  judgment  for  di 
growing  out  of  the  said  acts  of  the  railway  company. 
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In  Porter  ▼.  Nor&  ICiflaovri  R.  B.  Co.,  33  Ho.  128,  the  opm- 
ion  proceeded  ^^  on  tbe  ground  that  tiie  plaintiffs  acoegs  to 
his  propertj  was  not  afleeted  by  the  constmction  of  the  road 
at  gra^ 

In  Tate  y.  If.  E.  &  T.  B.  B.  Co.,  M  Ifo.  149,  the  Fbrter 
ease  eame  under  review,  and  it  was  held  that  the  principles  an- 
nounced therein  only  applied  to  a  railroad  consfracted  on  the 
grade  of  the  street  where  the  only  obetmctiim  is  the  passage  of 
trains^  and  not  where  embankments  have  been  made  above  fiie 
grade,  or  whoe  the  street  is  used  for  sidetracks  or  other  stmc- 
tnres  for  the  convenience  of  the  railroad,  and  accordingly  in 
the  Tate  case  damages  were  allowed  the  abutting  owner  where 
the  railroad  eompany  built  an  embankment  in  the  street  in 
front  of  the  pUdntifi^s  lot  To  the  same  effect  is  Swenson  t. 
City  of  Lexington,  69  Mo.  166;  Groas  t.  Si  Louis  etc  By.  Co., 
77  Mo.  322;  Smifli  t.  Kansas  City  etc  By.  Co.,  98  Mo.  24,  11 
8.  W.  259;  Dubaeh  ¥.  Hannibal  etc  B.  R  Co.,  89  Mo.  488,  1 
&  W.  86. 

In  Schopp  T.  Ciiy  of  Si  Louis,  117  Mo.  131,  22  S.  W.  898, 
20  Ii.  R  A.  783,  this  court  held  that  an  abutting  owner  on  a 
street  has  equal  rig^t  with  the  public  to  use  the  street,  and  in 
addition  thereto,  he  has  certain  rights  which  are  special  to  him- 
self^ e.  g.,  that  of  ingress  and  egress,  and  that  the  city  has  no 
power  to  lease  spaces  on  a  street  in  front  of  a  business  house 
for  produce  dealers.  Judge  Black  for  the  court,  speaking  of 
the  building  of  market-houses  in  the  streets  of  a  cit^,  cpiotes 
Judge  Dillon  to  the  effect  that  '^hey  are  nuisances  when  built 
upon  the  streets,  although  sufficient  space  be  left  for  the  pas- 
sage of  Tehides  and  persons''  (Dillon  on  Municipal  Corpora- 
tions, 4th  ed.,  sec  383),  and  says:  *The  public  highways  be- 
long, from  side  to  side  and  end  to  end,  to  the  public*;  and 
'The  public  are  entitled,  not  only  to  a  free  passage  along  the 
highway,  but  to  a  free  paSssage  along  any  portion  of  it,  not  in 
the  actual  use  of  some  other  traveler,  .  •  •  .  and  the  abutting 
property  owner  has  the  right  to  the  free  and  unobstructed  passage 
to  and  from  his  property." 

In  Lockwood  v.  Wabash  By.  Co.,  122  Mo.  86,  43  Am.  St 
Bep.  547,  26  S.  W.  698,  24  L,  B.  A.  616,  it  was  pointed 
'^  out  that  section  2543  of  the  Bevieed  Statutes  of  1889,  now 
section  1035  of  the  Bevised  Statutes  of  1899,  provides  that 
when  a  railroad  builds  its  tracks  in  a  public  street  by  permission 
of  the  dtj  authorities  it  must  restore  the  street  to  its  former 
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state,  or  to  such  a  state  as  not  necessarily  to  impair  its  nc 
oees,  and  that  the  mayor  and  assembly  of  the  city  are  resti 
in  their  grant  by  the  constitution  and  lavs  of  the  state. 

In  that  case,  while  the  court  felt  constrained  by  the 
broken  line  of  decisions  to  the  effect  that  a  city  in  this 
may  permit  and  authorize  by  ordinance  the  laying  of  a  rai 
track  at  grade  along  its  streets,  it  held  ttiat  this  was  not  ai 
qualified  power,  and  consequently  ruled  that  while  the  rai 
was  laid  at  grade,  yet  owing  to  the  narrowsesa  of  the  etreei 
the  width  of  the  tracks,  the  use  of  the  street  by  the  rai 
company  amounted  to  a  monopoly  and  exclusive  use  oj 
.•elreet  by  the  company  to  the  denial  of  &e  rights  of  the  abn 
-owners,  and  was  in  effect  a  taking  and  damaging  their  ] 
erty  without  compensation,  and  accordingly  affirmed  th< 
cree  of  the  circuit  court  perpetually  restraining  Uie  com 
from  operating  its  cars  and  locomotives  on  said  street. 

In  Knapp,  Stout  &  Co.  t.  Transfer  Ry.  Co.,  126  Mo.  3' 
S.  W.  637,  the  Lockwood  case  was  approved,  and  this  c 
;sfter  reviewing  all  the  above  cases  perpetually  enjoined  tb 
fendant  railroad  company  from  operating  s  switch  trac 
Hall  street  in  St  Louis  in  front  of  plaintiff's  property  an 
vhat  would  have  been  the  west  sidewalk  had  one  been 
etructed.  Judge  Black,  speaking  for  thia  court,  said :  "Tt 
these  cases  all  in  all,  it  is  very  clear  a  municipal  corpor 
lias  no  power  to  grant  to  a  railroad  company  such  use  of  a  t 
as  will  destroy  its  usefulness  as  a  public  thoroughfare,  oi 
etroy  or  unreasonably  interfere  with  the  right  of  an  abu 
property  holder  to  access  to  and  from  his  property.*' 

'**  The  petition  in  the  present  case  presents  sharply  fo 
£rst  time  in  this  court  the  rights  of  an  abutting  owner  to 
peneation  for  the  new  and  additional  servitude  to  whi 
street  in  front  of  his  property  has  been  subjected  by  the 
fltruction  and  operation  of  an  elevated  railroad  thereon 
permanent  structure,  such  aa  is  described  in  plaintiff's  peti 

Starting  with  the  unquestioned  easement  which  the  p 
tiffs  have  to  light  and  air  and  access  to  and  from  their  b 
ings  and  the  adjudications  of  this  court  already  reviewed  c 
t>e  said  that  the  proposition  is  stare  decisis  and  that  plaii 
are  precluded  from  recovering  compensation  because  th( 
fendant's  railroad  is  not  a  new  or  additional  servitude? 
opinion  i»  that  there  is  nothing  in  our  decisions  up  to  this 
thot  precludes  a  recovery  and  the  point  is  before  us  for  i 
dication  in  the  light  of  reason  and  the  analogies  of  the  lav 
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The  question  is  not  a  new  one  in  our  sister  states.  Thus  in 
New  York  the  question  arose  in  Story  y.  New  York  etc.  Bj. 
Co.,  90  N.  Y.  122,  43  Am.  Sep.  146.  The  case  is  notable,  not 
only  on  account  of  the  question  involved  and  the  thoroughness 
Willi  which  it  was  considered  but  the  ability  of  the  counsel  who 
argued  it.  In  that  case  the  trial  court  lound  that  ^^the  struc- 
tare  of  elevated  railroad  in  that  case  would  to  some  extent  ob- 
scure the  light  of  the  abutting  premises;  that  the  passing  trains 
would  do  this  also  and  would  impair  the  usefulness  of  the  plain* 
tiff's  premises;  that  the  line  of  columns  abridges  the  sidewalks 
and  interferes  with  the  street  as  a  thoroughfare  where  such 
columns  are  located;  that  the  fronts  of  the  buildings  will  be 
exposed  to  observation  from  passengers  in  passing  trains  and 
their  privacy  invaded  and  these  things  will  be  of  a  continuing 
character.^'  We  quote  this  finding  because  it  is  practically  the 
very  things  of  which  plaintiffs  in  this  case  complain.  Dan- 
forth,  J.,  who  delivered  the  majority  opinion^  assumed  as  the 
basis  of  his  opinion  that  the  fee  to  the  street  was  in  the  city, 
and  '^^  thus,  in  this  respect,  the  opinion  is  in  harmony  with 
our  own  on  this  subject,  viz.,  that  irrespective  of  the  title  in 
the  street,  the  abutter  had  the  easement  of  air  and  light  and 
access  to  and  from  the  street  until  by  legal  process  and  upon 
just  compensation^  it  was  taken  from  him.  While  conceding 
that  a  railroad  on  grade  was  not  a  new  servitude,  the  court  said : 
''Can  the  street  be  lawfully  appropriated  to  such  a  structure, 
(as  this)  without  making  compensation  to  the  .plaintiff  for  hi^ 
easement  therein?  This  is  a  question  of  power.  If  the  leg- 
islature has  power  to  authorize  such  a  structure,  without  com- 
pensation, its  exercise  cannot  be  regulated  by  the  courts.  If 
one  road  may  be  authorized  to  be  constructed  upon  two  series  of 
iron  columns  placed  in  the  street,  another  may  be  authorized 
to  be  supported  upon  brick  columns,  or  upon  brick  arches  span- 
ning the  street  If  a  superstructure  may  be  authorized  which 
spans  the  entire  carriage-way  at  fifteen  feet  above  the  bed  of 
the  street,  one  may  be  authorized  which  spans  the  entire  street, 
from  building  to  building,  thus  excluding  light  and  air  from 
the  street  and  from  the  property  abutting  thereon.  Thus  an 
open  street  would  be  converted  into  a  covered  way,  and  so  filled 
with  columns  or  other  permanent  structures  as  to  be  practically 
impassable  for  vehicles.''  Tracey,  J.,  c<jncurring,  further  said  : 
•TThe  argument  has  been  pressed  upon  our  attention  with  great 
ability  ti^t  as  railroads,  like  streets^  are  intended  to  facilitate 
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wbetbei  nnexplained  ponejiion  of  stolen  property  raises  an  infen 
of  guilt  or  is  sufficient  to  establish  the  guilt  of  the  possessor  is 
tb«  JDiy:  People  t.  Hsjinon,  SC  Cal.  S74,  24  Fse.  708;  Lnndy  v.  81 
71  Oft.  360;  State  v.  Walker,  41  Iowa,  217;  Hnnter  t.  Commonwei 
20  K7.  Lftw  Bep.  1165,  48  8.  W.  1077;  Commonwealth  v.  HeOo 
114  HasB.  299;  State  t.  Eosbaw,  89  Minn.  807,  B4  N.  W.  873;  Wt 
man  T.  State,  42  Neb.  841,  60  N.  W.  1026;  Stats  v.  Hodge,  50  N 
510;  Hethard  t.  SUte,  19  Ohio  Bt.  S63;  Prince  t.  State,  44  Tex.  ' 
Porterfleld  t.  Commou wealth,  91  Va.  SOI,  28  8.  E.  352;  Byan  t.  St 
63  Wii.  486,  S3  N.  W.  S36.  The  qaestion  what  time  after  the  t] 
ii  recent  is  also  for  the  jurj:  Boyd  v.  State,  24  Tex.  App.  570,  9 
Bt.  Bep.  908,  9  8.  W.  853;  Willis  t.  State,  24  Tex.  586,  6  S.  W.  I 
State  T.  WaHors,  7  Wash.  246,  34  Pac.  938,  1098;  State  t.  Enbi 
38  Wash.  298,  74  Pac.  378.  The  question  whether  the  property  fo 
in  the  poasoBBion  of  the  accused  is  the  stolen  property  ie  also 
the  jury:  State  t.  Griffin,  71  Iowa,  372,  32  N.  W.  447;  Bransoi 
Commonwealth,  92  Ey.  830,  17  S.  W.  1010;  State  t.  Bruce,  106  N 
792,  II  e.  E.  47S.  The  effect  to  be  given  to  the  explanation  g: 
of  the  acquisition  of  the  stolen  property  is  also  a  question  for 
jury:  Tork  t.  State,  42  Tex.  Cr.  528,  Bl  S.  W.  125;  UeCoy  t.  SI 
(Tei,  Cr,),  81  S.  W.  46.  And  in  People  v.  Farrington,  140  CaL 
74  Pac.  288,  it  was  held  that  the  demeanor  of  the  accused  11 
found  in  possession  of  the  stolen  property  <»'  when  he  attemptei 
explain  was  proper  to  be  considered  by  the  jury  m  far  as  disel< 
by  the  eridenee. 


^ 


DE  GEOFEOT  t.  MERCHANTS'  BRIDGE  TERMIN 
RAILWAY  COMPANY. 
[179  Mo.  698,  79  &  W.  386.1 

STBBBTS— Bights  of  Abnttlag  Owners.— The  right  of 
owner  of  a  lot  in  a  city  or  town  to  the  use  of  the  street  and  to  i 
ages  for  its  obstruction  does  not  depend  on  his  ownerahip  of  an 
the  soil  under  the  street.  His  right  flows  from  the  fact  that  hit 
abuts  on  the  public  street,     (p.  529,) 

BTBEET8 — Abutting  Owners— Easement — OompenaaUoa^ 
abetting  owner  on  a  public  street  has  an  easement  therein  of  II 
air,  and  access  to  and  from  bis  property  by  means  of  such  streel 
which  he  cannot  bo  deprived  without  compensation,     (pp,  532,  S 

STBEETS—Snrface  Ballroads  la— ITew  SerTitnde,^The 
■truction  and  maintenance  of  a  steam  or  street  railroad  on  the  g 
at  a  street  in  pursuance  of  municipal  anthority,  the  miini< 
corporation  having  power  to  grant  it  is  not  a  new  or  additional 
Titude  on  the  land  npon  which  the  street  is  constructed,  and 
within  the  use  contemplated  when  the  street  was  laid  out  or  acqi 
tty  the  publie.     (p,  536,) 
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tSETB— ElVTktod  lUllioadi  Tlwroin— Hew  Sarvltada.— An 
te&m  railroad,  constructed  on  permanent  pit  Ian  or  arehea 
e  itreet  by  content  of  the  municipality,  ao  U  to  ahnt  oot 
and  air   of   abutting  oimen  and   interfera  with   ths  frea 

street,  and  their  aeeeaa  to  and  from  their  premisea,  is  a 
dditional  servitnde,  and  one  not  in  contemplation  when  the 

acquired  or  laid  ont,  and  one  which  entitlee  them  to  jnat 
ion   for   any   depreciation   in   the   valae   of   their  property 

the  conatmction   and  mainteDance   of  mch   railroad,     (p. 

£BTS— M«w  SoTTltiida  IlMgnlii— IdmitatlcHi  ot  AoUon. — 
bj  abntting  property  owners  on  a  public  atreet  to  recover 
ea  to  their  property  caused  by  the  conatruction  of  an  elo- 
oad  therein  ia  barred  by  limitation  in  Ave  years  after  incli 
in  haa  become  permanent  and  complete,     (p.  541.) 

Sale  and  D.  Qoldsroith,  for  the  appellsnts. 

Overall,  for  the  respondent 

ANTT,  J.  ThiB  is  an  action  by  pluntiffa,  who  are 
owners  of  real  estate  on  Front  street,  in  the  city  i^ 
,  for  damages  to  their  said  realty,  occasioned  by  and 
from  the  construction  and  operation  of  an  elevated 
oinercial  railroad  along  and  over  said  Front  street  in 
>laiDtifib'  lots.  In  the  circuit  court  a  demurrer  to  the 
ras  snetained  on  the  ground  that  it  did  not  state  facts 
to  constitute  a  cause  of  action.  The  propriety  of  that 
the  drcnit  court  presents  the  sole  and  only  question 
letermination  at  this  time. 

ig  caption,  the  plaintiffs  allege  that  the  defendant  is 
[  corporation,  engaged  as  a  common  carrier,  operating 
railroad  with  locomotives  and  cars  at  and  in  the  city 
onis.  That  plainti^  are  now,  and  for  many  years 
1,  the  owners  in  fee  simple  of  a  lot  in  city  block  5, 
seventy-six  feet  on  the  west  line  of  Wharf  or  Front 
the  city  of  St  Louis,  with  a  depth  of  seventy-five  feet, 
lot  there  were  at  all  the  times  mentioned  in  the  peti- 
1  are  now,  erected  three  substantial  four-story  brick 
,  known  as  numbers  203,  204  and  205  South  Levee  or 
eeL  That  plaintiffs  acquired  the  Baid  lot  and  premises 
the  year  1890,  and  have  owned  and  occupied  the  same 
elves  and  their  fc7iai!k-  .  iiriiiii;i.-ii;-l_i  ;ini'i'  ,\;iiil.  l>;iiJ. 
d  Front  street,  kuown  as  the  Levee  or  Wharf,  is  and 
many  years  prior  to  the  construction  of  defendant'a 
way,  as  hereafter  set  out,  a  public  street  and  highway 
ty  of  St,  Louis,  and  held  by  said  city  in  trust  for  tiia 
ince  thereof  as  public  streets  are  generally  used  aud 
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inaintained ;  that  plaintiffs  were  and  are  seised  of  an  easement 
in  said  street  and  are  entitled  to  have  the  same  kept  and  used 
as  a  public  highway^  and  to  be  protected  from  unusual  and  ex- 
traordinary interferences  with  the  light,  air  and  access  to  and 
use  of  their  premises  not  occasioned  by  ordinary  street  uses; 
that  as  an  incident  and  ''^^  appurtenant  to  plaintiflfe*  owner- 
ship of  said  premises,  plaintiffs,  at  least  until  condemnation, 
compensation,  or  purchase,  have  and  had  in  said  Front  street 
the  right  and  easement  to  its  free  and  unimpaired  use,  for  the 
uses  and  ordinary  purposes  of  a  public  street  or  highway,  and 
to  exemption  from  noise,  smoke,  soot,  dust,  cinders,  obstruc- 
tions and  unusual  impairment  of  the  easements  of  light,  air 
and  access  and  ingress  and  egress  to  and  from  said  premises, 
etc.    That  defendant's  structure  and  the  operation  of  its  en- 
gines and  cars  on  said  street  in  front  of  plaintiffs'  premises  are 
of  a  permanent  and  continuous'  nature.    The  petition  avers 
that  tiie  railroad  of  the  defendant  was  an  elevated  road,  the 
superstructure  of  which  rested  upon  iron  columns  which  were 
erected  perpendicularly  to  a  height  of  from  fifteen  to  twenty- 
five  feet  above  the  surface  of  the  street  or  sidewalk ;  that  these 
columns  supported  cross-girders  or  frame  work,  upon  which  were 
laid  four  single  railroad  tracks,  or  two  double  railroad  track? 
and  that  the  railroad  of  the  defendant  has  ever  since  .the  erec- 
tion of  the  structure  been,  and  still  is,  operated  upon  these 
tracks;  and  that  the  superstructure  extends  out  on  either  side, 
so  that  the  western  line  thereof  approaches  the  eastern  or  build- 
ing line  of  plaintiffs'  premises  within  twelve  feet,  more  or  less; 
that  these  structures  are  of  a  permanent  nature,  and  are  built 
and  intended  by  the  defendant  to  be  used  permanently  for  the 
transportation  of  freight  and  passengers;  ''that  large  numberi 
of  freight  and  passenger  trains  daily  pass  in  front  ot  plaintiffs' 
premises,  and  produce  a  flickering  and  darkening  of  the  light, 
and  deprive  and  have  hitherto  deprived  plaintiffs  of  the  bene- 
cial  use  of  such  light  as  comes  to  said  premises,  and  interferes 
with  the  air,  ventilation  and  access  to  said  premises,  and  the 
privacy  thereof;  that  said  structure,  as  it  now  exists,  and  an 
above  described,  has  been  erected  and  maintained  without  legal 
right,  and  is  a  special  injury  to  plaintiffs  and  their  premises; 
that  the  operation  of  said  railroad  is  not  an  ordinary  street  use 
of  said  ''^  street  authorized  by  law;  that  on  the  road  tiius  con- 
structed the  defendant  every  day  ran,  and  still  does  run,  many 
trains  of  cars;  that  said  railroad  and  structure    greatly    ob- 
structed, and  still  do  greatly  obstruct,  said  premises  and  the 
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passageiray  to  and  from  said  bnilding;  that  they  excluded^  and 
still  do  exclnde^  light  and  air  from  the  eame;  that  the  traina 
made  and  still  do  make^  loud  and  disagreeable  noises^  cansed^ 
and  still  do  cause^  vibrations  of  the  buildings  erected  on  said 
premises,  whereby  the  security  of  such  buildings  is  greatly  im- 
paired and  their  strength  lessened  and  injured,  and  still  do  in- 
jure, said  buildings^  and  said  trains  and  said  Btructures  injure 
and  impair  plaintiffs'  easements  of  lights  air  and  access;  that 
the  yalue  of  the  use  and  occupation  of  said  premises  has 
thereby  been  greatly  damaged.'* 

The  petition  further  avers  that  the  aforesaid  structure  and 
the  railroad  of  the  defendant  impose  a  new  and  additional  bur- 
den on  the  property  of  the  plaintiffs,  and  one  which  was  not 
within  the  power  of  the  city  of  St.  Louis  to  authorize  without 
compensating  plaintiffs  for  their  property  thus  taken  and  dam- 
aged; that  no  compensation  has  ever  been  made  for  the  afore- 
said taking  and  damage  of  plaintifEs'  property;  that  the  rental 
value  of  said  property  has  been  greatly  damaged,  to  wit,  to  the 
extent  of  two  thousand  five  hundred  dollars  per  annum,  by  the 
construction  and  operation  of  defendant's  railroad  in  said 
street ;  and  that  "Hie  property  itself  has  been  permanently  dam- 
aged in  the  sum  of  twenty-five  thousand  dollars.  That  the  city 
of  St.  Louis  did  heretofore,  to  wit,  on  July  9,  1887,  adopt  an 
ordinance  which  undertook  to  authorize  the  construction  of  de- 
fendant's railroad,  and  the  use  of  the  streets  therefor,  which 
said  ordinance  is  set  forlh  in  full  in  the  petition,  and  which, 
among  other  things,  required  the  construction  of  said  railroad 
to  be  commenced  within  one  year  after  the  approval  of  the  or- 
dinance and  to  be  completed  within  five  years  from  February 
3^  1887,  and  which  said  ordinance  was  subsequently  amended 
by  another  ordinance,  approved  "^^^  December  21,  1889;  that 
ifce  defendant,  with  the  view  of  availing  itself  of  the  provision 
of  said  ordinance  and  claiming  to  act  under  the  same,  has  con- 
stmcted  its  road  as  aforesaid^  and  that  the  said  ordinance  is  in 
conflict  with  article  2,  section  21,  of  the  constitution  of  this 
state,  and  also  in  conflict  with  article  2,  section  30,  of  the  con- 
fititution  of  this  state,  and  also  in  conflict  with  the  fourteenth 
amendment  to  the  constitution  of  the  United  States;  **that 
plaintiffs'  property  has  been  taken  and  damaged  for  the  uses 
of  defendant's  railroad,  as  herein  set  out,  without  just  compen- 
sation; that  plaintiffs  have  been  deprived  of  their  property  by 
the  defendant  without  due  process  of  law";  and  that  the  con- 
struction of  the  railroad  of  the  defendant  was  completed  in 
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May,  1890,  and  the  railroad  bap  been  operated  ever  eince  tha 
time;  and  tiiat  the  operation  of  the  road  will  continue,  unlesi 
restrained  by  order  of  this  court. 

The  petition  then  praya  that  the  damages  of  the  plaintiSi 
may  be  ascertained  and  determined,  and  that  they  may  have 
judgment  therefor,  to  wit,  for  the  sum  of  twenty-five  thousand 
dollars;  also,  that  the  defendant  may  be  enjoined  from  fnrthei 
obstructing  and  encnmbering  the  aforesaid  street,  and  also  f rooi 
maintaining,  continuing  or  operating  its  railroad  and  stmctnrt 
in  front  of  the  premises  of  the  plaintiffs,  and  furtiier  be  re- 
quired to  remove  said  structure  in  front  of  plaintiff's  property, 
unless,  within  such  time  as  should  be  fixed  fay  the  court,  the 
defendant  pays  to  plaintiffs  a  Bum  of  money  sufficient  to  com- 
pensate the  plaintiffs  for  their  property  taken  and  for  the  per- 
manent injury  and  damage  done  thereto  by  reason  of  the  afore- 
said acta  of  the  defendant 

1.  It  is  stated  by  counsel  that  the  action  of  the  trial  court 
in  Buataining  the  demurrer  to  the  petition  of  the  plaintiffs  was 
predicated  exclusively  on  the  theory  that  the  cause  of  action  of 
the  plaintiffs  was  barred  by  the  statute  of  limitations,  in  that 
it  appeared  from  the  face  of  the  petition  that  the  action  was 
not  instituted  within  five  years  after  the  completion  of  the  de- 
fendant's railway,  """^  but  this  is  not  disclosed  in  the  record, 
and  we  cannot  take  notice  of  the  reasons  which  moved  the  cir- 
cuit court  to  BustaJD  the  demurrer. 

Ae  said  by  Judge  Andrews  for  the  court  of  appeals  of  New 
York,  in  Kane  v.  New  York  etc.  R.  B.  Co.,  125  N.  Y.  175,  26  S. 
E.  378,  11  L.  R.  A.  640:  "Few  questions  have  come  before  the 
courts  in  this  generation  of  greater  practical  importance  or  in- 
Tolving  larger  pecuniary  interests  than  those  growing  out  of 
the  construction  of  railways  in  city  streets.  Whether  such 
streets  may,  under  legislative  and  municipal  authority,  be  oc- 
cupied by  railroad  tracks,  to  the  inconvenience  of  abutting 
owners,  without  making  compensation,  and  what  limitation,  if 
any,  there  is  to  the  legislative  power  over  streets  which  cannot 
be  transgressed  without  violating  the  legal  and  constitutional 
rights  of  lot  owners  are  questions  which  have  excited  the  grav- 
est debate  and  have  been  the  subject  of  the  most  careful  Judicial 
consideration." 

Borer  on  Railroads,  volume  1,  page  515,  says  that  "as  to  the 
ri^t  of  a  railroad  to  run  along  a  public  street  without  addi- 
tional compenaatioQ,  American  authorities  differ  so  widely  that 
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it  is  impoBsible  to  lay  down  any  positive  rule  of  law  upon  the 
subject.** 

A  r^um6  of  the  decisions  of  this  court  on  this  subject  will 
greatly  aid  us  in  arriving  at  a  proper  conclusion. 

The  easement  of  the  plaintiffs  in  Front  street  is  too  firmly 
established  to  admit  of  doubt. 

In  the  ease  of  Ghtus  &  Sons  Hfg.  Go.  v.  St.  Louis  etc.  B.  B. 
Co.,  113  Mo.  316,  36  Am.  St.  Bep.  706,  20  S.  W.  668,  18  H  B. 
A.  339,  McFarlane,  J.,  says:  "It  must  be  conceded  by  the  de- 
fendant, because  it  is  too  well  settled  to  admit  of  question, 
that  every  owner  of  a  lot  abutting  on  a  public  street,  besides 
the  ownership  of  the  property  itself,  has  rights  appurtenant 
thereto,  which  form  a  part  of  the  estate.  Those  rights  are  said 
to  be  'as  much  property  as  the  lot  itself.'  Of  these  may  be 
Damed  an  easement  for  the  free  admission  ol  light  and  '^^  pure 
air;  and  the  right  of  ingress  and  egress  to  and  from  his  prop- 
erty. *Bvery  lot  owner  has  a  "peculiar  interest  in  the  adja- 
cent street,  which  neither  the  local  nor  the  general  public  can 
pretend  to  claim ;  a  private  right  in  the  nature  of  an  incorporeal 
hereditament,  legally  attached  to  his  contiguous  ground;  an 
incidental  title  to  certain  facilities  and  franchises,''  which  is 
in  the  nature  of  property,  and  which  can  no  more  be  appro- 
priated against  his  will  than  any  tangible  proprety  of  which 
he  may  be  the  owner.'  Depriving  the  owners  of  these  incor- 
poreal hereditaments,  or  interfering  with  their  full  enjoyment, 
by  appropriating  the  street  to  a  new  and  different  public  use 
from   that   originally   contemplated,  would  undoubtedly  be  a 

damage  within  the  foregoing  constitutional  provision 

We  think  a  public  use  which  would  interfere  with  these  incor- 
poreal rights,  whereby  the  property  was  depreciated  in  value 
would  be  a  damage  to  the  property  within  the  meaning  of  the 
constitution,  and  would  entitle  the  owner  to  compensation." 
To  the  same  effect:  Knapp,  Stout  &  Co.  v.  Transfer  By.  Co., 
126  Mo.  35,  28  S.  W.  627;  Sherlock  v.  Kansas  City  etc.  By. 
Co.,  142  Mo.  182,  64  Am.  St.  Bep.  651,  43  S.  W.  629 ;  Egerer 
T.  New  York  Cent.  B.  B.  Co.,  130  N.  Y.  108,  29  N.  E.  95,  14 
L  B.  A.  381;  Sperb  v.  Metropolitan  etc.  By.  Co.,  137  X.  Y. 
155,  32  N.  E.  1060,  20  L.  B.  A.  762. 

In  some  of  the  states  the  right  of  the  abutting  owner  to  com- 
pensation by  reason  of  the  construction  of  a  steam  railroad  in 
front  of  his  premises  has  been  made  to  depend  upon  whether 
the  fee  in  the  street  was  located  in  the  municipality,  or  the 
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abutting  owners,  but  in  this  state  the  rigbt  of  the  owner  o 
lot  in  a  city  or  town  to  the  use  of  the  street  and  to  dama 
for  its  obstTQction  does  not  depend  on  his  owneiBhip  of  any 
the  Eoil  under  Vine  street.  His  right  flows  from  Qte  fact  t 
his  lot  abuts  on  a  public  higfiway:  Lackland  v.  Nortii  Miaw 
E.  R.  Co.,  31  Mo.  187. 

At  an  early  day  in  the  judicial  history  of  tUie  state  it  ' 
ruled  that  the  laying-  of  tracks  and  the  operation  of  a  ste 
railroad  on  the  grade  of  a  public  stWet  or  '^*^  highway  did 
constitute  a  new  or  additional  servitude,  and  did  not  warr 
compensation  for  damages  resulting  to  the  owners  of  abntt 
property.  While  this  is  true,  as  was  said  hy  this  court 
Knapp,  Stout  &  Co.  v.  Transfer  Ry.  Co.,  126  Ma  36,  28  S. 
6S7,  it  was  a  modified  rule,"  "a  rule  that  has  been  hedged  ab 
with  many  qualifications." 

Thna  in  the  Tery  first  caae  (LaAland  t:  NortJi  Missonri 
B.  Co.,  31  Mo.  188)  it  was  said':  "^e  haw  not  obaenred  ( 
case,  even  where  tiiis  power  is  conceded,  which  allows  the  ei 
tion  of  depots,  or  car  buildings,  or  any  other  stMCtuivs,  wh 
materially  obEtruct  tbe  use  of  t^e  stlreet  or  highway  as  8  put 
easement" 

In  that  case  it  appeared  that  the  company  built  a  sidetri 
along  the  main  trsck  in  the  street  fronting  the  plaintiffs 
and  a  switch  track  connecting  the  two  others;  that  these  tnu 
rested  on  embankments  which  of  themselves  entirely  obstruct 
all  passage  of  vehicles  over  any  part  of  the  street.  .In  additi 
to  the  three  tracks,  two  switch  frames  and'  a  cattle-way  h 
also  been  erected.  The  sidetrack  was  used  for  a  standing  pit 
of  freight  and  passenger  cars.  In  short,  the  street  was  u£ 
ac  a  depot  yard.  Judge  Napton,  in  the  course  of  the  opinit 
referred  to  the  decision  of  the  supreme  court  of  Pennsylvai 
in  Commonwealtii  v.  Erie  etc.  H.  R.  Co.,  27  Pa.  St  351,  67  A 
Dec.  471  (a  court  which  has  maintained  at  all  limes  the  absoh 
control  of  the  etafe  over  all  ita  highways),  wherein  it  was  ml 
that  a  grant  of  right  of  way  over  and  along  streets,  hi^wa; 
etc.,  hut  with  the  restriction  "not  to  obstruct  or  impede  thi 
free  UBe,"  did  not  authorize  the  company  to  jdace  any  mat«r 
ohstnictions  in  the  streets  or  highways,  and  any  change 
grade,  unless  the  road'  or  street  was  adapted  to  the  new  gra 
at  the'  CTpense  of  flte  company,  was  unanthorized,  and  fl 
court  in  said  Lackland  case  afiitmed  a  judgment  for  damag 
growing  out  of  the  said  acts  of  the  railway  company. 
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In  Porter  y.  North  ICiBBOuri  R  R  Co.,  33  Mo.  128,  the  opin- 
ioQ  proceeded  ^^^  on  the  groiuid  that  the  plaintifrs  access  to 
his  property  waa  not  affected  by  the  oanstmction  of  the  road 
aft  grade. 

In  Tate  t.  M.  K.  ft  T.  B.  B.  Co.,  M  Mo.  149,  the  Porter 
case  came  under  review,  and  it  was  held  that  the  principles  an- 
nounced therein  onlj  applied  to  a  railroad  constrncted  on  the 
grade  of  Qlb  street  where  the  only  obstraction  is  the  passage  of 
trains^  and  not  where  embankments  have  been  made  above  the 
grade^  or  vihe^e  the  street  is  used  for  sidetracks  or  other  struc- 
tures for  the  convenience  of  the  railroad,  and  accordingly  in 
fbe  Tate  case  damages  were  allowed  the  abutting  owner  where 
the  railroad  company  built  an  embankment  in  the  street  in 
front  of  the  plaintiffs  lot.  To  the  same  ^ect  ia  Swoison  v. 
City  of  Lexington,  €9  Mo.  166;  GroBs  v.  Si  Louis  etc  By.  Co., 
77  Mo.  322;  Smith  v.  Eaittas  City  etc.  By.  Co.,  98  Mo.  24,  11 
8.  W.  259;  Bubaeh  v.  Hannibal  etc.  B.  R  Co.,  89  Mo.  488,  1 
&  W.  86. 

In  Schopp  V.  atj  of  St.  Louis,  117  Mo.  131,  22  S.  W.  898, 
20  L.  B.  A.  783,  this  court  held  that  an  abutting  owner  on  a 
street  has  equal  ri^t  with  the  public  to  use  the  street,  and  in 
addition  thereto,  he  has  certain  rights  which  are  special  to  him- 
self, e.  g.,  that  of  ingress  and  egress,  and  that  the  city  has  no 
power  to  lease  spaces  on  a  street  in  front  of  a  business  house 
for  produce  dealers.  Judge  Black  for  the  court,  speaking  of 
the  building  of  market-houses  in  the  streets  of  a  city,  quotes 
Judge  Dillon  to  the  effect  that  **they  are  nuisances  when  built 
upon  the  streets,  although  sufficient  space  be  left  for  the  pas- 
sage of  vehicles  and  persons^'  (Dillon  on  Municipal  Corpora- 
tions, 4th  ed.,  sec.  383),  and  says:  'The  public  highways  be- 
long, from  side  to  side  and  end  to  end,  to  the  public**;  and 
'The  public  are  entitled,  not  only  to  a  free  passage  along  the 
highway,  but  to  a  free  pj&sage  along  any  portion  of  it,  not  in 
the  actual  use  of  some  other  traveler,  ....  and  the  abutting 
property  owner  has  the  right  to  the  free  and  unobstructed  passage 
to  and  from  his  property.*' 

In  Lockwood  v.  Wabash  By.  Co.,  122  Mo.  86,  43  Am.  St 
Rep.  547,  26  S.  W.  698,  24  L,  B.  A.  616,  it  was  pointed 
'^  out  that  section  2543  of  the  Bevieed  Statutes  of  1889,  now 
section  1035  of  the  Eevised  Statutes  of  1899,  provides  that 
when  a  railroad  builds  its  tracks  in  a  public  street  by  permission 
of  the  city  authorities  it  must  restore  the  street  to  its  former 
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state,  or  to  such  a  state  as  not  necessaril;  to  impair  ita  useful 
Dess,  and  that  ttie  mayor  and  assembly  of  the  city  are  Te8tricte< 
in  their  grant  by  the  constitution  and  taws  of  the  state. 

In  that  case,  while  the  court  felt  constrained  by  the  un 
Iroken  line  of  decisions  to  the  effect  that  a  city  in  this  8tat4 
may  permit  and  authorize  by  ordinance  the  laying  of  a  railroac 
track  at  grade  along  its  streets,  it  held  that  this  was  not  an  nii' 
qualified  power,  and  consequently  mled  that  while  the  railroac 
was  laid  at  grade,  yet  owing  to  the  narrowness  of  the  street  ani 
the  width  of  the  tracks,  the  use  of  the  street  by  the  railroad 
rompany  amounted  to  a  monopoly  and  ezclusiTe  use  of  tht 
.•street  by  the  company  to  the  denial  of  the  rights  of  the  abnttiog 
•owners,  and  was  in  effect  a  taking  and  damaging  their  prop- 
erty without  compensation,  and  accordingly  affinned  the  de- 
cree of  the  circuit  court  perpetually  restraining  the  company 
from  operating  its  cars  and  locomotives  on  said  street. 

In  Knapp,  Stout  &  Co.  r.  Transfer  Ey.  Co.,  126  Mo.  37,  28 
"S.  W.  627,  the  Lockwood  case  was  approved,  and  this  court, 
:after  reviewing  all  the  above  cases  perpetually  enjoined  ttte  de- 
fendant railroad  company  from  operating  a  switch  track  in 
Hall  street  in  St  Louis  in  front  of  plaintiff's  property  and  on 
vhat  would  have  been  the  west  sidewalk  had  one  been  con- 
£tructed.  Judge  Black,  speaking  for  this  court,  said :  "Taking 
these  cases  all  in  all,  it  is  very  clear  a  municipal  corporation 
Itas  no  power  to  grant  to  a  railroad  company  such  use  of  a  street 
«s  will  destroy  its  usefv-lness  as  a  public  thorouf^fare,  or  de- 
stroy 01  unreasonably  interfere  with  the  right  of  an  abutting 
property  holder  to  access  to  and  from  his  property." 

7JO  Tijg  petition  in  the  present  case  presents  sharply  for  the 
Jirst  time  in  this  court  the  rights  of  an  abutting  owner  to  com- 
pensation for  the  new  and  additional  servitude  to  which  a 
street  in  front  of  his  property  has  been  subjected  by  the  con- 
struction and  operation  of  an  elevated  railroad  thereon  on  a 
permanent  structure,  such  as  is  described  in  plaintiff's  petition. 

Starting  with  the  unquestioned  easement  which  the  plain- 
tiffs have  to  light  and  air  and  access  to  and  from  their  build- 
ings and  the  adjudications  of  this  court  already  reviewed  can  it 
be  said  that  the  proposition  is  stare  decisis  and  that  plainti^ 
are  precluded  from  recovering  compensation  because  the  de- 
fendant's railroad  is  not  a  new  or  additional  servitude?  Our 
opinion  is  that  there  is  nothing  in  our  decisions  up  to  this  time 
that  precludes  a  recovery  and  the  point  is  before  us  for  adju- 
dication in  the  light  of  reason  and  the  analogies  of  the  law. 
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The  question  is  not  a  new  one  in  onr  sister  states.  Thus  in 
New  York  the  question  arose  in  Story  v.  New  York  etc.  Ry. 
Co.,  90  N.  Y.  122,  43  Am.  Bep.  146.  The  case  is  notable,  not 
only  on  account  of  the  question  inyolved  and  the  thoroughness 
Willi  which  it  was  considered  but  the  ability  of  the  counsel  who 
argued  it  In  that  case  the  trial  court  found  that  ''the  struc- 
ture of  elevated  railroad  in  that  case  would  to  some  extent  ob- 
scure the  light  of  the  abutting  premises;  that  the  passing  trains 
would  do  this  also  and  would  impair  the  usefulness  of  the  plain- 
tiff's premises;  that  the  line  of  columns  abridges  the  sidewalks 
and  interferes  with  the  street  as  a  thoroughfare  where  such 
columns  are  located;  that  the  fronts  of  the  buildings  will  be 
exposed  to  observation  from  passengers  in  passing  trains  and 
their  privacy  invaded  and  these  things  will  be  of  a  continuing 
character.^'  We  quote  this  finding  because  it  is  practically  the 
very  things  of  which  plaintiffs  in  this  case  complain.  Dan- 
forth,  J.y  who  delivered  the  majority  opinion,  assumed  as  the 
basis  of  his  opinion  that  the  fee  to  the  street  was  in  the  city, 
and  ^^  thus,  in  this  respect,  the  opinion  is  in  harmony  with 
our  own  on  this  subject,  viz.,  that  irrespective  of  the  title  in 
the  street,  the  abutter  had  the  easement  of  air  and  light  and 
access  to  and  from  the  street  until  by  legal  process  and  upon 
just  compensation,  it  was  taken  from  him.  While  conceding 
that  a  railroad  on  grade  was  not  a  new  servitude,  the  court  said : 
"Can  the  street  be  lawfully  appropriated  to  such  a  structure, 
(as  this)  without  making  compensation  to  the  .plaintiff  for  his^ 
easement  therein?  This  is  a  question  of  power.  If  the  leg- 
islature has  power  to  authorize  such  a  structure,  without  com- 
pensation, its  exercise  cannot  be  regulated  by  the  courts.  If 
one  road  may  be  authorized  to  be  constructed  upon  two  series  of 
iron  columns  placed  in  the  street,  another  may  be  authorized 
to  be  supported  upon  brick  columns,  or  upon  brick  arches  span- 
ning the  street  If  a  superstructure  may  be  authorized  which 
spans  the  entire  carriage-way  at  fifteen  feet  above  the  bed  of 
the  street,  one  may  be  authorized  which  spans  the  entire  street, 
from  building  to  building,  thus  excluding  light  and  air  from 
the  street  and  from  the  property  abutting  thereon.  Thus  an 
open  street  would  be  converted  into  a  covered  way,  and  so  fillecl 
with  columns  or  other  permanent  structures  as  to  be  practically 
impassable  for  vehicles.'*  Tracey,  J.,  concurring,  further  said  : 
"The  argument  has  been  pressed  upon  our  attention  with  great 
ability  ihat  as  railroads,  like  streets,  are  intended  to  facilitate 
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irhether  unexplained  possession  of  stolen  property  raises  an  inf  erenee 
of  guilt  or  is  sufficient  to  establish  the  guilt  of  the  possessor  is  for 
the  jury:  People  v.  Hannon,  85  Cal.  374,  24  Pae.  706;  Lundy  v.  State, 
71  Ga.  300;  State  t.  Walker,  41  Iowa,  217;  Hunter  t.  Commonwealth, 
20  Ky.  Law  Bep.  1165,  48  B.  W.  1077;  Commonwealth  y.  McGortj, 
114  Mass.  299;  State  t.  Hoshaw,  89  Minn.  307,  94  N.  W.  873;  White- 
man  y.  State,  42  Neb.  841,  60  N.  W.  1025;  State  y.  Hodge,  50  N.  H. 
510;  Methard  y.  State,  19  Ohio  St.  363;  Prince  y.  State,  44  Tex.  480; 
Porterfield  y.  Commonwealth,  91  Ya.  801,  22  S.  E.  352;  Byan  y.  State, 
83  Wis.  486,  53  N.  W.  836.  The  question  what  time  after  the  theft 
is  recent  is  also  for  the  jury:  Boyd  y.  State,  24  Tex.  App.  570,  5  Am. 
St.  Bep.  908,  0  S.  W.  853;  Willis  y.  State,  24  Tex.  586,  6  S.  W.  857; 
State  y.  Walters,  7  Wash.  246,  34  Pae.  938,  1098;  State  y.  Eubank, 
33  Wash.  293,  74  Pae.  378.  The  question  whether  the  property  found 
in  the  possession  of  the  accused  is  the  stolen  property  is  also  for 
the  jury:  State  y.  Griffin,  71  Iowa,  372,  32  N.  W.  447;  Branson  y. 
Commonwealth,  92  Ky.  330,  17  S.  W.  1019;  State  y.  Bruce,  106  K.  C. 
792,  11  8.  E.  475.  The  effect  to  be  giyen  to  the  explanation  given 
of  the  acquisition  of  the  stolen  property  is  also  a  question  for  the 
jury:  York  y.  State,  42  Tex.  Cr.  628,  61  S.  W.  125;  McCoy  y.  State 
(Tex.  Cr.),  81  S.  W.  46.  And  in  People  y.  Farrington,  140  Cal.  656, 
74  Pae.  288,  it  was  held  that  the  demeanor  of  the  accused  when 
found  in  possession  of  the  stolen  property  or  when  he  attempted  to 
explain  was  proper  to  be  considered  by  the  jury  so  far  as  disclosed 
by  the  evidence. 


DB  GEOFBOY  v.  MERCHANTS'  BRIDGE  TERMINAL 

RAILWAY  COMPANY. 

[179  Mo.  698,  79  S.  W.  386.) 

STREETS— Bights  of  Abuttixig  Owners. — ^The  right  of  the 
owner  of  a  lot  in  a  city  or  town  to  the  use  of  the  street  and  to  dam- 
ages for  its  obstruction  does  not  depend  on  his  ownership  of  any  of 
the  soil  under  the  street.  His  right  flows  from  the  fact  that  his  lot 
abuts  on  the  public  street,     (p.  529.) 

STBEETS — ^Abutting  Owners — ^Easement — Compensation. — ^An 
abutting  owner  on  a  public  street  has  an  easement  therein  of  light, 
air,  and  access  to  and  from  his  property  by  means  of  such  street,  of 
which  he  cannot  be  deprived  without  compensation,     (pp.  532,  53G.) 

STBEETS — Snrface  Ballroads  In— New  Servitade. — ^The  con- 
struction and  maintenance  of  a  steam  or  street  railroad  on  the  grade 
of  a  street  in  pursuance  of  municipal  authority,  the  municipal 
corporation  having  power  to  grant  it  is  not  a  new  or  additional  ser- 
vitude on  the  land  upon  which  the  street  is  constructed,  and  falls 
within  the  use  contemplated  when  the  street  was  laid  out  or  acquired 
by  the  public     (p.  536.) 


AttU^^fi^ 
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8TBEETS— EIeT»t6d  Bailroads  Therein— New  Servltiide An 

elevated  steam  r&ilroad,  constructed  on  permanent  pillars  or  archea 
in  a  pnblie  street  by  consent  of  the  municipality,  so  as  to  shut  out 
the  light  and  air  of  abutting  owners  and  interfere  with  the  free 
DM  of  the  street,  and  their  access  to  and  from  their  premises,  is  a 
new  and  additional  servitude,  and  one  not  in  contemplation  when  the 
street  was  acquired  or  laid  ont,  and  one  which  entitles  them  to  just 
eompensation  for  any  depreciation  in  the  value  of  their  property 
eansed  by  the  construction  and  maintenance  of  such  railroad,  (p. 
WO.)  ^^ 

8TBEET8— Hew   Servitude  Theredn—XJniltatioii  of  Action.-* 

An  action  by  abutting  property  owners  on  a  public  street  to  recover 
for  damages  to  their  property  caused  by  the  construction  of  an  ele- 
vated railroad  therein  is  barred  by  limitation  in  five  years  after  such 
construction  has  become  permanent  and  eomplete.     (p.  541.) 

Sale  &  Sale  and  D.  Ooldsmith,  for  the  appellants. 
J.  H.  Overall,  for  the  respondent 

■^•^  GANTT,  J.  This  is  an  action  by  plaintifiEs,  who  are 
abutting  owners  of  real  estate  on  Front  street,  in  the  city  of 
St.  Louis,  for  damages  to  their  said  realty,  occasioned  by  and 
resulting  from  the  construction  and  operation  of  an  elevated 
steam  commercial  railroad  along  and  over  said  Front  street  in 
front  of  plaintiffs'  lots.  In  the  circuit  court  a  demurrer  to  the 
petition  was  sustained  on  the  ground  that  it  did  not  state  facts 
sufficient  to  constitute  a  cause  of  action.  The  propriety  of  that 
action  by  the  circuit  court  presents  the  sole  and  only  question 
for  our  determination  at  this  time. 

Omitting  caption,  the  plaintiffs  allege  that  the  defendant  is 
a  railroad  corporation,  engaged  as  a  common  carrier,  operating 
a  steam  railroad  with  locomotives  and  cars  at  and  in  the  city 
of  St.  Louis.  That  plaintiffs  are  now,  and  for  many  years 
baye  been,  the  owners  in  fee  simple  of  a  lot  in  city  block  5, 
fronting  seventy-six  feet  on  the  west  line  of  Wharf  or  Front 
street,  in  the  ci^  of  St.  Louis,  with  a  depth  of  seventy-five  feet, 
on  which  lot  there  were  at  all  the  times  mentioned  in  the  peti- 
tion, and  are  now,  erected  three  substantial  four-story  brick 
buildings,  known  as  numbers  203,  204  and  205  South  Levee  or 
Front  street  That  plaintiffs  acquired  the  said  lot  and  premises 
prior  to  the  year  1890,  and  have  owned  and  occupied  the  same 
by  themselves  and  their  tenants  continuously  since  April,  1890. 
That  said  Front  street,  known  as  the  Levee  or  Wharf,  is  and 
^as  for  many  years  prior  to  the  construction  of  defendant's 
said  railway,  as  hereafter  set  out,  a  public  street  and  highway 
of  the  city  of  St.  Louis,  and  held  by  said  city  in  trust  for  the 
maintenance  thereof  as  public  streets  are  generally  used  and 
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maintained ;  that  plaintiSs  vere  and  are  seised  of  an  ease 
in  laid  street  and  are  entitled  to  have  the  same  kept  and 
*e  a  public  highwa]r,  and  to  be  protected  from  unusual  ani 
traordinary  interferences  witti  the  light,  air  and  access  to 
use  of  their  premises  not  occa^oned  by  ordinary  street  ; 
that  as  an  incident  and  "**  appurteDant  to  plaintiflfs'  ot 
ship  of  said  premiscB,  plaintiffs,  at  least  until  condemna 
compensation,  or  purchase,  have  and  had  in  said  Front  s 
the  right  and  easement  to  its  free  end  unimpaired  use,  foi 
uses  and  ordinary  purpoees  of  a  public  street  or  highway, 
to  exemption  from  noise,  smoke,  soot,  dost,  cinders,  obs' 
tions  and  unusual  impairment  of  the  easements  of  light 
and  access  and  ingress  and  egress  to  and  from  said  pren 
etc.  That  defendant's  structure  and  the  operation  of  its 
gines  and  cars  on  said  street  in  front  of  plaintiffs'  premise) 
of  a  permanent  and  continuous'  nature.  The  petition  i 
that  the  railroad  of  the  defendant  was  an  elevated  road, 
snperstruetnre  of  which  rested  upon  iron  columns  which 
erected  perpendicularly  to  a  height  of  from  fifteen  to  twe 
five  feet  above  the  surface  of  the  street  or  sidewalk ;  that  t 
columns  supported  cross-girders  or  frame  work,  upon  which  ■ 
laid  four  single  railroad  tracks,  or  two  double  railroad  tr 
and  that  the  railroad  of  the  defendant  has  ever  since  -tiie  < 
tion  of  the  structure  been,  and  still  ia,  operated  upon  t 
tracks;  and  that  the  superstructure  extends  out  on  either  i 
so  that  the  western  line  thereof  approaches  the  eastern  or  b» 
ing  line  of  plaintiffs'  premises  within  twelve  feet,  more  or  1 
that  these  structures  are  of  a  permanent  nature,  and  are  I 
and  intended  by  the  defendant  to  be  used  permanently  for 
transportation  of  freight  and  passengers;  "that  large  num 
of  freight  and  passenger  trains  daily  pass  in  front  of  plaint 
premises,  and  produce  a  flickering  and  darkening  of  the  li 
and  deprive  and  have  hitherto  deprived  plaintiffs  of  the  bi 
cial  use  of  such  light  as  comes  to  said  premises,  and  interf 
with  the  air,  ventilation  and  access  to  said  premises,  and 
privacy  thereof;  that  said  structure,  as  it  now  exists,  and 
above  described,  has  been  erected  and  maintained  without  h 
Tight,  and  is  a  special  injury  to  plaintiffs  and  their  pi«mii 
tiiat  the  operation  of  said  railroad  is  not  an  ordinary  street 
of  said  "•  street  authorized  by  law;  that  on  the  road  thus  c 
itructod  the  defendant  every  day  ran,  and  still  does  run,  mi 
trains  of  cars;  that  said  railroad  and  structure  greatly 
structed,  and  still  do  greatly  obstruct,  said  premises  and 
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passageway  to  and  from  said  building;  that  fhey  excluded,  and 
atill  do  exclude,  Hght  and  air  from  tiie  same;  that  the  trains 
made  and  still  do  make,  loud  and  disagreeable  noises,  caused, 
and  still  do  catise,  vibrations  of  the  buildings  erected  on  said 
premises,  whereby  the  security  of  such  buildings  is  greatly  im- 
paired and  their  strength  lessened  and  injured,  and  still  do  in- 
jure, said  buildings,  and  said  trains  and  said  structures  injure 
and  impair  plaintiffs'  easements  of  light,  air  and  access;  that 
the  yalue  of  the  use  and  occupation  of  said  premises  has 
thereby  been  greatly  damaged/' 

The  petition  further  avers  that  the  aforesaid  structure  and 
the  railroad  of  the  defendant  impose  a  new  and  additional  bur- 
den on  the  property  of  the  plaintiffs,  and  one  which  was  not 
within  the  power  of  the  city  of  St.  Louis  to  authorize  without 
compensating  plaintiffs  for  their  property  thus  taken  and  dam- 
aged; that  no  compensation  has  ever  been  made  for  the  afore- 
said taking  and  damage  of  plaintiffs'  property;  that  the  rental 
value  of  said  property  has  been  greatly  damaged,  to  wit,  to  the 
extent  of  two  thousand  five  hundred  dollars  per  annum,  by  the 
construction  and  operation  of  defendant's  railroad  in  said 
street ;  and  that  the  property  itself  has  been  permanently  dam- 
aged in  the  sum  of  twenty-five  thousand  dollars.  That  the  city 
of  St.  Louis  did  heretofore,  to  wit,  on  July  9,  1887,  adopt  an 
ordinance  which  undertook  to  authorize  the  construction  of  de- 
fendant's railroad,  and  the  use  of  the  streets  tiierefor,  which 
Baid  ordinance  is  set  forth  in  full  in  the  petition,  and  which, 
among  other  things,  required  the  construction  of  said  railroad 
to  be  commenced  within  one  year  after  the  approval  of  the  or^ 
dinance  and  to  be  completed  within  five  years  from  February 
3,  1887,  and  which  said  ordinance  was  subsequently  amended 
by  another  ordinance,  approved  ^^^  December  21,  1889;  that 
fte  defendant,  with  the  view  of  availing  itself  of  the  provision 
of  said  ordinance  and  claiming  to  act  under  the  same,  has  con- 
structed its  road  as  aforesaid,  and  that  the  said  ordinance  is  in 
conflict  with  article  2,  section  21,  of  the  constitution  of  this 
state,  and  also  in  conflict  with  article  2,  section  30^  of  the  con- 
stitution of  this  state,  and  also  in  conflict  with  the  fourteenth 
amendment  to  the  constitution  of  the  United  States;  **that 
plaintiffs'  property  has  been  taken  and  damaged  for  the  uses 
of  defendant's  railroad,  as  herein  set  out,  without  just  compen- 
sation; that  plaintiffs  have  been  deprived  of  their  property  by 
fte  defendant  without  due  process  of  law";  and  that  the  con- 
strnction  of  the  railroad  of  the  defendant  was  completed  in 
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May,  1890,  and  fhe  railroad  hap  been  operated  ever  since  that 
time;  and  that  the  operation  of  the  road  will  continue,  unless 
restrained  by  order  of  this  court 

The  petition  then  prays  that  the  damages  of  the  plaintifb 
may  be  ascertained  and  determined,  and  that  they  may  have 
judgment  therefor,  to  wit,  for  the  sum  of  twenty-five  thousand 
dollars;  also,  that  the  defendant  may  be  enjoined  from  further 
obstructing  and  encumbering  the  aforesaid  street,  and  also  from 
maintaining,  continuing  or  operating  its  railroad  and  structure 
in  front  of  the  premises  of  the  plaintiffs,  and  further  be  re- 
quired to  remove  said  structure  in  front  of  plaintiff's  property, 
unless,  within  such  time  as  should  be  fixed  by  the  courts  the 
defendant  pays  to  plaintiffs  a  sum  of  money  sufiBcient  to  com* 
pensate  the  plaintiffs  for  their  property  taken  and  for  the  per- 
manent injury  and  damage  done  thereto  by  reason  of  the  afore- 
said acts  of  the  defendant. 

1.  It  is  stated  by  counsel  that  the  action  of  the  trial  court 
in  sustaining  the  demurrer  to  the  petition  of  the  plaintiffs  was 
predicated  exclusively  on  the  theory  that  the  cause  of  action  of 
the  plaintiffs  was  barred  by  the  statute  of  limitations,  in  that 
it  appeared  from  the  face  of  the  petition  that  the  action  was 
not  instituted  within  five  years  after  the  completion  of  the  de- 
fendant's railway,  '^^^  but  this  is  not  disclosed  in  the  record, 
and  we  cannot  take  notice  of  the  reasons  which  moved  the  cir- 
cuit court  to  sustain  the  demurrer. 

As  said  by  Judge  Andrews  for  the  court  of  appeals  of  New 
York,  in  Kane  v.  New  York  etc.  B.  B.  Co.,  125  N.  Y.  175,  26  N. 
E.  278,  11  L.  B.  A.  640:  "Few  questions  have  come  before  the 
courts  in  this  generation  of  greater  practical  importance  or  in- 
volving larger  pecuniary  interests  than  those  growing  out  of 
the  construction  of  railways  in  city  streets.  Whether  such 
streets  may,  under  legislative  and  municipal  authority,  be  oc- 
cupied by  railroad  tracks,  to  the  inconvenience  of  abutting 
owners,  without  making  compensation,  and  what  limitation,  if 
any,  there  is  to  the  legislative  power  over  streets  which  cannot 
be  transgressed  without  violating  the  legal  and  constitutional 
rights  of  lot  owners  are  questions  which  have  excited  the  grav- 
est debate  and  have  been  the  subject  of  the  most  careful  judicial 
consideration.'* 

Borer  on  Bailroads,  volume  1,  page  515,  says  that  "as  to  the 
right  of  a  railroad  to  run  along  a  public  street  without  addi- 
tional compensation,  American  authorities  differ  so  widely  that 
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it  is  impossible  to  lay  down  any  positive  rule  of  law  upon  the 
subject.*' 

A  r6suin6  of  the  decisions  of  this  court  on  this  subject  will 
greatly  aid  us  in  arriving  at  a  proper  conclusion. 

The  easement  of  the  plaintiffs  in  Front  street  is  too  firmly 
established  to  admit  of  doubt. 

In  the  case  of  Qaus  &  Sons  Mfg.  Go.  v.  St.  Louis  etc.  B.  B. 
Co.,  113  Mo.  316,  36  Am.  St.  Bep.  706,  20  S.  W.  668,  18  H  B. 
A.  339,  McFarlane,  J.,  says:  ''It  must  be  conceded  by  the  de- 
fendant, because  it  is  too  well  settled  to  admit  of  question, 
tbat  every  owner  of  a  lot  abutting  on  a  public  street,  besides 
the  ownership  of  the  property  itself,  has  rights  appurtenant 
thereto,  which  form  a  part  of  the  estate.  Those  rights  are  said 
to  be  'as  much  property  as  the  lot  itself.'  Of  these  may  be 
Damed  an  easement  for  the  free  admission  ol  light  and  '^^  pure 
air;  and  the  right  of  ingress  and  egress  to  and  from  his  prop- 
erty. 'Every  lot  owner  has  a  "peculiar  interest  in  the  adja- 
cent street,  which  neither  the  local  nor  the  general  public  can 
pretend  to  claim ;  a  private  right  in  the  nature  of  an  incorporeal 
hereditament,  legally  attached  to  his  contiguous  ground;  an 
incidental  title  to  certain  facilities  and  franchises,''  which  is 
in  the  nature  of  property,  and  which  can  no  more  be  appro- 
priated against  his  will  than  any  tangible  proprety  of  which 
he  may  be  the  owner.*  Depriving  the  owners  of  these  incor- 
poreal hereditaments,  or  interfering  with  their  full  enjoyment, 
by  appropriating  the  street  to  a  new  and  different  public  use 
from    that   originally   contemplated,  would  undoubtedly  be  a 

damage  within  the  foregoing  constitutional  provision 

We  think  a  public  use  which  would  interfere  with  these  incor- 
poreal rights,  whereby  the  property  was  depreciated  in  value 
would  be  a  damage  to  the  property  within  the  meaning  of  the 
constitution,  and  would  entitle  the  owner  to  compensation.*' 
To  the  same  effect:  Knapp,  Stout  &  Co.  v.  Transfer  By.  Co., 
126  Mo.  35,  28  S.  W.  627;  Sherlock  v.  Kansas  City  etc.  By. 
Co.,  142  Mo.  182,  64  Am.  St.  Bep.  651,  43  S.  W.  629 ;  Egerer 
V.  New  York  Cent  B.  B.  Co.,  130  N.  Y.  108,  29  N.  E.  95,  14 
L  B.  A.  381 ;  Sperb  v.  Metropolitan  etc.  By.  Co.,  137  N.  Y. 
155,  32  N.  E.  1050,  20  L.  B.  A.  752. 

In  some  of  the  states  the  right  of  the  abutting  owner  to  com- 
pensation by  reason  of  the  construction  of  a  steam  railroad  in 
front  of  his  premises  has  been  made  to  depend  upon  whether 
the  fee  in  the  street  was  located  in  the  municipality,  or  the 
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abutting  owners,  hut  in  this  state  the  right  of  the  owi 
lot  in  a  city  or  town  to  the  nse  of  the  etreet  and  to  i 
for  its  obstmction  does  Dot  depend  on  his  ownership  o1 
the  soil  under  ttie  street.  His  right  flows  firom  tie  f 
his  lot  abuts  on  a  public  highway :  Lackland  v.  North  1 
E.  R.  Co.,  31  Mo.  187. 

At  an  early  day  in  the  judicial  history  of  this  stat« 
ruled  that  the  laying  of  tracks  and  the  operation  of 
railroad  on  flie  grade  of  a  public  B&«et  or  ''*"'  highway 
constitute  a  new  or  additional  servitude,  and  did  not 
compensation  for  damages  resulting  to  the  owners  of  ( 
property.  While  this  is  tme,  as  was  saJd  by  ttiia  a 
Knapp,  Stout  &  Co.  v.  Transfer  Ey.  Co.,  136  Mo.  36,  2 
627,  it  was  a  modified  mle,"  "a  rule  tJiat  has  been  hedge 
with  many  qnalifications." 

Thus  in  the  very  first  caae  {Ladtland  t;  North  Miss 
B.  Co.,  31  Mo.  188)  it  was  said:  "We  haw  not  obser 
case,  even  where  this  power  is  concededj  which'  allows  tl 
tion  of  depots,  or  oar  boildings,  or  any  other  atmctuMs 
materially  obstruct  the  use  of  tSie  Bt3«etr  or  highway  as  i 
easement." 

In  that  case  it  appeared  that  tlie  oonpany  built  a  ei 
along  the  main  track  in  the  street  fronting  the  plaint 
and  a  switch  track  connecting  the  two  others;  that  thesi 
rested  on  embankments  which  of  themselves  entinly  obc 
all  passage  of  vehicles  over  any  part  of  the  street.  .In  s 
to  the  three  tracks,  two  switch  ftTtmee  and'  a  cattle-w 
also  been  erected.  The  sidetrack  was  used  for  a  st^ndic 
of  freight  and  passenger  cars.  In  short,  the  street  wi 
BP  a  depot  yard.  Judge  Napton,  in  the  couree  of  the  ( 
referred  to  the  decision  of  ttie  Hupreme  court  of  Penne 
in  Commonwealth  v.  Erie  etc.  E.  R.  Co.,  27  Pa.  St  361, 
Dec.  471  (a  court  which  bos  maintained  at  all' times  the  i 
control  of  the  state  over  all  its  highways),  wherein  it  ws 
that  a  grant  of  right  of  way  over  and  along  streets,  hi; 
etc.,  but  with  the  restriction  "not  to  obstruct  or  imped 
free  use,"  did  not  authorize  the  company  to  place  any  n 
obstructions  in  the  streets  or  highways,  and  any  cba 
gradb,  unless  the  road  or  street  was  adapted  to  the  nev 
at  the  espenae  of  ftle  company,  was  unanthoriTsd,  an 
court  in  said  Lackland  case  afiirmed  a  judgment  for  d 
growing  out  of  the  said  acta  of  the  railway  company. 
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In  Porter  y.  North  ICiBBOuri  B.  B.  Co.,  33  Mo.  128,  the  opin- 
ion  proceeded  ^^  on  ifae  ground  that  the  plaintifTs  access  to 
his  property  waa  not  affected  by  the  eonstmction  of  the  road 
•t  grade. 

In  Tate  t.  M.  EL  ft  T.  B.  B.  Co.,  M  Mo.  149,  the  Pbrter 
case  came  under  review,  and  it  was  held  that  the  principles  an- 
nounced therein  only  applied  to  a  railroad  constrncted  on  the 
grade  of  Hie  street  where  the  only  obstmction  is  the  passage  of 
trains,  and  not  where  embankments  have  been  made  above  the 
grade,  or  where  the  street  is  used  for  sidetracks  or  other  struc- 
tnres  for  the  convenience  of  the  railroad,  and  accordingly  in 
file  Tate  case  damages  were  allowed  the  abutting  owner  where 
the  railroad  company  built  an  embankment  in  the  street  in 
front  of  the  plaintiflPs  lot.  To  the  same  effect  is  Swenson  t. 
City  of  Lexington,  €9  Mo.  166;  Gross  r.  Si  Louis  etc  By.  Co., 
77  Mo.  322;  Smith  r.  Eaittas  City  etc.  By.  Co.,  98  Mo.  24,  11 
8.  W.  259;  Bubaeh  ¥.  Hannibal  etc.  B.  R  Co.,  89  Mo.  488,  1 

In  Schopp  T.  Giij  of  Si  Louis,  117  Mo.  131,  22  S.  W.  898, 
20  L.  B.  A.  783,  this  court  held  that  an  abutting  owner  on  a 
street  has  equal  ri^t  with  the  public  to  use  the  street,  and  in 
addition  thereto,  he  has  certain  rights  which  are  special  to  him- 
self, e.  g.,  that  of  ingress  and  egress,  and  tiiat  the  city  has  no 
power  to  lease  spaces  on  a  street  in  front  of  a  business  house 
for  produce  dealers.  Judge  Black  for  the  court,  speaking  of 
the  building  of  market-houses  in  the  streets  of  a  city,  quotes 
Judge  Dillon  to  the  effect  that  **they  are  nuisances  when  built 
upon  the  streets,  although  sufficient  space  be  left  for  the  pas- 
sage of  Yehides  and  persons''  (Dillon  on  Municipal  Corpora- 
tiona,  4fli  ed.,  sec.  383),  and  says:  'The  public  highways  be- 
long, from  side  to  side  and  end  to  end,  to  the  public**;  and 
The  pubfic  are  entitled,  not  only  to  a  free  passage  along  the 
highway,  but  to  a  free  pj&sage  along  any  portion  of  it,  not  in 
the  actual  use  of  some  other  traveler,  •  •  •  •  and  the  abutting 
property  owner  has  the  right  to  the  free  and  unobstructed  passage 
to  and  from  Ms  property.*' 

In  Lockwood  t.  Wabash  By.  Co.,  122  Mo.  86,  43  Am.  St 
Bep.  547,  26  S.  W.  698,  24  L.  B.  A.  616,  it  was  pointed 
**^  out  that  section  2543  of  the  Eevised  Statutes  of  1889,  now 
section  1035  of  the  Bevised  Statutes  of  1899,  provides  that 
when  a  railroad  builds  its  tracks  in  a  public  street  by  permission 
of  the  dtj  authorities  it  must  restore  the  street  to  its  former 


532  American  State  Eepokts,  Vol.  101.     [Misa 

state,  or  to  anch  a  8tat«  as  not  Deceseerily  to  impair  its  ua 
cess,  and  that  the  mayor  and  assemhly  of  the  city  are  reetri 
in  their  grant  by  the  constitntioQ  and  laws  of  the  state. 

In  that  case,  while  the  court  felt  constrained  by  the 
broken  line  of  decisions  to  the  effect  that  a  city  in  this  i 
may  permit  and  authorize  by  ordinance  the  laying  of  a  rail 
track  at  grade  along  its  streets,  it  held  that  tlda  was  not  an 
qualified  power,  and  consequently  ruled  that  while  the  rail 
was  laid  at  grade,  yet  owing  to  the  narrowness  of  ibe  street 
the  width  of  the  tracks,  the  use  of  the  street  by  the  rail 
fompany  amounted  to  a  monopoly  and  ezcluaive  use  of 
ntreet  by  the  company  to  the  denial  of  the  ri^ts  of  the  abul 
•owners,  and  was  in  effect  a  taking  and  damaging  their  j: 
erty  without  compensation,  and  accordingly  aEBrmed  the 
cree  of  the  circuit  court  perpetually  restraining  the  com] 
from  operating  its  cars  and  locomotlTes  on  said  street. 

In  Knapp,  Stout  &  Co.  t.  Transfer  By.  Co.,  126  Mo.  SI 
S.  W.  627,  the  Lockwood  case  was  approved,  and  this  & 
«fter  reviewing  all  the  above  cases  perpetually  enjoined  the 
fendant  railroad  company  from  operating  a  switch  tract 
Hall  street  in  St.  Louis  in  front  of  plaintifPs  property  am 
what  would  have  been  the  west  sidewalk  had  one  been 
structed.  Judge  Black,  speaking  for  this  court,  said :  "Ta 
these  cases  all  in  all,  it  is  very  clear  a  municipal  corpora 
lias  no  power  to  grant  to  a  railroad  company  such  use  of  a  si 
as  will  destroy  ite  usefulneee  as  a  public  thoroughfare,  or 
etroy  or  iinreaeonably  interfere  with  the  right  of  an  abul 
property  holder  to  access  to  and  from  his  property." 

'**  The  petition  in  the  present  case  presents  sharply  foi 
frst  time  in  this  court  the  rights  of  an  abutting  owner  to  < 
pensation  for  the  new  and  additional  servitude  to  whii 
street  in  front  of  his  property  has  been  subjected  by  the 
struction  and  operation  of  an  elevated  railroad  thereon  ( 
permanent  structure,  such  as  is  described  in  plaintiffs  petii 

Starting  with  the  xinquestioned  easement  which  the  pi 
tifts  have  to  light  and  air  and  access  to  and  from  their  bi 
ings  and  the  adjudications  of  this  court  already  reviewed  a 
be  said  that  the  proposition  is  stare  decisis  and  that  plain 
are  precluded  from  recovering  compensation  because  the 
fendant'e  railroad  is  not  a  new  or  additional  servitude  P 
opinion  is  that  there  is  nothing  in  our  decisions  up  to  this 
that  precludes  a  recovery  and  the  point  is  before  os  for  a 
dication  in  the  light  of  reason  and  the  analogies  of  the  law 
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The  question  is  not  a  new  one  in  our  sister  states.  Thus  in 
New  York  the  question  arose  in  Story  v.  New  York  etc.  By. 
Co.,  90  N.  Y.  122,  43  Am.  Bep.  146.  The  case  is  notable,  not 
only  on  account  of  the  question  inyolved  and  the  thoroughness 
witii  which  it  was  considered  but  the  ability  of  the  counsel  who 
argued  it.  In  that  case  the  trial  court  found  that  ^'the  struc* 
ture  of  elevated  railroad  in  that  case  would  to  some  extent  ob- 
scure the  light  of  the  abutting  premises;  that  the  passing  trains 
would  do  this  also  and  would  impair  the  usefulness  of  the  plain- 
tiff's premises;  that  the  line  of  columns  abridges  the  sidewalks 
and  interferes  with  the  street  as  a  thoroughfare  where  such 
columns  are  located;  that  the  fronts  of  the  buildings  will  be 
exposed  to  observation  from  passengers  in  passing  trains  and 
their  privacy  invaded  and  these  things  will  be  of  a  continuing 
character.''  We  quote  this  finding  because  it  is  practically  the 
very  things  of  which  plaintiffs  in  this  case  complain.  Dan- 
forth^  J.,  who  delivered  the  majority  opinion^  assumed  as  the 
basis  of  his  opinion  that  the  fee  to  the  street  was  in  the  city, 
and  '^^  thus,  in  this  respect,  the  opinion  is  in  harmony  with 
our  own  on  this  subject,  viz.,  that  irrespective  of  the  title  in 
the  street,  the  abutter  had  the  easement  of  air  and  light  and 
access  to  and  from  the  street  until  by  legal  process  and  upon 
just  compensation,  it  was  taken  from  him.  While  conceding 
that  a  railroad  on  grade  was  not  a  new  servitude,  the  court  said : 
''Can  the  street  be  lawfully  appropriated  to  such  a  structure 
(as  this)  without  making  compensation  to  the  .plaintiff  for  his^ 
easement  therein?  This  is  a  question  of  power.  If  the  leg- 
islature has  power  to  authorize  such  a  structure,  without  com- 
pensation, its  exercise  cannot  be  regulated  by  the  courts.  If 
one  road  may  be  authorized  to  be  constructed  upon  two  series  of 
iron  columns  placed  in  the  street,  another  may  be  authorized 
to  be  supported  upon  brick  columns,  or  upon  brick  arches  span- 
ning the  street  If  a  superstructure  may  be  authorized  which 
spans  the  entire  camage-way  at  fifteen  feet  above  the  bed  of 
the  street,  one  may  be  authorized  which  spans  the  entire  street^ 
from  building  to  building,  thus  excluding  light  and  air  from 
the  street  and  from  the  property  abutting  thereon.  Thus  an 
open  street  would  be  converted  into  a  covered  way,  and  so  filled 
with  columns  or  otiier  permanent  structures  as  to  be  practically 
impassable  for  vehicles."  Tracey,  J.,  cqncurring,  further  said : 
^'The  argument  has  been  pressed  upon  our  attention  with  great 
ability  &at  as  railroads,  like  streets,  are  intended  to  facilitate 
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irbether  unexplained  possession  of  stolen  property  raises  an  inference 
of  guilt  or  is  sufficient  to  establish  the  guilt  of  the  possessor  is  for 
the  jury:  People  y.  Hannon,  85  GaL  874,  24  Pae.  700;  Lnndy  v.  State, 
71  Ga.  360;  State  y.  Walker,  41  Iowa,  217;  Hunter  v.  Commonwealth, 
20  Ky.  Law  Bep.  1165,  48  8.  W.  1077;  Commonwealth  v.  McGorty, 
114  Mass.  299;  State  y.  Hoshaw,  89  Minn.  807,  94  N.  W.  873;  White- 
man  y.  State,  42  Neb.  841,  60  N.  W.  1025;  State  y.  Hodge,  50  N.  H. 
510;  Methard  y.  Stote,  19  Ohio  St.  863;  Prinee  y.  State,  44  Tex.  480; 
Porterfield  y.  Commonwealth,  91  Ya.  801,  22  S.  E.  352;  Byan  y.  State, 
83  Wis.  486,  53  N.  W.  836.  The  question  what  time  after  the  theft 
is  reeent  is  also  for  the  jury:  Boyd  y.  State,  24  Tex.  App.  570,  5  Am. 
St.  Bep.  908,  0  S.  W.  853;  Willis  y.  State,  24  Tex.  586,  6  S.  W.  857; 
State  y.  Walters,  7  Wash.  246,  84  Pae.  938,  1098;  State  y.  Eubank, 
33  Wash.  293,  74  Pae.  378.  The  question  whether  the  property  found 
in  the  possession  of  the  aeeused  is  the  stolen  property  is  also  for 
the  jury:  State  y.  Griffin,  71  Iowa,  372,  32  N.  W.  447;  Branson  ▼. 
Commonwealth,  92  Ky.  330,  17  S.  W.  1019;  State  y.  Bruee,  106  M*.  G. 
792,  11  8.  E.  475.  The  effeet  to  be  giyen  to  the  explanation  given 
of  the  acquisition  of  the  stolen  property  is  also  a  question  for  the 
jury:  York  v.  State,  42  Tex.  Gr.  528,  61  S.  W.  125;  MoCoy  y.  State 
(Tex.  Cr.),  81  S.  W.  46.  And  in  People  y.  Farrington,  140  CaL  656, 
74  Pae.  288,  it  was  held  that  the  demeanor  of  the  aeeused  wben 
found  in  possession  of  the  stolen  property  or  when  he  attempted  to 
explain  was  proper  to  be  considered  by  the  jury  so  far  as  disclosed 
by  the  eyidencc. 


DE  QEOFEOY  v.  MERCHANTS'  BBIDQE  TEBMINAL 

RAILWAY  COMPANY. 

[179  Mo.  698,  79  S.  W.  386.] 

BTBEBTS^Bigbts  of  Abutting  Owners. — ^The  right  of  the 
owner  of  a  lot  in  a  city  or  town  to  the  use  of  the  street  and  to  dam- 
ages for  its  obstruction  does  not  depend  on  his  ownership  of  any  of 
the  soil  under  the  street.  His  right  flows  from  the  fact  that  his  lot 
abuts  on  the  public  street,     (p.  529.) 

STBEETS— Abutting  Owners— Easement — Compensation. — ^An 
abutting  owner  on  a  public  street  has  an  easement  therein  of  light, 
air,  and  access  to  and  from  his  property  by  means  of  such  street,  of 
which  he  cannot  be  deprived  without  compensation,     (pp.  532,  53G.) 

STBEETS— Surface  Railroads  in— New  Seryitude. — ^The  con- 
struction and  maintenance  of  a  steam  or  street  railroad  on  the  grade 
of  a  street  in  pursuance  of  municipal  authority,  the  municipal 
corporation  having  power  to  grant  it  is  not  a  new  or  additional  ser- 
yitude on  the  land  upon  which  the  street  is  constructed,  and  falls 
within  the  use  contemplated  when  the  street  was  laid  out  or  acquired 
by  the  public     (p.  536.) 
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STBEET&— Elerated  BailroMls  TlMrein— New  Servltiiile.~Aii 

elevated  steam  railroad,  constructed  on  permanent  pillars  or  archea 
in  a  public  street  by  consent  of  the  municipality,  so  as  to  shut  out 
the  light  and  air  of  abutting  owners  and  interfere  with  the  freo 
ue  of  the  street,  and  their  access  to  and  from  their  premises,  ia  a 
new  and  additional  servitude,  and  one  not  in  contemplation  when  the 
street  was  acquired  or  laid  out,  and  one  which  entitles  them  to  just 
compensation  for  any  depreciation  in  the  value  of  their  property 
eansed  by  the  construction  and  maintenance  of  such  railroad,  (p. 
540.)  ^*^ 

STBEETfr— New  Senritnda  Thereio— Limitation  of  Actiim.— 

An  action  by  abutting  property  owners  on  a  public  street  to  recover 
for  damages  to  their  property  caused  by  the  construction  of  an  ele- 
vated railroad  therein  is  barred  by  limitation  in  five  years  after  such 
construction  has  become  permanent  and  eomplete.     (p.  541.) 

Sale  &  Sale  and  D.  QoldBmith^  for  the  appellants. 

J.  H.  Overall,  for  the  respondent. 

'^^^  GANTT,  J.  This  is  an  action  by  plaintiffs,  who  .are 
abutting  owners  of  real  estate  on  Front  street,  in  the  city  of 
St.  Louis,  for  damages  to  their  said  realty,  occasioned  by  and 
i^raulting  from  the  construction  and  operation  of  an  elevated 
steam  commercial  railroad  along  and  over  said  Front  street  in 
front  of  plaintifiEs'  lots.  In  the  circuit  court  a  demurrer  to  the 
petition  was  sustained  on  the  ground  that  it  did  not  state  facts 
sufficient  to  constitute  a  cause  of  action.  The  propriety  of  that 
action  by  the  circuit  court  presents  the  sole  and  only  question 
for  our  determination  at  this  time. 

Omitting  caption,  the  plaintiffs  allege  that  the  defendant  is 
ft  railroad  corporation,  engaged  as  a  common  carrier,  operating 
a  steam  railroad  with  locomotives  and  cars  at  and  in  the  city 
of  St.  Louis.  That  plaintiffs  are  now,  and  for  many  years 
bave  been,  the  owners  in  fee  simple  of  a  lot  in  city  block  5, 
fronting  seventy-six  feet  on  the  west  line  of  Wharf  or  Front 
street,  in  the  city  of  St  Louis,  with  a  depth  of  seventy-five  feet, 
on  which  lot  there  were  at  all  the  times  mentioned  in  the  peti- 
tion, and  are  now,  erected  three  substantial  four-story  brick 
buildings,  known  as  numbers  203,  204  and  205  South  Levee  or 
Fiont  street.  That  plaintiffs  acquired  the  said  lot  and  premises 
prior  to  the  year  1890,  and  have  owned  and  occupied  the  same 
ty  themselves  and  their  tenants  continuously  since  April,  1890. 
That  said  Front  street,  known  as  the  Levee  or  Wharf,  is  and 
^as  for  many  years  prior  to  the  construction  of  defendant's 
said  railway,  as  hereafter  set  out,  a  public  street  and  highway 
of  the  city  of  St.  Louis,  and  held  by  said  city  in  trust  for  the 
inaintenance  thereof  as  public  streets  are  generally  used  and 
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Tnaintained ;  that  plaintiffs  were  and  are  seised  of  an 
in  iaid  street  and  are  entitied  to  have  the  same  kept 
as  a  public  higbway,  and  to  be  protected  from  imuau 
traordinary  interferences  with  the  IJght,  air  and  acei 
nee  oi  their  premises  not  occasioned  by  ordinary  st 
that  ae  an  incident  and  ''"^  appurtenant  to  plaintif 
ship  of  said  premises,  plaintiffs,  at  least  until  coni 
compensation,  or  purchase,  have  and  had  in  said  Fi 
the  right  and  easement  to  its  free  and  nnimpaired  ui 
uses  and  ordinary  purposes  of  a  public  street  or  big 
to  exemption  from  noise,  smoke,  soot,  dust,  cinden 
tions  and  unusual  impairment  of  the  easements  of 
and  access  and  ingress  and  egress  to  and  from  said 
etc.  That  defendant's  stmcture  and  the  operation 
gines  and  cars  on  said  street  in  front  of  plaintiffs'  pn 
of  a  permanent  and  continuous'  nature.  The  petit 
■that  tie  railroad  of  the  defendant  was  an  elevated 
superstructure  of  which  rested  upon  iron  columns  w 
erected  perpendicularly  to  a  hei^t  of  from  fifteen  1 
five  feet  above  the  surface  of  the  street  or  sidewalk; 
columns  supported  cross-girders  or  frame  work,  npon  v 
laid  four  single  railroad  tracks,  or  two  donble  railn 
and  that  the  railroad  of  the  defendant  has  ever  since 
tion  of  the  structure  been,  and  still  is,  operated  u 
tracks;  and  that  the  superstructure  extends  out  on  ei 
so  that  the  western  line  thereof  approaches  the  eastern 
ing  line  of  plaintiffs'  premises  within  twelve  feet,  moi 
that  these  structures  are  of  a  permanent  nature,  and 
and  intended  by  the  defendant  to  be  nsed  permanent! 
transportation  of  freight  and  passengers;  "that  large 
of  freight  and  passenger  trains  daily  pass  in  front  of 
premises,  and  produce  a  flickering  and  darkening  of 
and  deprive  and  have  hitherto  deprived  plaintiffs  of 
cial  use  of  such  light  as  comes  to  said  premises,  and 
with  the  air,  ventilation  and  access  to  said  premises 
privacy  thereof;  that  said  structure,  as  it  now  exist 
above  described,  has  been  erected  and  maintained  witt 
right,  and  is  a  special  injury  to  plaintiffs  and  their 
that  the  operation  of  said  railroad  is  not  an  ordinary 
of  said  ^8  street  authorized  by  law;  that  on  the  road 
Btmcted  the  defendant  every  day  ran,  and  still  does  r 
trains  of  cars;  that  said  railroad  and  structure  gn 
Btructed,  and  still  do  greatly  obstruct,  said  premises 
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passageway  to  and  from  said  building;  that  they  excluded^  and 
Btill  do  exclnde^  Hght  and  air  from  Ihe  same;  &at  the  trains 
made  and  still  do  make,  loud  and  disagreeahle  noises,  caused, 
and  still  do  cause,  yibrations  of  the  buildings  erected  on  said 
premises,  whereby  the  security  of  such  buildings  is  greatly  im- 
-paired  and  their  strength  lessened  and  injured,  and  still  do  in- 
jure, said  buildings,  and  said  trains  and  said  structures  injure 
and  Impair  plaintiffs'  easements  of  light,  air  and  access;  that 
the  value  of  the  use  and  occupation  of  said  premises  has 
thereby  heen  greatly  damaged.'* 

The  petition  further  avers  that  the  aforesaid  structure  and 
the  railroad  of  the  defendant  impose  a  new  and  additional  bur- 
den on  the  property  of  the  plaintiffs,  and  one  which  was  not 
within  the  power  of  the  city  of  St.  Louis  to  authorize  without 
compensating  plaintiffs  for  their  property  thus  taken  and  dam- 
aged ;  that  no  compensation  has  ever  been  made  for  the  afore- 
said taking  and  damage  of  plaintiffs'  property;  that  the  rental 
value  of  said  property  has  been  greatly  damaged,  to  wit,  to  the 
extent  of  two  liiouBand  five  hundred  dollars  per  annum,  by  the 
construction    and    operation    of    defendant's  railroad  in  said 
street ;  and  that  the  property  itself  has  been  permanently  dam- 
aged in  the  sum  of  twenty-five  thousand  dollars.    That  the  city 
of  St.  Louis  did  heretofore,  to  wit,  on  July  9,  1887,  adopt  an 
ordinance  which  undertook  to  authorize  the  construction  of  de- 
fendant's railroad,  and  the  use  of  the  streets  therefor,  which 
said  ordinance  is  set  forth  in  full  in  the  petition,  and  which, 
among  other  things,  required  the  construction  of  said  railroad 
to  be  commenced  within  one  year  after  the  approval  of  the  or- 
dinance and  to  be  completed  within  five  years  from  February 
3,  1887,  and  which  said  ordinance  was  subsequently  amended 
by  another  ordinance,  approved  '^^^  December  21,  1889;  that 
Ihe  defendant,  with  the  view  of  availing  itself  of  the  provision 
of  said  ordinance  and  claiming  to  act  under  the  same,  has  con- 
stmcted  its  road  as  aforesaid,  and  that  the  said  ordinance  is  in 
conflict  with  article  2,  section  21,  of  the  constitution  of  this 
state,  and  also  in  conflict  with  article  2,  section  30,  of  the  con- 
stitution of  this  state,  and  also  in  conflict  with  the  fourteenth 
amendment  to   the   constitution  of  the  United  States;  *^hat 
plaintiffs'  property  has  been  taken  and  damaged  for  the  uses 
of  defendant's  railroad,  as  herein  set  out,  without  just  compen- 
sation; that  plaintiff^  have  been  deprived  of  their  property  by 
the  defendant  without  due  process  of  law";  and  that  the  con- 
struction of  the  railroad  of  the  defendant  was  completed  in 
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May,  1890,  and  fhe  railroad  ha?  been  operated  ever  since  that 
time;  and  that  the  operation  of  the  road  will  continue,  unless 
restrained  by  order  of  this  court. 

The  petition  then  prays  that  the  damages  of  the  plaintiffs 
may  be  ascertained  and  determined,  and  that  they  may  have 
judgment  therefor,  to  wit,  for  the  sum  of  twenty-five  thousand 
dollars;  also,  that  the  defendant  may  be  enjoined  from  further 
obstructing  and  encumbering  the  aforesaid  street,  and  also  from 
maintaining,  continuing  or  operating  its  railroad  and  structure 
in  front  of  the  premises  of  the  plaintiffs,  and  further  be  re- 
quired to  remove  said  structure  in  front  of  plaintiff's  property, 
unless,  within  such  time  as  should  be  fixed  by  the  court,  the 
defendant  pays  to  plaintiffs  a  sum  of  money  sufficient  to  com- 
pensate the  plaintiffs  for  their  property  taken  and  for  the  per- 
manent injury  and  damage  done  thereto  by  reason  of  the  afore- 
said acts  of  the  defendant 

1.  It  is  stated  by  counsel  that  the  action  of  the  trial  court 
in  sustaining  the  demurrer  to  the  petition  of  the  plaintiffs  was 
predicated  exclusively  on  the  theory  that  the  cause  of  action  of 
ihe  plaintiffs  was  barred  by  the  statute  of  limitations,  in  that 
it  appeared  from  the  face  of  the  petition  that  the  action  was 
not  instituted  within  five  years  after  the  completion  of  the  de- 
fendant's railway,  ''^  but  this  is  not  disclosed  in  the  record, 
and  we  cannot  take  notice  of  the  reasons  which  moved  the  cir- 
cuit court  to  sustain  the  demurrer. 

As  said  by  Judge  Andrews  for  the  court  of  appeals  of  New 
York,  in  Kane  v.  New  York  etc.  B.  B.  Co.,  126  N.  Y.  176,  26  N. 
E.  278,  11  L.  E.  A.  640 :  "Few  questions  have  come  before  the 
courts  in  this  generation  of  greater  practical  importance  or  in- 
volving larger  pecuniary  interests  than  those  growing  out  of 
the  construction  of  railways  in  city  streets.  Whether  such 
streets  may,  under  legislative  and  mimicipal  authority,  be  oc- 
cupied by  railroad  tracks,  to  the  inconvenience  of  abutting 
owners,  without  making  compensation,  and  what  limitation,  if 
any,  there  is  to  the  legislative  power  over  streets  which  cannot 
be  transgressed  without  violating  the  legal  and  constitutional 
rights  of  lot  owners  are  questions  which  have  excited  the  grav- 
est debate  and  have  been  tiie  subject  of  the  most  careful  Judicial 
consideration.'* 

Borer  on  Bailroads,  volume  1,  page  615,  says  that  "as  to  the 
right  of  a  railroad  to  run  along  a  public  street  without  addi- 
tional compensation,  American  authorities  differ  so  widely  that 
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it  is  impossible  to  lay  down  any  positive  rule  of  law  upon  the 
subject.** 

A  r^nm^  of  the  decisions  of  this  court  on  this  subject  will 
greatly  aid  us  in  arriving  at  a  proper  conclusion. 

The  easement  of  the  plaintifEs  in  Front  street  is  too  firmly 
established  to  admit  of  doubt. 

In  the  case  of  Gaus  &  Sons  Mfg.  Co.  v.  St.  Louis  etc.  B.  B. 
Co.,  113  Mo.  315,  36  Am.  St.  Bep.  706,  20  S.  W.  668,  18  L  B. 
A.  339,  McFarlane,  J.,  says:  "It  must  be  conceded  by  the  de- 
fendant, because  it  is  too  well  settled  to  admit  of  question, 
that  every  owner  of  a  lot  abutting  on  a  public  street,  besides 
the  ownership  of  the  property  itself,  has  rights  appurtenant 
thereto,  which  form  a  part  of  the  estate.  Those  rights  are  said 
to  be  'as  much  property  as  the  lot  itself.'  Of  these  may  be 
named  an  easement  for  the  free  admission  of  light  and  '^^^  pure 
air;  and  the  right  of  ingress  and  egress  to  and  from  his  prop- 
erty, ^very  lot  owner  has  a  '^peculiar  interest  in  the  adja- 
cent street,  which  neither  the  local  nor  the  general  public  can 
pretend  to  claim ;  a  private  right  in  the  nature  of  an  incorporeal 
hereditament,  legally  attached  to  his  contiguous  ground;  an 
incidental  title  to  certain  facilities  and  franchises,'^  which  is 
in  the  nature  of  property,  and  which  can  no  more  be  appro- 
priated against  his  will  than  any  tangible  proprety  of  which 
he  may  be  the  owner.'  Depriving  the  owners  of  these  incor- 
poreal hereditaments,  or  interfering  with  their  full  enjoyment, 
by  appropriating  the  street  to  a  new  and  different  public  use 
from    that   originally   contemplated,  would  undoubtedly  be  a 

damage  within  the  foregoing  constitutional  provision 

We  think  a  public  use  which  would  interfere  with  these  incor- 
poreal rights,  whereby  the  property  was  depreciated  in  value 
would  be  a  damage  to  the  property  within  the  meaning  of  the 
constitution,  and  would  entitle  the  owner  to  compensation.*' 
To  the  same  eflPect:  Knapp,  Stout  &  Co.  v.  Transfer  By.  Co., 
126  Mo.  36,  28  S.  W.  627;  Sherlock  v.  Kansas  City  etc.  By. 
Co.,  142  Mo.  182,  64  Am,  St.  Bep.  661,  43  S.  W.  629 ;  Egerer 
V.  New  York  Cent.  B.  B.  Co.,  130  N.  Y.  108,  29  N.  E.  95,  14 
L.  B.  A.  381;  Sperb  v.  Metropolitan  etc.  By.  Co.,  137  N.  Y. 
155,  32  N.  E.  1060,  20  L,  B.  A.  752. 

In  some  of  the  states  the  right  of  the  abutting  owner  to  com- 
pensation by  reason  of  the  construction  of  a  steam  railroad  in 
front  of  his  premises  has  been  made  to  depend  upon  whether 
the  fee  in  the  street  was  located  in  the  municipality,  or  the 

Am.  St  B«p-  Vol.   101—34 


530  AuERtCAN  State  ReportBj  Vol.  101.     [Missoai 

abutting  owners,  but  in  this  state  the  right  of  the  owner  of 
lot  in  a  city  or  town  to  the  use  of  the  street  and  to  damagi 
for  its  obstruction  does  not  depend  on  his  ownership  of  any  ( 
the  eoil  under  the  street.  His  right  flows  from  ttie  fact  thi 
his  lot  abuts  on  a  public  hi^way:  Lackland  v.  North  Missou 
E.  R.  Co.,  31  Mo.  187. 

At  an  early  day  in  the  judicial  Hstory  of  tlda  state  it  wi 
ruled  tliat  the  laying  of  tracks  and  the  operation  of  a  steai 
railroad  on  the  grade  of  a  pnblic  stteet  or  ''®'  highway  did  nf 
constitute  a  new  or  additional  aervitude,  and  did  not  warrat 
compeosatioa  for  damages  resulting  to  the  owners  of  abnttiD 
property.  While  this  is  true,  as  waa  said  by  this  court  i 
Knapp,  Stout  &  Co.  t.  Transfer  Ry.  Co.,  126  Mo.  36,  38  S.  V 
fi27,  it  was  a  modified  rule,"  "a  mlethat  has  been  hedged'  aboi 
with  many  qndifications." 

Thus  in  the  very  first  case  (Ladtlatui  v:  North  Mis»rari  I 
E.  Co.,  31  Mo.  188)  it  was  said:  "^e  have-  not  obBorved  an 
case,  even  where  this  power  is  conceded;  which'  allows  the  eret 
tion  of  depota,  or  car  bnildings,  or  any  crthep  strnctures,  whic 
materially  obstruct  the  use  of  the  sti^otf  or  highway  as  8  publi 


In  that  case  it  appeared  that  the  company  built  a  aidetrac 
along  the  main  track  in  the  street  fronting  the  plaintiff's  k 
and  a  switch  track  connecting  the  two  others;  that  these  track 
rested  on  embankments  which  of  themselves  enfirely  obstructe 
all  passage  of  vehicles  over  any  part  of  the  street  In  additio: 
to  the  three  tracks,  two  switch  frames  and'  a  cattlcway  ha' 
also  been  erected.  The  sidetrack  was  used  for  a  Btanding  plac 
of  freight  and  passenger  ears.  In  short,  the  street  was  usei 
Of  a  depot  yard.  Judge  Napton,  in  the  coarse  of  the  opinior 
referred  to  the  decision  of  the  supreme  court  of  Pennsylvani 
in  Commonwealth  v.  Erie  ebc.  R,  R.  Co.,  27  Pa.  St  351,  67  Am 
Dec.  471  (a  court  which  hea  maintained  at  all'  (imea  the  absolut 
control  of  the  state  over  all  its  highways) ,  wherein  it  was  rule* 
that  a  grant  of  right  of  way  over  and  along  streets,  highways 
etc.,  but  with  the  restriction  "not  to  obstruct  or  impede  thei 
free  use,"  did  not  authorize  the  company  to  place  any  materia 
obstructions  in  the  streets-  or  highways,  and  any  diange  o 
gradfe,  unless  the  road  or  street  was  adapted  to  the  new  gradi 
a*  the  expense  of  file  company,  was  nnanthorized,  and  Ihii 
court  in  said  Lackland  case  affirmed  a  judgmentl  for  damage) 
growing  out  of  the  said  acts  of  the  railway  company. 
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In  Porter  y.  Nor&  Miflaouri  R  R  Co.,  33  Mo.  128,  the  opin* 
ion  proceeded  ^^^  on  the  ground  that  the  plaintiff^B  aooess  to 
his  property  was  not  affeeted  by  the  oonstmction  of  the  road 
•t  grade. 

In  Tate  y.  M.  K.  ft  T.  B.  B.  Co.,  64  Mo.  149,  the  Fbrter 
case  eame  under  review,  and  it  was  held  that  the  principles  an- 
nonnoed  therein  onlj  applied  to  a  railroad  constracted  on  the 
grade  of  the  street  where  the  only  obetmction  is  the  passage  of 
trains,  and  not  where  embankments  have  been  made  aboye  fiie 
grade;^  or  whoe  the  street  is  used  for  sidetracks  or  other  struc- 
tures for  the  convenience  of  the  railroad,  and  accordingly  in 
the  Tate  case  damages  were  allowed  the  abutting  owner  where 
the  railroad  company  built  an  embankment  in  the  street  in 
front  of  the  plaintiffs  lot  To  the  same  effect  is  Bwenson  t. 
City  of  Lexington,  69  Mo.  166;  Gross  t.  Si  Louis  etc.  By.  Co., 
77  Mo.  322;  Smifli  t.  Esnsas  City  etc  By.  Co.,  98  Mo.  24,  11 
S.  W.  259 ;  Dabaeh  ▼•  nannibal  etc.  B.  R  Co.,  89  Mo.  488,  1 
&  W.  86. 

In  Schopp  Y.  atj  of  St.  Louis,  117  Mo.  131,  22  S.  W.  898, 
20  L.  B.  A.  783,  this  court  held  that  an  shutting  owner  on  a 
atreet  has  equal  ri^t  with  the  public  to  use  the  street,  and  in 
addition  tiiereto,  he  has  certain  rights  which  are  special  to  him- 
self, e.  g.,  that  of  ingress  and  egress,  and  that  the  city  has  no 
power  to  lease  spaces  on  a  street  in  front  of  a  business  house 
for  produce  dealers.  Judge  Black  for  the  court,  speaking  of 
the  building  of  market-houses  in  the  streets  of  a  city,  quotes 
Judge  Dillon  to  Hie  effect  that  ^hey  are  nuisances  when  built 
upon  the  streets,  although  sufficient  space  be  left  for  the  pas- 
sage of  yehicles  and  persons''  (Dillon  on  Municipal  Corpora- 
tions, 4tb  ed.,  sec.  883),  and  says:  'The  public  highways  be- 
long, from  side  to  side  and  end  to  end,  to  the  public^;  and 
'The  public  are  entitled,  not  only  to  a  free  passage  along  the 
highway,  but  to  a  free  ps&sage  along  any  portion  of  it,  not  in 
the  actual  use  of  some  other  trayeler,  .  •  .  •  and  the  abutting 
property  owner  has  the  right  to  the  free  and  unobstructed  passage 
to  and  from  his  property.*' 

In  Lockwood  y.  Wabash  By.  Co.,  122  Mo.  86,  43  Am.  St 
Bep.  647,  26  S.  W.  698,  24  L.  B.  A.  616,  it  was  pointed 
'^  out  that  section  2543  of  the  Bevised  Statutes  of  1889,  now 
section  1036  of  the  Eevised  Statutes  of  1899,  provides  that 
when  a  railroad  builds  its  tracks  in  a  public  street  by  permission 
of  the  dty  authorities  it  must  restore  the  street  to  its  former 
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state,  or  to  such  a  state  as  not  necessarily  to  impair  its  nsefol' 
Dess,  aod  that  ttie  major  and  assembly  of  the  city  are  restricted 
in  their  grant  by  the  constitntion  and  lavs  of  the  state. 

In  that  case,  while  the  court  felt  constrained  by  the  un- 
broken line  of  decisions  to  the  effect  that  a  city  in  this  8tat« 
may  permit  and  authorize  by  ordinance  the  laying  of  a  railroad 
track  at  grade  along  its  streets,  it  held  that  this  was  not  an  un- 
qualified power,  and  consequently  ruled  that  while  the  railroad 
was  laid  at  grade,  yet  owing  to  the  narrowness  of  the  street  and 
the  width  of  the  tracks,  the  use  of  the  street  by  the  railroad 
rompany  amounted  to  a  monopoly  and  excloslTe  nae  of  th< 
street  by  the  company  to  the  denial  of  the  rights  of  the  abutting 
•owners,  and  was  in  effect  a  taking  and  damaging  their  prop- 
erty without  compensation,  and  accordingly  aEBrmed  the  de- 
cree of  the  circuit  court  perpetually  restraining  tiie  company 
from  operating  its  cars  and  locomotives  on  said  street. 

Id  Knapp,  Stout  ft  Co.  t.  Transfer  By.  Co.,  12G  Mo.  37,  28 
S.  W.  6S7,  the  Lockwood  case  was  approved,  and  this  court, 
«f ter  reviewing  all  the  above  cases  perpetually  enjoined  the  de- 
fendant  railroad  company  from  operating  a  switch  track  in 
Hall  street  in  St.  Louis  in  front  of  plaintiff's  property  and  oo 
ivhat  would  have  been  the  west  sidewalk  had  one  been  con- 
etructed.  Judge  Black,  speaking  for  this  court,  said :  "Taking 
these  cases  all  in  all,  it  is  very  clear  a  municipal  corporation 
has  no  power  to  grant  to  a  railroad  company  such  use  of  a  street 
fiB  will  destroy  its  nsefiilness  as  a  public  thoroughfare,  or  de- 
ctroy  or  unreasonably  interfere  witii  the  right  of  an  abutting 
property  holder  to  access  to  and  from  his  property." 

'Tio  The  petition  in  the  present  case  presents  sharply  for  the 
jirst  time  in  this  court  the  rights  of  an  abutting  owner  to  com- 
pensation for  the  new  and  additional  servitude  to  which  a 
street  in  front  of  his  property  has  been  subjected  by  the  con- 
struction and  operation  of  an  elevated  railroad  thereon  on  a 
permanent  stmcture,  such  as  is  described  in  plaintiff's  petition. 

Starting  with  the  unquestioned  easement  which  the  plain- 
tiSs  have  to  light  and  air  and  access  to  and  from  their  build- 
ings and  the  adjudications  of  this  court  already  reviewed  can  it 
be  said  that  the  proposition  is  stare  decisis  and  that  plaintiK 
are  precluded  from  recovering  compensation  because  the  de- 
fendant's railroad  is  not  a  new  or  additional  servitude?  Our 
opinion  is  that  there  is  nothing  in  our  decisions  up  to  this  time 
that  precludes  a  recovery  and  the  point  is  before  us  for  adju- 
dication In  the  light  of  reason  and  the  analogies  of  the  law. 
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The  question  is  not  a  new  one  in  our  sister  states.  Thus  in 
New  York  the  question  arose  in  Story  v.  New  York  etc.  By. 
Co.,  90  N.  Y.  122,  43  Am.  Bep.  146.  The  case  is  notable,  not 
only  on  account  of  the  question  involved  and  the  thoroughness 
witli  which  it  was  considered  but  the  ability  of  the  counsel  who 
argued  it  In  Ihat  case  the  trial  court  found  that  '^the  struc- 
ture of  elevated  railroad  in  that  case  would  to  some  extent  ob- 
scure the  light  of  the  abutting  premises;  that  the  passing  trains 
would  do  this  also  and  would  impair  the  usefulness  of  the  plain- 
tifPs  premises;  that  the  line  of  columns  abridges  the  sidewalks 
and  interferes  with  the  street  as  a  thoroughfare  where  such 
columns  are  located;  that  the  fronts  of  the  buildings  will  be 
exposed  to  observation  from  passengers  in  passing  trains  and 
their  privacy  invaded  and  these  things  will  be  of  a  continuing 
character.''  We  quote  this  finding  because  it  is  practically  the 
very  things  of  which  plaintiffs  in  this  case  complain.  Dan- 
forth,  J.,  who  delivered  the  majority  opinion,  assumed  as  the 
basis  of  his  opinion  that  the  fee  to  the  street  was  in  the  city, 
and  '^^  thus,  in  this  respect,  the  opinion  is  in  harmony  with 
our  own  on  this  subject,  viz.,  that  irrespective  of  the  title  in 
the  street,  the  abutter  had  the  easement  of  air  and  light  and 
access  to  and  from  the  street  until  by  legal  process  and  upon 
just  compensation,  it  was  taken  from  him.  While  conceding 
that  a  railroad  on  grade  was  not  a  new  servitude,  the  court  said : 
'Tan  the  street  be  lawfully  appropriated  to  such  a  structure 
(as  this)  without  making  compensation  to  the  .plaintiff  for  his" 
easement  therein?  This  is  a  question  of  power.  If  the  leg- 
islature has  power  to  authorize  such  a  structure,  without  com- 
pensation, its  exercise  cannot  be  regulated  by  the  courts.  If 
one  road  may  be  authorized  to  be  constructed  upon  two  series  of 
iron  columns  placed  in  the  street,  another  may  be  authorized 
to  be  supported  upon  brick  columns,  or  upon  brick  arches  span- 
ning the  street  If  a  superstructure  may  be  authorized  which 
spans  the  entire  carriage-way  at  fifteen  feet  above  the  bed  of 
the  street,  one  may  be  authorized  which  spans  the  entire  street^ 
from  building  to  building,  thus  excluding  light  and  air  from 
the  street  and  from  the  property  abutting  thereon.  Thus  an 
open  street  would  be  converted  into  a  covered  way,  and  so  filled 
with  columns  or  other  permanent  structures  as  to  be  practically 
impassable  for  vehicles.''  Tracey,  J.,  concurring,  further  said : 
^^e  argument  has  been  pressed  upon  our  attention  with  great 
ability  &at  as  railroads,  like  streets,  are  intended  to  facilitate 
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tr&ue  and  commerce,  and  landa  taken  for  either  are  tak^i  for 
public  use,  the  legislature  may,  in  its    discretion,  appropriate 
the  public  streets  of  our  cities  to  the  use  of  railroad  corpora- 
tions, and  this  without  reference  to  the  form  of  their  structure 
or  the  extent  of  the  injury  wrought  upon  property  abutting 
thereon.     This  is  a  startling  proposition,  and  one  well  calcu- 
lated to  fill  the  owners  of  such  property  with  alarm.     It  can- 
not be  that  the  vast  property  abutting  on  the  streets  of  our  great 
cities  is  held  by  so  feeble  a  tenure.    This  court  has  repeatedly 
held  that  such  a  rule  has  no  application  '^^^  where  the  abutting 
owner  owns  the  fee  of  the  bed  of  the  street;  and  we  are  of 
opinion  that  in  cases  where  the  public  has  taken  the  fee,  but 
in  trust  to  be  used  as  a  public  street,  no  structure  upon  the 
street  can  be  authorized  that  is  inconsistent  with  the  continued 
use  of  the  same  as  an  open  public  street.    The  obligation  to 
preserve  it  as  an  open  street  rests  in  contract-  written  in  the 
statute  under  which  the  lands  were  taken  and  which  may  not 
be  violated  by  the  exercise  of  any  legislative  discretion.     What- 
ever force  the  argument  may  have  as  applied  to  railroads  built 
upon  the  surface  of  the  street,  without  change  of  grade,  and 
where  the  road  is  so  constructed  that  the  public  is  not  excluded 
from  any  part  of  the  street,  it  has  no  force  when  applied  to  a 
structure  like  that  authorized  in  the  present  case.    The  answer 
to  the  argument  is  that  lands  taken  for  a  particular  public  use 
cannot  be  appropriated  to  a  different  use  without  further  com- 
peijsation;  that  the  authority  attempted  to  be  conferred  by  the 
legislature  upon  the  defendant  to  take  exclusive  possession  of 
portions  of  the  public  street,  and  to  erect  a  series  of  iron  col- 
umns on  either  side  thereof,  upon  which  a  superstructure  is  to 
be  erected  spanning  the  street  and  filling  the  roadway  at  fifteen 
feet  above  the  surface,  thus  excluding  light  and  air  from  the 
adjoining  premises,  is  an  attempt  to  appropriate  the  street  to 
a  use  essentially  inconsistent  with  that  of  a  public  street,  and 
in  respect  to  the  land  in  question  violates  the  covenant  of  the 
city  made  with  the  plaintiffs'  grantors,  and  in  respect  to  lands 
acquired  under  the  act  of  1813  violates  the  trust  for  which  such 
lands  are  held  for  public  use.'*    The  conclusion  was  that  an 
abutting  owner  had  an  easement  in  the  street  which  constitutes 
private  property  of  which  he  cannot  be  deprived  without  com- 
pensation ;  that  such  a  structure  as  that  described  in  plaintiffs' 
petition  is  inconsistent  with  the  use  of  Front  street  as  a  public 
street;  that  the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  an  injunction  until 
compensation  had  been  paid  therefor. 
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^*^  In  Lahr  t.  Metropolitan  etc.  Ey.  Co.,  104  N.  Y.  288, 
10  N.  E.  528,  the  court  of  appeals  expressed  the  opinion  that 
the  defense  had  been  conducted  with  a  view  to  have  the  Story 
ease  overruled  or  limited.  The  court  reaffirmed  the  Story  case, 
and  deduced  herefrom  the  following  principles :  '^e  hold  that 
the  Story  case  has  definitely  determined: 

''1.  That  an  elevated  railroad  in  the  streets  of  a  city,  and 
operated  by  steam  power,  and  constructed  as  to  form,  equipment 
and  dimensions,  like  that  described  in  the  Story  case,  is  a  per-* 
version  of  the  use  of  the  street  from  the  purposes  originally 
designed  for  it,  and  is  a  use  which  neither  the  city  authorities 
nor  the  legislature  can  legalize  or  sanction^  without  providing 
compensation  for  the  injury  inflicted  upon  the  property  of 
abutting  owners. 

**2.  That  the  abutters  upon  a  public  street  ....  acquire  an 
easement  in  the  bed  of  the  street  for  ingress  and  egress  to  and 
from  their  premises,  and  also  for  the  free  and  uninterrupted 
passage  and  circulation  of  light  and  air  through  and  over  such 
street,  for  the  benefit  of  property  situated  thereon. 

^'3.  That  the  ownership  of  such  easement  is  an  interest  in 
real  estate  constituting  property  within  the  meaning  of  that 
term,  as  used  in  the  constitution  of  the  state,  and  requires  com- 
pensation to  be  made  therefor,  before  it  can  lawfully  be  taken 
from  its  owner  for  a  public  use. 

"4.  That  the  erection  of  an  elevated  railroad,  the  use  of  which 
is  intended  to  be  permanent,  in  a  public  street,  and  upon  which 
cars  are  propelled  by  steam-engines  generating  gas,  steam  and 
smoke,  and  distributing  in  the  air  cinders,  dust,  ashes  and  other 
noxious  and  deleterious  substances,  and  interrupting  the  free 
passage  of  light  and  air  from  adjoining  premises,  constitutes  a 
taking  of  the  easement,  and  its  appropriation  by  the  railroad 
corporation,  rendering  it  liable  to  the  abutters  for  the  damages 
occasioned  by  such  taking.^' 

In  Sheehy  v.  Kansas  City  etc.  Ry.  Co.,  94  Mo.  674,  4  Am.  St. 
Bep.  396,  7  S.  W.  579,  this  court  expressly  ''**  approved  the 
decision  in  Story  v.  New  York  etc.  Ry.  Co.,  90  N.  Y.  122,  43 
Am.  Rep.  146,  saying  that  '*a  railroad  company  which  had  the 
right  conferred  on  it  to  alter  the  grade  of  the  street  for  the  pur- 
pose of  constructing  its  road,  would  also  be  liable  to  an  abutting 
property  owner  fur  damages  to  his  property  by  reason  of  such 
alteration.  In  such  case  the  privilege  granted  the  railroad 
'would  be  yoked  with  a  liability.'  That  the  owner  of  property 
abutting  in  a  street  has  such  an  easement  therein  as  would  sup- 
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port  an  action  for  damages  peculiar  to  him  is  sustained  by  the 
following  cases:  Lackland  v.  North  Missouri  By.  Co.,  31  Mo. 
180;  Story  v.  New  York  etc.  By.  Co.,  90  N.  Y.  122,  43  Am. 
Bep.  146.*' 

In  Doane  v.  Railroad,  165  111.  510,  56  Am.  &\.  Bep.  265,  46 
N.  E.  520,  36  L.  B.  A.  97,  while  denying  a  remedy  by  injunction 
on  the  ground  that  the  city  of  Chicago  was  the  owner  of  the 
fee  in  its  streets  and  was  empowered  to  permit  the  railroad  com- 
pany to  build  an  elevated  street  railway  therein,  the  decision 
Ihroughout  recognizes  the  right  of  an  abutting  owner  to  damages 
at  law,  and  because  he  had  a  complete  legal  remedy  for  the  dam- 
ages resulting  to  him  as  an  abutting  owner,  relief  in  equity  was 
denied. 

In  Bude  v.  City  of  St  Louis,  93  Mo.  413,  6  S.  W.  258,  this 
court,  after  reviewing  the  prior  cases  in  this  court  on  the  ques- 
tion, said :  ''These  cases  recognize  the  right  of  a  railroad  com- 
pany to  lay  down  and  use  its  tracks  upon  a  street,  when  that 
right  is  conferred  upon  it  by  the  municipality,  the  municipality 
having  the  power  delegated  to  it  to  grant  that  right;  still  the 
track  must  be  laid  upon  the  grade  of  the  street  and  the  railroad 
so  used  as  not  to  unreasonably  deprive  the  owner  of  the  prop- 
erty of  the  use  of  the  street/' 

From  these  cases  we  deduce  the  following  propositions: 

1.  The  owner  of  property  abutting  on  a  public  street  or  high- 
way in  this  state  has  an  easement  in  such  street  of  air,  light 
and  access  to  and  from  his  property  by  said  street,  whether  the 
fee  to  the  same  is  in  the  municipality  or  the  abutting  owners, 
and  this  easement  is  property  "^^^  of  which  he  cannot  be  de- 
prived without  just  compensation. 

2.  That  the  construction  and  maintenance  of  a  steam  or 
street  railroad  on  the  grade  of  such  street  in  pursuance  of 
municipal  authority,  the  municipal  corporation  having  power 
to  grant  it,  is  not  a  new  or  additional  servitude  on  the  land  upon 
which  the  street  is  constructed,  but  falls  within  the  use  contem- 
plated  when  the  street  was  laid  out  or  acquired  by  the  public: 
Porter  v.  North  Missouri  By.  Co.,  33  Mo.  137. 

3.  That  the  power  of  a  city  or  other  mimicipal  corporation 
in  Missouri  to  authorize  the  construction  of  railroads  in  the 
public  streets  is  "a  modified  right,  a  right  hedged  about  with 
many  qualifications";  that  it  does  not  include  the  right  to 
grant  a  railroad  the  exclusive  use  of  the  surface  of  a  street 
even  when  laid  at  grade :  Lockwood  v.  Wabash  By.  Co.,  122  Mo. 
86,  43  Am.  Si  Bep.  547,  26  S.  W.  698,  24  L.  B.  A.  516; 
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Sherlock  v.  Kansas  City  etc.  By.  Co.,  142  Mo.  172,  64  Am.  St 
Rep.  661,  43  S.  W.  629 ;  Knapp,  Stout  &  Co.  v.  Transfer  Ry. 
Co.,  126  Mo.  26,  28  S.  W.  627 ;  Lumber  Co.  v.  St.  Louis  etc.  Ry. 
Co.,  129  Mo.  466,  31  S.  W.  796 ;  Corby  v.  Chicago  etc.  Ry.  Co., 
160  Mo.  467,  62  S.  W.  281.  Neither  can  the  municipal  author- 
ity grant  the  power  to  a  railroad  comply  of  such  use  of  a  street 
as  will  destroy  or  unreasonably  interfere  with  the  right  of  an 
abutting  property  holder  of  access  to  or  egress  from  his  prop- 
erty or  deprive  him  of  his  easement  of  light  and  air  from  the 
street.  The  street  on  which  a  railroad  is  constructed  on  the 
grade  cannot  be  used  for  sidetracks,  the  storing  of  cars,  for 
water-tanks  or  like  structures:  Lackland  y.  North  Missouri  Ry. 
Co.,  31  Mo.  188;  Tate  v.  M.  K.  4  T.  R.  R.  Co.,  64  Mo.  149; 
Spencer  v.  Metropolitan  Ry.  Co.,  120  Mo.  164,  23  S.  W.  126,  22 
L.  R.  A.  668. 

4.  That  the  right  to  construct  a  railroad  in  a  public  street 
at  grade  by  authority  of  municipal  grant  has  been  too  long 
acquiesced  in  and  too  many  rights  have  been  vested  on  the 
faith  of  the  decisions  affirming  such  right  to  question  such  a 
right  to  acquire  on  the  faith  of  such  adjudication. 

6.  That  whether  an  elevated  railroad,  constructed  on  per- 
manent pillars  or  atches  in  the  street  so  "^^^  to  shut  out  the 
light  and  air  of  abutting  owners  and  interfere  with  the  free 
use  of  the  street  and  their  access  to  and  from  their  premises, 
is  a  new  and  additional  servitude,  and  not  in  contemplation 
when  the  street  was  acquired  or  laid  out,  is  an  open  question  in 
this  state  and  one  which  we  are  at  liberty  to  decide  on  reason  and 
the  analogies  of  the  law. 

On  the  part  of  the  plaintiffs  we  are  not  asked  to  reverse  the 
unbroken  line  of  decisions  in  this  state  which  hold  that  a  steam 
or  street  railroad  constructed  and  maintained  on  the  grade  of 
a  street  by  authority  of  municipal  authority  duly  delegated  is 
not  a  new  and  additional  servitude;  neither  is  it  insisted  that 
the  municipal  authority  may  not  grant  an  elevated  railroad  the 
right  to  occupy  a  street  subject  to  its  liability  to  pay  abutting 
owners  damages  for  injuries  to  their  easement  as  abutters  on 
such  street. 

But  they  do  contend  that  this  court  has  not  gone  to  the  extent 
of  holding  that  an  elevated  railroad,  built  on  permanent  struc- 
tures in  a  public  street  which  interfere  with,  and  deprive  the 
owners  of,  tiieir  easement  and  free  access  to  and  from  buildings 
and  deprive  them  of  light  and  air,  is  not  an  additional  servitude 
and  one  not  contemplated  when  the  street  was  established  and 
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laid  out  They  insist  that  the  logic  and  reafloning  of  oar  de- 
cisions on  the  contrary  lead  to  the  conclusion  thatsuch  stmctuies 
as  those  described  in  their  petition  are  inconsistent  with  tiie 
original  dedication  of  the  street  and  are  such  an  injury  to  the 
abutting  property  owners  as  entitles  them  to  damages  tiieref or. 

On  the  other  hand,  defendants  assert  that  the  construction  of 
an  elevated  street  or  steam  railroad  on  a  street  differs  from  one 
constructed  on  the  grade  of  the  street  in  degree  only,  and  not 
in  principle;  that  the  principle  upon  which  our  decisions  hold 
that  a  railroad  built  on  the  grade  is  not  a  .new  servitude,  is  not 
that  they  do  not  in  fact  inconvenience  and  damage  the  abutting 
owners,  and  depreciate  their  property,  but  is  that  ^^^  the  city 
has  the  right  to  apply  the  street  to  any  public  service  which  will 
not  destroy  it  as  a  highway  or  as  a  means  of  egress  or  ingress 
to  and  from  the  abutting  property,  and  that  all  other  resulting 
damages  are  only  such  as  were  contemplated  in  the  original 
•dedication  of  the  highway,  whether  by  donation,  purchase,  or 
xrondemnation — ^that  a  long  freight  train  passing  on  grade  might 
make  as  much  noise,  emit  as  much  smoke,  and  raise  as  much 
^ust,  as  a  train  on  an  elevated  road ;  and  that  an  elevated  road 
-does  not  destroy  the  street  as  much  as  a  surface  road. 

That  the  expression  that  ^'a  city  may  authorize  a  steam  rail- 
road to  be  built  on  the  grade  of  a  street'^  is  not  a  careless  one, 
we  think  every  decision  of  this  court  in  which  it  is  used  will 
•demonstrate.  It  is  used  advisedly^  and  in  contradistinction  to 
a  road  built  on  an  embankment  or  in  an  excavation.  As  said  by 
Judge  Black,  the  right  to  build  a  steam  railroad  in  a  street  is 
-'^hedged  about  with  many  qualifications,'*  and  one  is,  **that  if 
built  otherwise  than  on  tiie  grade,  it  is  an  unwarranted  inter- 
ference with  a  highway  dedicated  fo  the  use  of  the  traveling 
public,  and  with  the  rights  of  property  owners  abutting,  thereon. 

In  the  Story  case  (90.  N.  Y.  122,  43  Am.  Eep.  146),  the 
distinction  was  made  between  a  surface  railroad  and  an  elevated 
road  on  a  public  street  In  the  former,  no  part  of  the  streeb 
was  rendered  impossible  of  passage  with  any  vehicle  or  by  any 
wayfarer  or  traveler;  there  was  nothing  exclusive  in  its  use  of 
the  street.  The  rails  being  on  grade,  did  not  obstruct  the  pas- 
sage of  any  other  vehicles  along  or  across  the  tracks,  and  the 
delay  by  the  passage  of  trains  was  no  greater  than  that  oc- 
casioned by  vehicles  and  carriages  of  private  citizens  to  which, 
^f  course,  every  person  using  the  streets  must  submit,  whereas 
an  elevated  railroad  built  and  constructed  on  a  superstructure 
supported  by  heavy  and  permanent  pillars  of  iron,  stone  or 


Feb.  1904.]     De  Qeofbot  t;.  Mekohants^  etc.  Ey.  Co.        639 

brick,  constitates  a  permanent  perversion  of  the  use  of  the 
£treet^  in  that  the  space  it  occupies  with  the  pillars  '^^^  is  per- 
manently diverted  from  "use  by  the  public,  to  which,  it  was 
originally  dedicated,  to  the  exdusive  use  of  the  railroad,  and 
•deprives  the  public  of  that  free  and  unobstructed  use  of  the 
street  "from  end  to  end''  and  from  "side  to  side*'  to  which  it  is 
•entitled,  and  seriously  impairs  the  easement  of  free  and  unin- 
terrupted passage  and  circulation  of  light  and  air  to  which  the 
abutting  owners  are  entitled. 

The  doctrine  thus  announced  has  been  adhered  to  in  all  the 
^subsequent  cases  in  New  York:  Lohr  Case,  104  N.  T.  288,  10 
N.  E.  528;  Kane  Case,  125  N.  T.  164,  26  N.  E.  278,  11  L.  R. 
A.  640. 

In  Fobes^  Case,  121  N".  T.  506,  23  N.  E.  919,  8  L.  R.  A.  463, 
-Judge  Feckham  reviewed  the  Story  case,  and  pointed  out  that 
prior  to  the  Story  case  ihat  court  had  held,  as  we  have  held  in 
Missouri,  that  a  surface  railroad  was  not  a  new  servitude,  and 
Ihat  as  to  surface  railroads  the  Story  case  did  not  overrule  or 
•change  the  law  in  regard  to  railroads  laid  on  the  grade,  but  "em- 
bodied the  application  of  what  was  regarded  as  well  established 
principles  of  law  to  a  new  combination  of  facts,  such  facts 
.amounting,  as  was  determined,  to  an  absolute  and  permanent 
obstruction  in  a  portion  of  the  public  street,  and  in  a  total 
and  exclusive  use  of  such  portion  by  the  defendant,  and  such 
permanent  obstruction  and  total  and  exclusive  use,  it  was  fur- 
ther held,  amounted  to  a  taking  of  some  portion  of  plaintiff's 
•easement  in  the  street  for  the  purpose  of  furnishing  light,  air 
and  access  to  his  adjoining  lot.     The  structure,  by  the  mere  fact 
•of  its  existence  in  the  street,  permanently  and  at  every  moment 
•of  the  day  took  away  from  plaintiff  some  portion  of  the  light 
and  air  which  otherwise  would  have  reached  him  and,  in  a  de- 
gree very  appreciable,  interfered  with  and  took  from  him  his 
facility  of  access  to  his  lot,  such  interference  not  being  inter- 
mittent and  caused  by  the  temporary  use  of  the  street  by  the 
passage  of  the  vehicles  of  the  defendant  while  it  was  operating 
its  road  through  the  street,  but  caused  by  the  iron  posts  and  by 
-the  superstructure  imposed  thereon,  and  existing  for  every  mo- 
ment of  the  '^^^  day  or  night     Such  a  permanent,  total,  ex- 
clusive and  absolute  appropriation  of  a  portion  of  a  street  as 
this  structure  amounted  to  was  held  illegal  and  wholly  beyond 
any  legitimate  or  lawful  use  of  a  public  streef    He  says  fur- 
4;her  on :  *T!n  the  Story  case  it  was  argued  that  no  real  distinc- 
.tion  in  principle  existed  between  a  steam  surface  and  an  elevated 
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railroad  reeting  on  such  a  Btructure  as  vaa  proved  in  that 
This  court,  however,  made  the  dlBtiDction,"  and  held  "tl 
was  80  real  and  tangible  io  fact  aa  to  call  for  a  different ; 
ment  than  would  have  been  proper  in  the  case  of  tiie  ord 
steam  surface  railroad."  Whai  was  then  said  was  rease 
in  Sperb  v.  Metropolitan  etc.  Ry.  Co.,  137  N.  Y.  1«6,  68  1 
1050,  20  L.  R.  A.  752,  and  in  which  it  was  added: 
doctrine  of  the  elevated  railway  cases  has  been  of  stead) 
consistent  growth,  since  its  rise  in  the  decision  of  the 
case."  The  last-mentioned  case  was  decided  by  a  divided  i 
but  all  of  that  court  has  subsequently  concurred  in  that  doc 

When  it  is  considered  that  the  court  of  appeals  of  New 
held,  and  still  holds,  just  as  this  court  has  always  held,  t 
surface  railroad  ia  not  a  new  servitude  on  the  street,  ba 
tinguishes  an  elevated  from  a  surface  railroad,  its  opinioi 
entitled  to  great  consideration  on  a  question  which  ori^ 
in  that  state,  because  the  city  of  New  York  was  the  fi: 
aotfaorize  an'  elevated  road  on  its  public  etreets.  Upon  f 
mental  principles,  the  right  of  easement  by  the  abutting 
erty  owners,  the  nature  and  purpose  of  a  public  street,  thi 
manent  and  obvious  nature  of  the  injury  to  the  abutting 
erty  by  the  construction  of  such  a  structure  as  plaintiffs  de 
is  their  petition,  renders  it  a  new  and  additional  servitude, 
think  the  distiuctiou  between  the  fitful,  intennittent  use 
street  by  a  surface  railroad  and  the  permanent  exclusive  i 
the  same  by  an  elevated  railroad,  shutting  out  the  air  and 
and  interfering  with  that  free  access  which  every  abutting 
has  to  and  from  the  street,  is  too  '^*  plain  to  be  obscui 
disregarded,  and  that  it  is  pro  tanto  a  taking  of  plaintiffs' 
ment  within  the  meaning  of  our  constitution  and  laws 
entitles  them  to  compensation  therefor. 

It  is  true  that  some  very  able  courts  and  law-writers,  n 
the  supreme  court  of  Minnesota,  in  Lamm  v.  Chicago  et 
Co.,  45  Minn.  78,  47  N.  W.  465,  10  L.  R.  A.  268,  and  Wo 
Railroads,  volume  1,  page  778,  find  diflBculty  in  reconcilii 
doctrine  of  the  Story  case  with  the  former  decisions  of  thi 
York  court  as  to  surface  railroade,  hut  it  seems  to  us  th: 
essential  difference  is  that  urged  by  Judge  Danfortb,  t< 
"the  change  of  grade  by  permanent  structures  which  res 
the  injury  to,  or  destruction  of  the  putting  owner's  easeii 
Were  it  a  new  question,  we  would  be  greatly  inclined  to  sa 
a  steam  railroad  emitting  steam,  smoke,  and  cinders  in 
of  an  abutter's  property  was  a  servitude  never  contempla 
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the  establiahment  of  the  atreet^  but  the  rule  to  the  contrary,  as 
abeady  said,  has  been  too  long  maintained,  and  too  many  rights 
have  been  vested  on  the  faith  of  it,  for  the  courts  now  to  dis- 
turb it,  but  there  is  no  sound  argument  or  reason,  in  our  opin- 
ion, for  extending  it  one  whit  f urttier  than  we  have  heretofore 
gone. 

Our  conclusion  is  that  the  plaintifb  state  a  good  cause  of 
action  and  one  entitling  them  to  damages,  irrespective  of  sec- 
tions 6116  and  6117  of  the  Revised  Statutes  of  1899,  which  in 
our  opinion  did  not  change  the  law  as  to  railroads  constructed 
on  the  grade  or  surface  of  the  street,  as  was  ruled  in  Buckert  v. 
Grand  Ave.  By.  Co.,  163  Mo.  260,  63  S.  W.  814,  and  Negel  v. 
Lindell  By.  Co.,  167  Mo.  89,  66  S.  W.  1090. 

2.  But  conceding  that  plaintiffs  had  a  cause  of  action,  the 
question  arises  on  the  face  of  the  petition  whether  that  action 
i^  not  barred  by  our  statute  of  limitations. 

"^  The  defendant's  structure  is  of  a  permanent  character, 
and  the  injury  to  plaintiffs'  property  was  susceptible  of  ascer- 
tainment when  the  said  superstructure  and  railroad  was  com- 
pleted in  1890  as  alleged  in  the  petition. 

In  Howard  Co.  v.  Chicago  etc.  R.  R.  Co.,  130  Mo.  652,  32 
S.  W.  651,  this  court  said:  ''While  there  is  some  conflict  be- 
tween the  American  cases  on  this  subject,  the  rule  sustained  by 
the  great  weight  of  authority  seems  to  be  that  when  by  wrong- 
ful acts  a  permanent  nuisance  is  created  and  the  injury  there- 
from is  direct^  immediate  and  complete,  so  that  the  damages 
can  be  immediately  measured  in  a  single  action^  the  statute 
will  begin  to  run  from  the  erection  of  the  nuisance.  On  the 
other  handy  when  the  injury,  as  in  this  case,  is  not  complete, 
80  that  the  damages  can  be  measured  at  the  time  of  the  creation 
of  the  nuisance  in  one  action,  but  depends  upon  its  continuance 
and  the  certain  operation  of  the  seasons  or  of  the  forces  set  in 
motion  by  it^  the  statute  will  not  begin  to  run  until  actual 
damage  has  resulted  therefrom'^:  Citing  casesf,  among  others, 
James  v.  Kansas  City,  83  Mo.  567. 

In  James  v.  Kansas  City,  83  Mo.  567,  it  was  said :  '*Where 
the  damage  is  complete  by  the  original  act  of  trespass,  the  stat- 
ute begins  to  run  from  that  time.*'  In  this  case  the  structure 
was  permanent  and  complete  in  1890.  The  theory  of  the  plain- 
tiSa  is  that  they  were  entitled  to  damages  for  the  construction 
of  Buch  permanent  structure,  and  that  theory  is  correct,  and 
hence  they  were  required  to  bring  their  action  within  five  years 
*fter  its  completion* 
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Their  damages  couM  k&Te  been  estimated  in  me 
fhat  time,  and  the  five  gears'  limitati<a  mnat  and 
trol :  Bev.  State.  1899,  sec  4373,  4Hi  claase;  Smith  ^ 
152  Mo.  S83,  63  S.  W.  90?,  48  L.  B.  A.  711. 

It  followed  that  the  plaintiffs  irere  barred  when 
neDced  their  action,  and  on  this  ground  alone  tiie 
of  the  circuit  court  must  be,  and  is,  *■■  affirmed. 

Robinson,  C.  J.,  BurgesB  and  Foz,  J  J.,  concur  in  tc 

Marshall,  J.,  concurs  in  separate  loemonmdam. 

Yalliant,  J.,  diseents  at  to  first  pangraph  of  thj 
but  concurs  in  eec(wd  paragraph. 

MABSHAm  J.  I  concur  in  the  retmlt,  and  am  c 
that  all  steam  railroads  on  a  public  street  are  an  addii 
vitude,  and  vhen  oonskucted  on  the  grade,  neceesaril 
the  street  for  ordinary  street  purposes,  but  the  elera 
are  not  as  injahaua  to  abutting  property  aa  grade  ro 
shown  by  the  grade  road  on  Poplar  street  and  the  elev 
fiD  Front  street,  in  3t  Loaia.  I  am  further  of  opu 
if  the  matter  at  to  surface  steam  roads  was  not  settlt 
doctrine  of  stare  dacisia,  the^  ought  not  to  be  allowe 
itreeta  of  a  tdtj. 

DiSSENTINO  OFINIOH. 

TALLIANT,  J.  This  court  has  in  numerouB  decif 
ginning  in  1862  with  Porter  y.  North  MisBOori  By.  Co 
128,  and  ending  in  1902  with  Nagel  v.  Lindell  By.  Ca, 
89,  6fi  S.  W.  1090,  said  that  it  was  lawful  for  a  cit 
ihoriae  the  construction  and  operation  of  a  railroad  in 
and  that  such  a  use  of  the  street  was  not  a  new  s 
Under  these  decisions,  street  railroads  and  gteam  railro 
been  constructed  and  operate  in  the  streets  of  all  the 
this  state,  and  in  many  instances  the  value  of  property 
the  streets  so  used  has  been  destroyed  or  greatly  impai 
the  court  has  said  that  the  owner  of  the  property  has  no 

An  elevated  railroad  in  a  street  may,  io  point  of 
cording  to  the  particular  circumstances,  be  more  or 
•tructive  of  the  value  of  the  property  than  a  surface  r 
in  point  of  law  there  is  no  difference  betweoi  the  right 
ject  the  street  to  the  servitude  of  a  railroad  on  the  sur 
to  that  of  a  railroad  on  an  elevated  structure.    If  th 
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not  a  new  servitude^  ^^  the  other  is  not;  the  principle  is  the 
same  in  both  cases.  If  the  court  is  now  of  the  opinion  that  its 
former  decisions  were  wrong,  it  would  be  better  now,  at  this 
late  date,  to  say  so.  But  as  long  as  we  uphold  our  former  de- 
dsions,  we  cannot,  in  my  opinion,  with  consistency,  say  that 
an  elevated  railroad  is  a  new  servitude. 

For  this  reason  I  am  unable  to  ccmcur  in  the  first  paragraph 
of  the  opinion  in  this  case. 


Abutthf^  Lot  Oumevn  mi  a^  City  Bfreet  haive  a.  i%1it  tot  easements  of 
aeeesB,  li^ht)  and  sir  wfaick  cannot^  ba  tattes.  ft>r  piirate  use  on  any 
terms  or  under  any  conditions:  Townsend  ▼.  Espstein,  93  Md.  537, 
49  Atl.  629,  52  L.  B.  A.  409,  86  Am.  St.  Bep.  441,  and  see  the  eases 
cited  in  the  cross-reference  note  thereto;  First  Nat.  Bank  ▼.  Tyson, 
133  Ala.  459,  91  Am.  St.  Bep.  46;  82  South.  144;  O'Brien  ▼.  Central 
Iron  etc  Co.,  15S  Ind.  21S,  9S  Am.  Se.  Bop.  305,  63  N.  E.  302,  57  L. 
B.  A.  508;  monographic  note  to  Wright  ▼.  Austin,  ante,  pp.  102-118. 
As  to  the  application  of  this  doctrine  to  the  case  of  eleyated  rail- 
ways^ see  the  note  to  Field  t.  Bacrllng}  41  An*  St.  Bep.  325. 
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MONTANA. 

KIPP  T.  BUBTON. 

m  Mont.  00,  74  P&e.  SS.1 

EXEOUnoHS,  TOIDABI^B— Anundmant  of.— Under  &  aUt 
provldiDg  among  otber  thing!  tli»t  *  writ  of  exeention  nnut  b« 
■ned  in  the  name  of  the  Btat«,  lealed  irith  the  ae*!  of  the  sonrt,  : 
iubiwribed  by  the  clerk  thereof,  the  failure  of  the  latter  to  affix 
seal  of  the  court  is  t,  mere  elarical  error,  which  renden  the  en 
tion  voidable  onlj  and  leave*  it  subject  to  amendment,     (p.  550.) 

EXEODTIONS,  VOIDABUi— Oniatlvo  BUtata;— A  aale  n 
under  an  ezeeution  defective  and  voidable  by  reason  of  it«  fail 
to  contain  the  seal  of  the  eonrt,  made  prior  to  the  enactment  o 
statute  providing  that  all  judicial  sales  of  real  property  previoi 
made  on  proceedings  to  satisfy  valid  judgments,  iball  be  sufflei 
to  sustain  a  sheriff'!  deed  based  on  such  sale,  is  validated  by  s 
statute,  without  amendment  of  such  execution  by  the  wurt     (p.  K 

McHatton  &  Cotter,  for  the  appellontB. 

C.  M.  Parr,  for  the  respondent. 

*«  POORMAN,  C.  In  this  action  plaintift  obtained  ju 
ment  againet  defendant  Burton  for  the  aum  of  three  bund 
and  siity-four  dollars  and  fifteen  cents,  and  coeta,  on  April 
1896.  Thereafter,  on  April  16,  1896,  a  writ  of  execution  ' 
issued  on  said  judgment,  which  writ  was  correct  in  all  resp* 
so  far  88  the  questions  here  presented  are  concerned,  except  t 
the  seal  of  the  court  was  not  placed  thereon.  On  May  11,  IS 
the  sheriff  returned  the  writ  with  the  indorsement  that 
had  made  the  amount  thereof  by  selling  certain  real  estat« 
the  defendant  On  December  HZ,  1900,  the  plaintiff  served 
tice  on  defendant  that  he  would,  on  December  26,  1900,  m 
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the  court  to  amend  the  writ  of  execution  by  ordering  the  seal 
to  be  placed  thereon.  At  the  hearing  of  this  motion  on  said 
twenty-Bizth  day  of  December,  1900,  the  defendant  appeared 
specially  by  her  attorney  '^for  the  purpose  of  objecting  to  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  court  to  make  the  order  asked  for,  and  upon 
the  further  ground  that  no  notice  of  the  said  application  had 
ever  been  served  upon  defendant  or  her  attorneys/'  These  ob- 
jections were  by  the  court  oyerruled,  '^and  thereupon  the  court 
immediately  made  an  order,  and  had  the  same  entered  of  record 
in  the  minutes,  .  •  •  •  aathorizing  and  directing  the  clerk 
•  ...  to  attach  to  the  said  pretended  execution  .  •  •  •  the  seal 
of  said  courf  To  this  action  of  the  court  the  defendant 
^  excepted.  From  this  order  so  made  this  appeal  is  prose- 
cuted. 

1.  The  respondent  asks  to  have  this  appeal  dismissed  for  the 
reason  that  the  record  contains  no  copy  of  the  order  appealed 
from.  The  record  presented  to  this  court  shows  that  there  i^ 
no  merit  in  the  motion.    It  should^  therefore,  be  overruled. 

2.  The  appellant  contends  that  the  court  erred  (1)  in  per- 
mitting said  execution  to  be  amended  by  attaching  the  seal 
thereto;  (2)  in  ordering  or  directing  that  the  seal  be  attached 
to  the  pretended  execution  nunc  pro  tunc,  and  (3)  in  holding 
ihat  it  had  jurisdiction  to  make  the  said  order. 

The  first  question  to  be  considered — and  which  we  deem  the 
vital  question  in  this  case — ^ie  whether  the  writ  of  execution  so 
issued  without  the  seal  was  void,  or  merely  voidable.  If  it  were 
void,  it  could  not  be  amended,  for  that  which  is  void  is  not  the 
subject  of  amendment.  If,  however,  the  writ  was  merely  void- 
able, it  could  be  amended,  provided  that  the  amendment  was 
made  within  the  proper  time  and  in  the  proper  manner. 

On  this  question  the  authorities  are  in  irreconcilable  conflict 
One  line  of  decisions  holds  that  the  common-law  rule  that  an 
unsealed  writ  is  void  should  prevail.  The  other  line  of  de- 
cisions maintains  that  the  omission  of  the  seal  is  a  misprision, 
and  may  be  remedied  by  amendment.  The  code  provisions  rela- 
tive to  the  form  and  contents  of  a  writ  of  execution,  so  far  as 
material  here,  are  found  in  section  1211  of  the  Code  of  Civil 
Procedure,  and  are  as  follows :  "The  writ  of  execution  must  be 
issued  in  the  name  of  the  state  of  Montana,  sealed  with  the 
Kal  of  the  court,  and  subscribed  by  the  clerk,  and  must  be 
directed  to  the  sheriflf,  and  must  intelligibly  refer  to  the  judg- 
ment, stating  the  court,  the  county  where  the  judgment-roll  is 
filed,  and  if  it  be  for  money,  the  amount   thereof,  and   the 
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amount  actually  due  thereon^  and  shall  require  the  sheriff  sub- 
stantially as  follows/'  etc.  Appellant  refers  to  the  discussion 
in  Choate  y.  Spencer,  13  Mont.  127,  40  Am.  St.  Sep.  425,  32 
Pac.  651,  20  L.  B.  A.  424,  as  sustaining  the  contention  that 
the  writ  in  this  case  is  void.  The  question  before  the  court  in 
that  case  was  whether  a  summons  ^^^  not  containing  the  seal 
of  the  court  was  void.  The  court,  in  the  discussion  of  the  prin- 
ciple inyolved,  stated  that  the  statute,  in  requiring  a  summons 
to  be  issued  under  seal,  did  not  change  the  common  law,  and 
then  called  attention  to  Insurance  Co.  v.  Hallock,  6  Wall.  556, 
18  L.  ed.  948.  This  latter  case  went  up  from  the  state  of 
Indiana  in  1867.  The  point  decided  was  that  an  unsealed  order 
of  sale  was  void  by  reason  of  the  common  law;  but  in  Hunter 
V.  Bumsville  Turnpike  Co.,  56  Ind.  213,  decided  in  1877,  it 
was  held  that  an  unsealed  order  of  sale  was  amendable  by  reason 
of  the  provisions  of  the  statute  of  8  Henry  VI,  chapter  12, 
which  was  at  that  time  in  fon^  in  that  state;  and  in  Warmoth 
V.  Dryden,  125  Ind.  355,  25  N".  E.  433,  the  same  court  says: 
''While  there  is  much  conflict  in  the  authorities  upon  this  sub- 
ject, the  better  opinion  is  that  the  failure  to  attach  the  seal  of 
the  court  to  an  execution  does  not  render  it  void.*'  It  is  ap- 
parent that  it  was  not  the  intention  of  the  court  in  Choate  ▼. 
Spencer,  13  Mont  127,  40  Am.  St.  Rep.  425,  32  Pac.  651,  20 
L.  R.  A.  424,  to  establish  the  general  doctrine  that  all  writs 
must  be  issued  under  seal,  but  that  reference  was  made  to  In- 
surance Co.  T.  Hallock,  6  Wall.  556,  18  L.  ed.  948,  as  sustain- 
ing the  position  that  the  summons  must  be  so  issued ;  for,  if  a 
couri;  holds  that  a  subsequent  writ  must  be  sealed,  it  is  apparent 
that  the  same  court  would  hold  that  the  summcms — ^the  original 
writ,  the  jurisdictional  writ — ^must  likewise  be  sealed.  This 
construction  of  the  decision  in  Choate  v.  Spencer,  13  Mont  127, 
40  Am.  St.  Eep.  425,  32  Pac.  651,  20  L.  R.  A.  424,  and  the 
fact  that  the  court  had  in  mind  that  a  distinction  exists  be- 
tween a  summons  and  subsequent  writs,  are  gathered  from  the 
closing  paragraph  of  the  decision,  which  is  as  follows :  *TVe  hold 
in  the  case  at  bar  that  the  summons — the  jurisdictional  writ — 
under  the  law  and  decisions  in  force  and  controlling  in  this 
jurisdiction  at  the  time  of  its  issuance  was  void,  because  not 
issued  under  the  seal  of  the  court  If  this  case  involved  a  de- 
fective process,  issued  subsequent  to  summons,  and  the  acquiring 
of  jurisdiction  by  the  court  thereunder,  tlien  the  contention  of 
respondents  that  such  defect  or  irregularity  could  be  amended 
or  disregarded  might  be  urged  with  great  force.'' 
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Under  the  Wisconsin  statutes^  oourts  axe  required  to  disregard 
Ml  any  error  or  defect  in  any  proceeding  not  affecting  a  sub* 
stantial  right:  Wis.  Be?.  Stats.  1898,  sec.  2829.  Power  is 
given  at  any  stage  of  the  action,  before  or  after  judgment,  in 
furtherance  of  justice,  to  amend  any  process  by  correcting  a  mis* 
take  in  any  respect:  Wis.  Eev.  Stats.  1898,  sec.  2830.  Under 
tiiis  statate  the  court,  in  Corwith  y.  State  Bank  of  Illinois,  18 
Wis.  560,  86  Am.  Dec.  793,  says:  "The  neglect  of  the  clerk 
to  affix  the  seal  of  the  court  to  the  writs  did  not  render  them 
▼oid.  It  was  a  defect  which  could  be  cured  by  amendment. 
•  •  •  •  The  seals  were  affixed  to  the  executions  by  an  order  of 
Ihe  court  hefoie  this  motion  was  made  to  set  aside  the  sales." 
These  statutes  of  Wisconsin  under  which  this  decision  was  ren- 
dered are  substantially  the  same  as  sections  774  and  778  of  our 
Code  of  Civil  Procedure. 

In  Wolf  ▼.  Cook,  40  Fed.  432 — a  case  originating  in  Wiscon- 
sin, and  carried  to  the  federal  court,  involving  the  question 
as  to  whether  the  omission  of  a  seal  from  a  writ  of  attachm^it 
rendered  the  writ  void  or  voidable — ^the  court  says,  in  discussing 
tte  question  with  reference  to  the  Wisconsin  decision  above  re- 
ferred to,  and  the  case  of  Insurance  Co.  v.  Hallock,  6  Wall.  556, 
18  L.  ed.  948 :  ^i  is,  however,  iusisted  that,  the  writ  being  ab- 
M>lutely  void  under  the  rule  of  the  federal  court  in  Insurance 
Co.  V.  Hallock,  6  Wall.  566, 18  L.  ed.  948,  there  was  nothing  to 

unend Here  is  a  writ  that,  abiding  in  the  state  courts 

was  not  void;  merely  defective  and  amendable By  the 

>hnple  process  of  removal  of  the  cause  to  the  federal  court  be- 
cause of  the  diverse  citizenship  of  the  parties,  that  which  was 
'valid  and  effective  becomes  void.  ....  The  executive  officer  of 
the  state  court,  who,  prior  to  the  removal  *of  the  cause,  was  jus- 
tified in  the  execution  of  the  writ,  by  the  mere  act  of  removal 
l^ecomes  a  trespasser  ab  initio.  It  would  require  a  precise  decla- 
ration of  superior  and  constraining  authority  to  require  me  to 
kold  to  such  absurdity.  1  do  not  so  read  the  decision  in  Insur- 
«ice  Co.  V.  Hallock,  6  Wall.  656, 18  L.  ed.  948.  There  no  ques- 
tion of  inherent  power  to  amend  or  of  curative  statutes  was 
invoked.  Indeed,  the  statute  authorizing  amendment  of  proceoj 
fcy  the  federal  courts  (U.  S.  Rev.  Stats.  948,  TJ.  S.  Comp.  .^<» 
Btata.  1901,  p.  695)  was  enacted  subsequently  to  that  decision. 
***  The  court,  in  its  opinion,  refers  to  the  case  of  Overton  v. 
Cheek,  22  How.  46,  16  L.  ed.  286,  holding  that  a  writ  of  error 
^asvoid  for  want  of  a  seal.  Yet  since  the  statute  (Act  June  1, 
1872,  c.  255,  sec.  8,  17  Stats.  197)  it  has  be^  ruled  by  that 
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■court  that  a  vrit  of  error  may  be  amwded  where  the  Beat 
the  writ  is  wajiting:  Semmea  t.  TJDited  States,  91  U.  S.  31,  9 
23  L.  ed.  293.  The  ruling  of  Pomeroy  t.  Bank,  1  WalL  5J 
17  K  ed.  638,  cited  in  Insurance  Co.  v.  Hallock,  6  WaU.  51 
38  L.  ed.  948,  that  a  bill  of  exceptions  muBt  be  under  the  at 
■of  the  judge,  would  seem  overruled  by  Generea  t.  Campbell, 
Wall.  193,  20  L.  ed.  110,  but  upon  other  grounds  than  he 
considered.  In  Tilton  y.  Cofield,  93  U.  S.  167,  23  L.  ed.  SI 
the  court  cites  approvingly  the  case  of  Talcott  t.  Roaenbei^, 
Abb.  Pr.,  N.  S.,  287,  holding  that  a  writ  may  be  amended 
:adding  the  seaL  ....  In  such  case  the  federal  courts  folh 
^the  construction  of  the  state  statute,  declared  by  ite  L'ourt  of  li 
Tesort:  Bacon  v.  Insurance  Co.,  131  U.  S.  268,  9  Sup.  Ct  He 
787,  33  L.  ed.  128;  Duncan  t.  Oegan,  101  U.  3.  810,  25  L.  e 
876."  These  federal  decisions  and  the  Indiana  decision 
Hunter  v.  Bumsrille  Turnpike  Co.,  66  Ind.  213,  all  render 
subsequent  to  the  decision  in  the  Hallock  case,  would  aeem 
render  that  case  inapplicable  to  a  state  having  a  statute  p« 
mitting  ammdmente  to  judicial  processes. 

In  Gordon  t.  Bodwell,  69  Kan.  51,  68  Am.  St  Kep.  841,  J 
Pac.  906,  the  court  holds  that  an  order  of  sale  issued  witho 
"the  seal  of  the  court  is  void.  This  holding,  however,  is  by  re 
-eon  of  the  constitutional  provision  which  requires  all  writs 
ibe  issued  under  the  seal  of  the  court  However,  in  Taylor 
Buck,  61  Kan.  694,  78  Am.  St.  Eep.  346,  60  Pac.  736,  the  con 
holds  that  an  execution  properly  authenticated  with  the  seal  i 
the  court,  but  lacking  tiie  signature  of  the  clerk,  is  voidabl 
€Uid  may  be  amended,  and  places  the  decision  upon  the  grour 
that,  while  a  seal  is  a  constitutionsl  requirement  which  the  legi 
lature  cannot  alter,  the  signature  of  the  clerk  is  a  statutory  r 
quirement  which  may  be  waived  by  curative  statutes. 

'**  3.  It  is  contended  that  the  reasoning  in  Choate  v.  Spence 
13  Mont  127,  40  Am.  St.  Rep.  425,  32  Pac.  661,  20  L.  R.  j 
424,  is  applicable  to  the  case  at  bar.  We  cannot  agree  with  th 
contention.  There  is  a  distinction  between  a  suimnons  and 
writ  of  execution,  and  by  reason  of  that  distinction  the  cases  i 
Choate  v.  Spencer,  13  Mont  127,  40  Am.  St  Rep.  426,  32  Pa 
651,  20  L.  B.  A.  424,  and  of  Sbarman  t.  Huot,  20  Mont  65 
63  Am.  St  Sep.  645,  52  Pac.  568,  are  not  in  point  in  this  cas 
A  summons  is  issued  at  the  instuice  of  the  plaintiff,  witboi 
any  prerions  action  on  the  part  of  the  court  It  is  not  nece 
sary  &at  it  be  served  by  an  officer  of  the  conrt :  Code  Civ.  Prot 
sec.  636.     The  court  has  no  jurisdiction  of  the  defendant  nnt 
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the  sammons  is  Berved,  and  under  fhe  dedsions  in  Choate  t. 
Spencer,  13  Mont.  127,  40  Am.  St  Bep.  425,  32  Pac.  661,  20 
L.  S.  A.  424,  and  Sharman  y.  Hnot,  20  Mont.  666,  63  Am.  SL 
Bep.  646,  62  Pac.  668,  the  defendant  cannot  be  put  to  the  costa 
and  trouble  of  appearing  in  court  until  served  with  a  summons- 
which  complies  with  these  specific  provisions  of  law.    An  exe- 
cution follows  a  judgment.    The  defendant  has  been  in  courts 
The  subject  matter  has  been  litigated.    The  court  had  jurisdic- 
tion.    It  has  been  judicially  determined  that  the  defendant  i& 
justly  indebted  to  plaintiff  in  a  specific  sum.    It  is  the  duty 
of  the  defendant  to  pay  tiiis  siun.    He  did  not  pay  it,  and  by 
authority  of  the  court  a  writ  of  execution  is  issued  by  one 
official  of  the  court  (the  clerk),  directed  to  another  ofiBcial  of 
the  same  court  (the  sheriff),  commanding  him  to  subject  the 
property  of  the  defendant  to  Ihe  payment  of  the  judgment  which 
by  other  provisions  of  law  is  a  lien  on  his  real  estate,  and  which 
it  is  his  duty  to  pay.    The  writ  of  execution  is  no  more  juris* 
diddonal  than  are  other  orders  made  and  writs  issued  in  the- 
case  subsequent  to  the  summons.    The  court  obtained  jurisdic- 
tion of  the  subject  matter  of  the  action  by  the  filing  of  a  proper 
complaint,  and  of  the  defendant  by  the  service  of  a  valid  sum- 
mons.   Nothing  remained  over  which  to  acquire  jurisdiction. 
The  execution  was  not  jurisdictional.     It  was  only  a  procedure 
in  the  case,  its  sole  function  being  to  carry  into  effect  the  judg- 
ment of  the  court    The  omission  of  the  seal  therefrom  did  not 
of  itself  mislead  or  injure  defendant    The  law  does  not  require 
a  copy  of  the  writ  to  be  served  upon  him.    The  error  in  not 
affixing  the  seal  was  an  error  on  the  part  of  an  officer  of  the 
court  acting  in  a  ministerial  capacity. 

104  rphe  statute  is  as  imperative  with  reference  to  the  re- 
quirement that  the  amount  due  shall  be  stated  in  the  execution 
as  it  is  with  reference  to  the  provisions  relating  to  the  seal,  yet 
this  court,  under  a  similar  statute,  held  in  Boush  v.  Fort,  2 
Mont  482,  that  an  execution  directing  levy  for  more  than  the 
judgment  called  for  was  amendable  (Codified  Stets.  1871-72> 
sec.  261,  p.  80),  and  this  appears  to  be  the  universal  doctrine." 
Hunt  V.  Loucks,  38  Cal.  372,  99  Am.  Dec.  404 ;  Van  Cleave  v. 
Bucher,  79  Cal.  600,  21  Pac.  964.  Executions  failing  to  com- 
ply with  other  positive  requirements  of  the  stetute  have  been 
held  amendable:  Hibberd  v.  Smith,  60  Cal.  611;  Pecotte  v. 
Oliver,  2  Idaho,  261,  10  Pac.  302 ;  State  v.  Cassidy,  4  S.  Dak. 
62,  64  N".  W.  928.  The  provisions  of  the  statutes  of  amend- 
ments (Code  Civ.  Proc.,  sees.  774,  778)  are  of  as  commanding 
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lathority  SB  section  1211  of  tlw  Bame  code,  and  are  as  im| 
in  their  diiections ;  and  all  these  eectioiis  ehould  be  tak^ 
ooDBideratioji  in  determining  a  qnestion  of  this  kind. 
conBiderationa  lead  to  the  concliuion  that  the  writ  of  ex 
issued  in  this  case  was  not  void,  but  voidable ;  and  in  i 
of  this  position  we  cite  the  following  cases,  not  heretof 
fened  to  in  this  discusBion ;  Hall  v.  Xiackmond,  60  Ark. 
Am.  St  Bep.  84,  6  S.  W.  610;  People  t.  Dunning,  1  Wei 
Wri^t  T.  Nostrand,  94  N.  Y.  31 ;  Dever  v.  Akin,  40  Gi 
Lowe  T.  Morris,  13  Ga.  147;  Mitchell  t.  Duncan,  7  F 
Taylor  t,  Courtnay,  15  Neb.  190,  16  N.  W.  842;  Sai 
Baker,  3  M&  29;  Porter  r.  Hatikell,  11  Me.  177;  Freei 
Executions,  3d  ed.,  70  et  aeq.;  Bailey  t.  Smith,  12  Mt 
Arnold  T.  Njn,  23  Mich.  286;  Witherel  j.  BandaU,  30  M 

4.  The  aot  of  March  1899  (Laws  1899,  p.  145),  a 
the  following  pronsion:  "Sec:  2.  All  judieial  sales  of  rea 
erty  heretofore  made  in  this  state  on  prooeedinga  to  eatiBf 
judgments  or  decrees  of  any  court,  and  the  moneys 
thereon  paid  to  the  officer  making  Budi  sale,  shall  be  val 
sufficient  in  taw  to  sustain  a  sheriff's  deed  baaed  on  su 
sale,  and  when  no  each  deed  has  been  executed,  shall 
such  purchaser  to  such  deed ;  and  such  deed  when  ezecutef 
be  sufficient  to  convey  all  the  title  of  the  judgment  del 
the  premises  so  sold  to  the  purchaser  at  said  sale,  and 
fects  and  irr^ularities  in  the  issuance  of  execution,  or  thi 
ner  of  making  or  conducting  the  sale,  shall  be  disrega 
The  effect  of  this  law  is  te  cure  the  defect  in  tiiia  executic 
rrader  the  sale  had  thereon  valid.  It  is  immaterial  what 
was  taken  by  the  court  with  reference  to  amending  this  i 
any  time  subaequent  to  the  enactment  of  the  lav  above  c 
The  writ  was  made  valid  by  that  law  without  amendmcE 
the  other  assignments  of  error  are  immaterial 

We  recommend  that  ^le  order  in  the  case  be  affirmed 

Per  CUBIAM.  For  the  reasone  rtated  in  t£e  foregoing 
ion,  the  order  appealed  from  is  afBrmed. 

AUEKDiNa  wsrrs  or  EZEOunoir. 

I.  Power  of  Is  LtbeTaUy  Ezeidsed,  &61. 

n.  Practice  to  1m  PnrsnM  in  ProcnUng  AmsndiiHait^  S58. 

m.  Powai  Extends  to  AU  Uatten  of  Form,  563. 

IV.  Amending  Dliactlon  to  the  OlDcor,  654. 

T.  AtnMirttng  Omission  In  Words  of  Oommand,  S55, 

TL  Anwsidina  to  Oonfonn  BxecnUon  to  Jadgnunt,  Xi. 
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Aitiiwidlpg  Srror  in  Dtmlgnatfiig  tbe  Batnm  Daj»  fi66. 

ATnmnHng  thi$  GImum  of  AttaBtation,  566. 

Aimmdlng  b^  Afflzliig  Beai  568. 

Time  WtUiln  Wlileb  Amendaiant  magr  1m  ICada,  558. 

The  Bff«et  of  Amending;  650. 

Bffoet  of  not  Amending,  661. 

Personfl  Agftinst  Whom  AmendmontB  may  be  "NMifi,  561. 

X.     F0W«r  of  Ifl  Idbenlly  BzareiMd.— -At   the    present    day^   the 
power  to  amend  ezeentions  lo  as  to  correct  clerical  misprisions  is  nni« 
wwmaSly  eoneeded,  and  frequently  invoked.    ''Indeed,  it  is  very  diffl- 
eiilt    to  prescribe   limits  to   this  salntary  power  possessed  by  the 
courts,  of  permitting  amendments  in  their  process;  whether  mesne 
or  final.    It  is  a  power  exercised  for  the  promotion  of  justice,  with 
no  parsimonious  hand;  jret,  where  its  allowance  would  be  destructive 
of  the  rights  of  innocent  third  persons,  the  court  will  scan  well  the 
grounds  on  which  its  action  is  sought '"^t  Cawthom  v.  Knight,  11  Ala. 
582;  MeCollum  v.  Hubbert,  18  Ala.  284,  48  Am.  Dec.  56;  Deloach  v. 
State  Bank,  87  Ala^  444;  Meyer  ▼.  Bing,  1  H.  Black.  541;  Simon  v. 
Gnmey,  5  Taunt.  805;  Atkinson  v.  Newton,  2  Bos.  ft  P.  336.    <<When 
we  advert  to  the  doctrine  of  amendments,  and  the  cases  which  have 
been  deeided  on  that  subject,  it  will  be  perceived  that  the  object  of 
the.  whole  system  is  to  provide  a  remedy  for  casual  omissions,  or 
negligence  of  different  officers  of  the  court;  in  a  word,  to  enable  the 
party  to  do  that  which  the  law  and  the  facts  in  the  case  would  have 
authorized  or  did  require  the  officers  to  have  done.    The  decisions  on 
this   subject  are  so  numerous,  and  amendments  so  common,  and  I 
may  almost  say  unlimited,  that  the  difficulty  is  in  selecting  such 
eases  as  seem  most  directly  to  apply  to  the  subject  before  us'': 
Treasnreis  v.  Bordeauz,  3  MeCord,  144.    It  has  been  said  that  there 
is  no  absolute  ri^^t  to  the  amendment  of  a  writ,  and  that  whether 
leave  to  amend  should  be  granted  or  not  rests  in  the  discretion  of 
the  court  to  which  the  application  is  made,  and  hence  that  its  action 
win  not  be  reviewed  upon  appeal,  unless  it  appears  to  have  treated 
the  question  as  one  of  law,  rather  than  of  discretion,  and  to  have 
erred  in  its  interpretation  of  the  law:  Hayford  v.  Everett,  68  Me. 
505.    It  is  perhaps  unfortunate  that  language  of  this  purport  should 
ever  have  been  used;  for  where  there  is  no  question  that  the  facts 
of  two  cases  are  identical,  it  ought  not  to  be  possible  that  diverse 
judgments  should  be  sustained.    It  is  of  the  utmost  importance,  both 
to  purchasers  at  execution  sales  and  to  defendants  whose  property  is 
exposed  thereto,  that  persons  learned  in  the  law  and  conversant  with 
the  facts  may  determine  therefrom  whether  leave  will  be  granted  to 
amend  a  writ  apparently  amendable,  and  this  they  can  never  do  if 
the  right  to  amendment  is  subject  to  the  discretion  of  the  court,  if 
it  be  a  discretion  not  controlled  by  settled  rules  of  law.    It  is,  how- 
ever, settled  that  leave  to  amend  will  not  be  granted  where  it  is  not 
in  furtherance  of  justice.    A  sale  made  under  the  writ  may  be  for  an 
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Inadequate  price,  and  this  fact  maj  probably  be  due  to  the  ba] 
character  of  the  writ.  If  m,  tbe  principlea  of  natoral  jastii 
tate  tbe  Tseatlng  of  tbe  sale  ratber  than  mipporting  and  mal 
Impr^Tiabla  b^  an  amoBdment  of  the  writ,  and  the  action 
court  in  amending  the  writ  and  refnalnf^  to  qnaah  the  sale  n 
rcTiewed  on  appeals  Hint  t.  Phippo,  80  Or,  340,  23  Am.  SL  Be 
iS  Pac  T2G. 

Tbe  tbeorjr  upon  wbich  leave  to  amend  write  la  sought  and  g 
in,  that  the  clerk  of  the  court  haa  dieregarded  the  law  and  tl 
■umed  command  of  the  court  b^  ieeoing  a  writ  which  doea  ni 
fonn  to  tbe  judgment,  «  ie  defective  in  aoma  other  respect 
court,  in  directing  him  to  amend  it,  but  requires  bim  to  perfo 
original  dut^r.  It  haa  bence  been  held  that  the  power  to  ame 
pliee  onl^  to  writs  iiaued  by  clerks  of  courts,  or  out  of  courts 
clerks,  and  therefore  that  a  justice  of  the  peace,  especiallj 
writ  has  been  executed,  haa  no  power  to  amend  It:  Porter  t.  E 
II  Ue.  177;  Stevens  v.  Chouteau,  11  Hq.  3S2,  49  Am.  Dec.  92 
▼.  Bcntlej',  6  Wend.  276.  On  the  other  hand,  it  is  insiBted  tl 
power  is  inherent  in  all  conK«  having  power  to  issue  writs, 
ing  those  of  justices  of  the  peace:  Silnar  v.  Butter£eld,  S  I 
If  the  making  of  an  amendment  is  neesssarily  the  exercise 
judicial  power,  it  must  be  restricted  to  judicial  olGcers.  In  s 
tbe  states,  however,  clerks  of  courts  are  authorized  hj  stal 
amend  writs  in  so  far  as  to  correct  mistakes  in  issuing  them: 
V.  Bell,  107  Ga.  800,  73  Am.  St.  Rep.  151,  33  8.  E.  684;  Gross  v. 
SB  Qa,  503.  So  far  as  we  know,  the  eonstitutionality  of  sue 
ntes  has  not  been  questioned. 

n.  The  PracUee  to  be  Pnrmed  in  Piocarlitg  Aatendmai 
Writ  ie  not  distinctly  disclosed  in  anj  of  the  cases  falling 
our  observation.  In  manj  Instances  the  defects  on  account  of 
an  amendment  is  sought  are  so  clear];'  merely  clerical  errors,  a 
ease  is  so  free  from  doubt  respecting  the  writ  intended  to  be 
that  pioceedlDge  taken  thereunder  must  be  sustained,  nhethi 
formal  amendment  is  ever  made  or  not.  In  such  cases  the  p 
to  be  pnrsued  in  procuring  an  amendment  cannot  be  materii 
conceding  leave  to  amend  to  bave  been  improvidently  grant 
disregarding  the  amendment  altogether,  the  rights  of  the  p! 
and  of  all  persons  claiming  under  the  writ  are  still  protect* 
secure.  If,  on  the  other  hand,  tbe  amendment  sought  is  of  ■ 
Staotial  a  character,  or  of  such  doubtful  propriety,  that  the 
of  the  parties  may  be  affected  by  It,  or,  instead  of  being  a  ma 
course,  it  is  a  matter  upon  wbich  reasonable  judges  may  difft 
tainly  the  parties  to  be  affected  by  It  should  be  brought  befc 
court  by  some  notice  warning  them  of  the  proposed  action  ai 
ing  them  an  opportunity  to  resist  it:  Bybee  v.  Asbby,  2  Gili 
43  Am.  Dec.  47;  Simpson  v.  Simpson,  64  N.  C.  427.  In  the  &bs< 
aucb  notice,  they  should  not   be  held  bound  by  the  order  g> 
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e  to  uneitd,  aor  by  tlia  kmeudment  mftde  In  pDnaanee  of  it; 
ria  T.  BiUkliuii,  7S  Tex.  Ill,  16  Am.  St.  Bep.  874,  IS  8.  W.  790. 
aaanrae,  therefore,  tlwt  the  proper  pmetiee  of  a  peTBon  desiring 
btain  leave  to  nmeiid  a  writ  ia  any  lubatantial  particular,  and 
«  leave  does  not  follow  aa  a  matter  of  course  from  a  nan 
Mtion  of  the  record,  is  to  giva  written  notice  to  all  penona  ap- 
nUj  to  be  prejudiced  by  the  amendment,  that  an  application  will 
lada  to  the  ooart  at  a  time  statsd  for  leave  to  amend  the  writ 
manner  derignated  in  each  notice.  If,  bowaver,  a  motion  if 
I  to  qnaab  the  writ  or  levy,  and  the  parties  In  interest  are  therft- 
iToaght  before  the  eonrt,  the  plalntilf  or  other  penon  interested 
10  writ  may  meet  tlua  motion  by  a  eoDnter-motion  for  leave  to 
id  and  to  thereby  frae  the  writ  from  the  Irr^nlarity  eomplaiaed 
ind  this  eonnter-tnotion  need  not  be  preceded  by  any  formal 
:en  notiea. 

metimes  leave  to  amend  has  been  granted  in  a  ease  otber  than 
in  which  the  writ  laaned,  ai  where  the  objection  to  the  writ  was 
poaed  in  another  action  and  the  court  engaged  in  the  trial  thereof 
ico  ordered  an  amendment  to  be  made,  so  as  to  remove  the  eb- 
on. The  leave  thna  given  to  amend  may  be  snstained  where 
actions  are  in  the  same  eoart,  and  also  when  no  harm  could  have 
ted  from  the  amendment  for  the  reason  that,  from  an  inspee- 
of  the  record,  it  is  dear  that  the  order  is  a  correct  one,  for  in 
event  the  writ  may  be  treated  as  amended,  wheth'er  the  record 
that  court  or  not:  Dewey  v.  Peeler,  181  Maae.  135,  *2  Am.  St. 
39&,  M  N.  E.  800. 

.  Affiendnisitta  In  Hatters  of  Fonn> — "The  form  of  ezecu- 
moat  DBuatly  adopted  contains  the  following  particulars:  1. 
rports  to  issaa  In  the  name  of  some  sovereign  power;  in  England, 
lame  of  the  reigning  monarch  is   need;   in  the  United  States, 

ame  is  the  state  of ,  or  the  people  of  the  state  of ; 

la  addressed  to  the  sheriff,  or  to  some  other  officer  competent 
eente  it;  8.  It  commands  the  officer  to  do  some  aet;  i.  It  shows 
lurpoBe  for  which  the  act  is  to  be  dono,  or,  in  utlicr  wonlK,  ilie 
aent  of  which  sutialattiou  is  anuglil;  5.  It  usually  ilirfcta  a 
and  place  in  which  and  to  wbich  a  returu  must  be  made;  6.  It 
1  with  a  clause  of  HtteBtation":  Freemao  on  Exetutiocs,  eee.  38. 
I  think  tbat  each,  of  tbeae  parts  may  be  nmcmjcd,  at  any  time, 
a  tbe  amcniiment  proper  to  be  mnde  can  be  ascertained,  eitheF 
reference  to  the  record,  or  to  the  existing  law  prencribing  tlip 
and  contents  of  the  writ.  Hence,  if  the  writ  isHuta  iu  the  Dame 
e  territory  of  C,  instead  of  in  the  name  of  ttie  state  (Cornahan 
11,  4  Colo,  190),  or  in  tho  case  of  an  execution  against  the  per- 
if  tbe  defendant  niisnamea  the  tomo  in  which  tho  county  jail 
ualed  {Avery  v.  Lewis,  10  Vl.  332,  33  Am.  Dec.  203),  these  are 
dable   defects  mhith   do   not   destroy   the   efficiency  of  the  writ 
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"While  ui  eieention  should  taUow  ani.  coaform  to  the  jndgme 
It  !■  eleu  that  an  unendmeiit  mn.}'  be  alloired  if  the  ezectUion  e 
b«  flo  identified  with  the  judgment  dod  the  reeoid  on  which  the  jni 
mant  ii  founded  that  tha  court  can  And  data  by  wlkicb  to  make  I 
amendment":  Dewej  v.  Peeler,  191  Umb.  135,  12  Am.  St,  Bep.  3: 
36  N.  B.  800.  "Tha  general  prinoiplo  is,  tJkat  when  the  judgmt 
ia  recovered  in  a  conrt  having  juriadietion,  and  the  exaention  ia 
•ued  bj  the  proper  officer,  irregolaritiea  either  in  the  Tnode  of  iaaoj 
it  or  in  the  document  itaelf  do  not  make  it  void;  and  that  it  m 
be  dealt  with  by  the  court  upon  motion  of  either  part^i  and  amend 
or  annulled  aa  jnatice  maj  require,  and  that  service  of  it,  if  it 
not  annulled,  or  ■errice  lestrained  or  loipended,  ia  not  invalid 
Cheaeboro  v.  Barme,  163  Haas.  TS,  39  N.  E.  1033. 

It  has  been  aaid,  and  perbapa  truly,  that  a  void  writ  cannot 
amended:  MeCormick  v. 'Wheeler,  36  111.  114,  85  Am.  Dec  388;  Clar 
V.  UiUei,  18  Barb.  269.  The  declaration  of  thia  general  princi] 
ia  of  no  greater  aid  than  ia  that  other  declaration  to  be  found  in 
many  of  the  deeisiona,  that  an  amendable  writ  ia  not  void.  We  ■ 
atiU  left  without  any  test  to  determine  what  wrlta  are  void  and  wl 
voidable.  Thia  qneation  cannot  be  anawered  in  a  aingle  aentence 
■action,  and  the  reader  muat  be  left  to  determine  It  from  a  vi 
variety  of  deciaiona  involving  aasaulta  upon  writg  and  proceedin 
thereunder  from  widely  divergent  pointa  of  attack,  attended  by 
infinite  variety  of  eircumstancea. 

XV.  Amending  the  Direetloa  to  the  Offlcer. — Where  a  writ 
directed  to  an  improper  offlcer,  bnt  Aeeuted  by  the  prop 
officer,  the  error  in  the  direction  doea  not  vitiate  the  writ,  and  m 
be  cured  by  amendmenta:  Ballina  v.  Bich,  27  He  557;  Eeareay 
Bradbury,  9  Hass.  95;  Wood  V.  Boss,  11  Masa.  277;  Waldea 
Davison,  15  Wend.  578.  Where  such  an  error  had  been  eommittt 
the  court  said;  "This  !s  a  judicial  writ,  and  the  erroneons  directi 
is  a  mere  miBprision  of  our  own  clerk.  Judicial  writs  are  more  abi 
lutely  under  the  control  of  the  court  than  orighial  writs.  Let  t 
amendment  be  made":  Campbell  r.  Stiles,  9  Haas.  217.  8m  Atkj 
SOD  V.  Qatcber,  23  Ark.  101;  Simooke  v.  Frederick,  1  Ind.  S4;  Herri 
V.  Cook,  31  Me.  120.  Where  the  error  Is  in  directing  the  writ  to  t 
sheriff  of  one  county,  when  it  is  intended  to  be  delivered  to  tha^her 
of  another  county,  there  ia  some  dnubt  whether  it  can  be  amendi 
so  aa  to  support  proceedings  taken  in  the  latter  county.  In  Slino 
it  has  been  held'  that  this  is  not  a  proper  ease  for  an  amendmei 
and  that,  as  the  sheriff  acted  in  the  absence  of  any  writ  directed 
him,  a  levy  and  sale  made  by  him  are  incurably  void:  Bybee  v.  Aahb 
2  Gilm.  151,  43  Am.  Dee.  47.  We  tblnk,  however,  that  an  error 
thia  character  does  not  differ  from  other  errors  in  directing  a  wi 
to  an  improper  officer,  and  bence  that  it  does  not  vitiate  tha  wri 
and  may  be  cured  by  amendment:  Chrirty  v.  Springs,  11  Okla,  71 
69  Pac.  864.     If  the  writ  ia  required  to  recite  some  pre-existing  wt 
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and  to  state  the  eoimty  to  which  it  waa  iiaaedi  the  omiaaion  to  eorapty 
with  aoeh  reqmrement  ia  a  mere  irregularity  which  can  be  auppUed 
bj  amendment:  Eada  y.  Wynne,  79  Hun,  463,  29  N.  Y.  Supp.  983. 

V.  ATnuiMlIng  OmJaiion  in  Words  of  Oommattd , — Where  the  law 
anthorized  executiona  to  be  levied  on  landa  and  tenementa  as 
well  as  on  gooda  and  chattels,  a  writ  iaaned,  commanding  a  levy  oa 
goods  and  chattels,  but  omitting  the  words  "lands  and  tenements." 
Under  this  writ,  lands  were  sold  and  a  conveyance  made  in  porsn- 
ance  of  the  writ.  About  fifteen  years  afterward,  thia  writ  and  deed, 
having  been  offered  in  evidence,  were  objected  to  for  thia  defeet, 
whereupon  the  court  held  as  follows:  "By  an  act  of  the  legislature, 
real  estate,  quoad  hoc,  ia  put  on  the  same  footing  with  personal,  and 
a  plaintiff  has  the  same  right  to  have  his  judgment  levied  as  well 
of  the  one  as  the  other.  An  execution  is  the  process  which  the  law 
gives  to  enforce  a  judgment,  and  ought  to  pursue  the  law.  It  is  a 
remedy  v^ch  a  plaintiff  has  a  right  to  ask  of  the  court,  and  which 
the  eourt  ia  bound  to  extend  to  him  to  the  utmost  extent  of  the  law. 
The  omission  therefore,  of  the  words  'lands  and  tenements,'  etc.,  in 
the  execution  in  the  case  of  Williams  v.  Bobertson,  is  clearly  a  cleri- 
cal mistake;  considering  it,  therefore,  aa  the  act  of  the  court,  and 
not  of  the  party,  I  should  be  disposed  to  think,  if  it  were  necessary, 
that  the  eourt  would— even  at  this  day-— entertain  a  motion  to  amend 
it,  BO  as  to  render  it  consistent  with,  and  make  it  as  efficient  as,  the 
law  itself":  Toomer  v.  Purkey,  1  Mill  Const.  323,  12  Am.  Dec.  634; 
Treasnrera  v.  Bordeaux,  3  McCord,  142. 

YL    Amendments  to  Ooof  ozm  Execntioiui  to  the  Judgmenits  en 

which  they  were  entered  have  been  of  very  frequent  occurrence. 

By  such    amendments    a   variance    in    the    name    of   the    plaintiff 

(Bsnk  of  Kentucky  v.  Lacy,  1   T.  B.  Mon.  7;   Mackie  v.  Smith, 

4  Taunt.  322),  or  of  the  defendant  (Browne  v.  Hammond,  Barnes, 

10;  Qross  v.  Mims,  63  Ga.  563;   Vogt  v.  Ticknor,  48  N.  H.  242), 

or  in  the  date   (Friedlander  v.  Fenton,   180   HI.  312,  72   Am.  St. 

Bep.  207,  54  N.  £.  329;  Chase  v.  Oilman,  15  Me.  66;  First  Nat.  Bank 

of  Hagerstown  v.  Weckler,  52  Md.  30;  Woolworth  v.  Taylor,  62  How. 

^*  90),  or  amount   (Sheppard  v.  Malloy,  12   Ala.   561;   Spenee  v. 

Batledge,  11  Ala.  557;  Hunt  v.  Loucks,  88  Cal.  376,  99  Am.  Dec.  404; 

l>oe  V.  Bue,  4  Blackf.  263,  29  Am.  Dec.  368;  McCall  v.  Trevor,  4 

Blaekf.  496;  Hutchena  v.  Doe,  3  Ind.  528;  Saunders  v.  Smith,  3  Ga. 

121;  Paine  v.  Spratley,  5  Kan.  525;   Smith  v.  Keen,  26  Me.  411; 

Corthell  v.  Egery,  74  Me.  41;  Bobb  v.  Halsey,  11  Smedes  &  M.  140; 

Holmes  v.  Williams,  3  Caines,  98;  Kokomo  S.  Co.  v.  Inman,  21  N. 

Y.  Supp.  705;  Hinton  v.  Boach,  95  N.  C.  106;  Waggoner  v.  Dubois, 

19  Ohio,  67;  Bachelder  v.  Chaves,  5  N.  Mex.  562,  25  Pac.  783;  Stev- 

«»oii  V.  Castle,  1  Obit,  349;  Laroche  v.  Washbrough,  2  Term  Rep. 

737;  Black  v.  Wistar,  4  Dall.  267;  King  v.  Harrison,  15  East,  615; 

Williama  v.  Waring,  5  Tyrw.  1128,  Cromp.  M.  &  B.  354;   BickneU 

▼.  Witherell,  1  Q.  B.  914),  of  the  judgment  may  be  corrected;  or  the 
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ntme  of  a  p^rtj  maj  b«  entirelj  •triekeu  oat  when  it*  insertioB  n 
not  wkiTsnted  by  th«  judgment  (CaKthorn  v,  Euight,  11  Ala.  Si 
Thompaon  t.  Bondnruit,  16  Ala.  St6,  50  Am.  Dee.  136;  ADdran 
BoborU,  18  AU.  887;  I>elDaeli  t.  State  Bask,  87  AU.  *S7;  Qoodn 
T.  Walker,  88  Ala.  112;  Oreea  t.  Cole,  13  Ired.  420,  8S  N.  C.  425), 
B  name  impropsTty  omitted  may  be  ineerted;  Uorse  t.  Dewey,  3 
H.  63G;  Porter  t.  Qoo^man,  1  Ckiw.  413;  Shaffer  v.  Watkina,  T  Wa 
*  S.  219.  Eenee  a  writ  omitting  the  name  of  the  plaintiff  ia  i 
Toid,  but  may  be  perfected  by  inierting  Ma  name:  Smith  t.  Bell,  1 
Qa.  800,  73  Am.  8t.  Bep.  151,  33  8.  E.  684.  So,  if  the  judgment  i 
againit  the  defendant  in  a  repreeentatiTe  capacity,  and  the  « 
failed  to  itate  tbia  fact,  or  atated  it  incorrectly,  it  may  be  ameui 
to  conform  to  the  jndgment.  If  be  ia  described  in  the  writ  u 
apeelal  administrator,  it  may  be  amended  ao  aa  to  deaeribe  him 
adminiitrator  with  the  will  annexed  (Dewey  v.  Peeler,  161  Maaa.  1 
42  Am.  St.  Bep.  399,  36  N.  £.  800);  or,  if  the  writ  ia  againat  I 
aa  adminiatrator  of  the  eatate,  it  may  be  amended  lo  H  to  be  agai 
aaaeta  of  the  eatate  which  ahall  thereafter  come  into  the  banda 
the  adminiatrator  to  be  administered  (HoUi*  v.  Sales,  lOS  Oa. 
89  8.  E.  482),  where  aueh  amendmenta  will  harmonise  the  writ*  n 
the  jadgmenta  intended  to  be  enforced  by  them.  The  style  of 
writ  may  abo  be  amended  ao  aa  to  agree  with  the  form  prsacri 
by  atatnte:  Haona  v.  BnaaeU,  12  Minn.  SO;  Thompaon  t.  Bickford, 
Minn.  17. 

TIL  Amending  Emr  1b  PMlgnating  tba  Batom  Day. — VI 
the  law  deaignatee  the  retnm  day,  the  omiaeion  to  designate 
in  the  writ  la,  according  to  the  majority  of  the  antfaoritiea,  a  n: 
elerieal  miaprision  of  no  serious  consequence.  Whether  the  ret 
day  be  improperly  designated  or  altogether  omitted,  the  writ  n 
not  be  qaaahed,  but  may  be  amended  ao  aa  to  make  it  what  It  aho 
have  been  in  the  Brat  ioetanee:  Harrell  v.  Martin,  4  Ala.  650;  Eidt 
Cromwell,  17  Ala.  648;  Sanndera  t.  Smith,  3  Qa.  121;  Ooode  t.  Mil 
78  Ey.  235;  Harris  v.  West,  25  Miaa.  1S6;  Cramer  t.  Van  Alatynt 
Johns.  386;  Shoemaker  t.  Enorr,  i  Dall.  197;  Berthoa  t.  Eeelej 
Teates,  205;  P«rkins  t.  Woodfolk,  8  Baxt.  480;  FnrUde  v.  Mil 
Barnes,  213;  Reubel  t.  Preston,  5  East,  291;  Walker  t.  Hawkey 
Marsh.  399. 

Tm.  Tbe  CUose  of  Attestation  may  also  be  amended:  Eai 
T.  McCormiek,  5  Ark.  663;  Jackson  v.  Bowling,  10  Ark.  578;  I 
ley  V.  Warren,  2  Pick.  692;  People  t.  Montgomery  C.  P.,  18  We 
633;  Newnham  t.  Law,  6  Term  Bep.  577;  Englebart  t.  Dunbai 
Dowl,  P.  C.  202;  Bex  r.  Sheriff,  1  Marah.  344.  Thus  an  ezecut 
tested  after  the  defendant's  death  may  be  amended  ao  as  to  fa 
teste  of  tbe  first  day  of  the  term  (Center  r.  Billinghorst,  I  C 
33;  Lane  t.  Beltzhoover,  Taney,  110),  or,  if  tested  out  ft  term,  p 
be  amended  ao  aa  to  be  tested  in  term  time:  Jonee  v.  Cook,  1  C 
313;  Bertbon  t.  Eeeley,  4  Teates,  205;  Baker  t.  Smith,  4  Yeates,  1 
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:r  V.  Kaon,  1  Dall.  197;  Ue^er  v.  Bing,  I  H.  Bl&ek.  S41.  So, 
nrt,  place,  or  time  at  which  the  writ  is  to  be  returned  ia 
Ij  stated,  the  writ  mtj  be  amended:  Forward  v.  Uarah,  18 

H&niHon  r.  Agricaltival  Bank,  i  Bmedea  ft  M.  SOT;  Bojd 
rkamp,  1  Barb.  Cfa.  273;  Tan  Betnen  r.  Brower,  6  Cow.  SO; 

Griawold,  1  Cow.  199;  Stone  t.  Uartin,  2  Denio,  1S6;  Hall 
D  Abb.  Pr.  220;  Atkinson  t.  Newton,  2  Bob.  ft  P.  336;  Hart 
n,  5  Barr.  258S;  Hunt  v.  Eendriek,  2  W,  Blaek.  036;  Simon  v. 
i  Taunt.  605.  And  iu  cats  the  elaaae  of  attestation  be  an- 
litted,  it  maj  be  inserted  as  an  amendment  to  the  original 
IntTTa  V.  Bowan,  8  Johns.  144.  Bo,  if  the  writ  be  attested 
me  of  the  wrong  person  sa  chief  justice,  it  may  be  amended 
ng  out  (ueh  name  and  inserting  the  proper  one:  Nask  r. 
13  Het.  476;  Boas  t.  Lnther,  4  Cow.  1S8,  IS  Am.  Dm.  341; 
.  Alpin,  1  Cow.  203;  United  States  v.  Hanford,  19  Johns. 
ry  V,  Henry,  1  How.  Pr.  167;  Spooner  v.  Proat,  1  How.  Pr, 
baa  alao  been  held  that  the  signature  of  the  clerk  may  be 

aa  amendment;  Wbiting  t.  Beebe,  62  Ark.  421;  Taylor  t. 

Kan.  694,  7S  Am,  St.  Bep.  346,  60  Pae.  736.  Thia,  however, 
Ty  to  the  weight  of  anthority,  which  seems  to  regard  the 
I  of  the  dork  or  ether  person  authoriEed  to  iasus  the  writ  aa 
lable  to  its  validity.  In  the  absence  of  such  sigmilure,  it 
e  Bucc(>s3fu!ly  ctnimed  that  any  writ  has  issued  to  wbieh  an 
■nt  can  be  applied:  Freeman  on  Execiitinns,  see.  45;  O'Don- 
[ergiiire,  131  Cal.  527,  82  Am.  St.  Eep.  33B,  6S  Pac.  847:  Short 

79  Ga.  550,  4  S.  E.  852;  Rnwles  v.  Jaetaon.  104  Gb.  'Sfl3,  69 

Eep.   185,   30  H.   E.   820;    Hernandez   v.   Drake,   81   111.   34; 

V.  Joseph,  137  III.  113,  31  Am.  St.  Eop.  355,  27  N.  E.  80. 
ution   otherwise   regular   "was   signeiJ   'M.   C.   Haley,   Clerk, 

Dougherty,  Deputy  Clerk,'  and  not  by  C,  F.  Curry,  who  was 
[  at  the  date  of  the  alleged  eieeution.  Unley  was  a  former 
id  his  signature,  'M.  C.  Haley,  Clerl;,'  wns  in  print;  and 
Jniitted  that  Dougherty  was  the  deputy  of  Curry,  aa  he  had 
10  of  Haley,"  The  question  presented  was  whether  this 
a  was  valid  aud  aufficient  to  confer  power  on  the  sheriff 
nd  convey  lands.  The  court  said:  "The  question,  we  think, 
>f  an  obvious  answer.  The  power  of  amendment,  hnwevnr 
e  it  may  be,  is  limited  to  the  amendment  of  the  writs  of  the 
hich  can  bo  authenticated  only,  under  provisions  of  the  law 
:o  ours,  by  the  subscription  of  the  clerk.  Without  thia  thera 
ig  'which  the  judge  can  affirm'  is  an  eiecution  'issued  upon 
it  produced.'  Under  the  uucient  practice,  where  the  seal  of 
■t  mas  in  tha  custody  of  a  particular  officer  and  sedulously 
,  and  when  acais  were  habitually  used  for  the  purpose  of 
eating  instruments,  a  seal  alone  mny  have  been  suflicipnt  to 
cate  an  eiecutinn — as  in  fact  was  the  case  in  the  king's 
though  in  the   more   modern  court   of  common   pleas   the  sig- 
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nature  of  the  protbonotary  was  required.  But  in  modem  timeg  the 
seal  has  lost  its  signifieanee,  and  eannot  be  regarded  as  a  snffieien't 
authentication  without  the  signature  of  the  officer  affixing  it.  Whether 
both  seal  and  subscription  of  the  clerk — as  required  hy  the  code — 
be  essential^  is  a  question  about  which  the  authorities  differ,  and 
which  it  is  unnecessary,  in  this  case,  to  determine.  But  we  are  ot 
the  opinion  that  the  seal  by  itself  is  insufficient,  and  that  the  sub- 
scription of  the  clerk  is  an  essential  part  of  the  writ,  without  whicli 
there  is  no  execution  to  be  amended":  O'Donnell  ▼.  Merguire,  131 
Gal.  527,  82  Am.  St.  Bep.  389,  63  Pac.  847. 

XX,    Amending   by   Affixing   SeaL — ^There   are   authorities    of   m 
very  high  character  (Weaver  ▼.  Peasley,  163  m.  251,  54  Am.   St. 
Bep.  469,  45  N.  £.  119;  Gordon  ▼.  Bodwell,  59  Kan.  51,  68  Anu  St. 
Bep.  S41,  51  Pac.  906;  Frankhouser  v.  De  Witt,  9  Kan.  App.  636,  58 
Pac.  1027),  affirming  that  the  affixing  of  the  seal  of  the  court  is 
essential  to  the  validity  of  the  original  writ.    Where  this  view  is 
sustained,  a  motion  to  amend  by  affixing  the  seal  would  be  unavail- 
ing, for  no  amendment  could  operate  to  the  extent  of  giving  life  to 
a  writ  which  theretofore  was  dead  in  law.    But  where  this  view  is 
not  maintained,  the  seal  of  the  court,  having  been  omitted  at  the 
issuing  of  the  writ,  may  afterward  be  affixed  as  an  amendment: 
Bridewell  v.  Mooney,  25  Ark.  524;  Hall  v.  Laekmond,  50  Ark.  113, 
7  Am.  St.  Bep.  84,  6  S.  W.  510;  Hunter  v.  Bumsville  T.  Co.,  56  Ind. 
213;  Warmouth  v.  Dryden,  125  Ind.  355,  25  N.  E.  433;  Arnold  ▼. 
Nye,  23  Mich.  286;  Sawyer  v.  Baker,  3  Oreenl.  29;  Kipp  v.  Burton  (the 
principal  case),  29  Mont.  96,  ante,  p.  544,  74  Pac.  85;  Taylor  v.  Court- 
ney, 15  Neb.  190,  16  N.  W.  842;  Dominick  v.  Backer,  3  Barb.  17;  Pur- 
cell  V.  McFarland,  1  Ired.  34,  35  Am.  Dec.  734;  Clark  v.  Hellen,  1  Ired. 
421;  CorwHh  v.  State  Bank,  18  Wis.  560,  86  Am.  Dec.  793;  Davelaar  v. 
Scbenck,  110  Wis.  470,  86  N.  W.  185.    It  is  scarcely  necessary  for  us 
to  add  that,  in  our  judgment,  if  there  be  any  occasion  which  more 
than  any  other  justifies  the  amendment  of  an  execution,  it  is  when  it 
is  in  other  respects  in  substantial  conformity  to  the  law,  but  the  clerk 
has  omitted  to  impress  upon  it  the  seal  of  the  court.    From  a  mere 
inspection  of  the  writ  and  of  the  statute,  there  can  be  no  doubt 
what  omission  has  occurred  and  what  will  supply  it.    The  writ  bein^ 
a  judicial  writ,  the  court  should  at  once,  on  its  attention  being  called 
to  the  matter,  direct  of  its  own  motion  that  the  clerk  perform,  nune 
pro  tunc,  the  duty  so  unquestionably  resting  upon  him  when  he  is- 
fued  the  writ. 

Z.  The  Time  Within  Which  an  Execution  may  be  amended  has 
no  limit.  A  sale  of  property  may  have  been  made  under  exe- 
tution,  and  for  years  may  have  been  confirmed  by  the  silent 
acquiescence  of  all  the  parties  in  interest.  After  time  has  thus 
elapsed,  the  execution  may  for  the  first  time  be  made  subject  to 
objection  for  some  amendable  informality.  In  such  a  case,  the  court, 
irrespective  of  the  lapse  of  time,  will  either  disregard  the  informality 
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or  order  tlia  execution  to  be  amended.    At  all  eyents,  the  mere  lapse 
of  time  does  not  of  itself  interpose  any  obstacle  to  the  amendment, 
and  may  even  constitute  an  additional  reason  for  directing  it  to  be 
made.    We  have  already  shown  that  the  power  to  amend  is  one 
which  will  be  exercised  in  the  furtherance  of  justice.    The  fact  that 
tho  defendant  in  the  writ  has  permitted  it  to  be  enforced  without 
objection  and  that  he  or  third  persons,  at  a  distant  day,  seek  to 
avoid  its  effect  by  suggesting  some  error  in  its  form  or  issuing  is,  of 
itself,  a  reason  for  granting,  rather  than  of  withholding,  leave  to 
amend,  and  certainly  but  few  courts  will  reward  his  or  their  laches 
by  denying  relief:  Holmes  y.  Williams,  3  Gaines,  98;  Adams  v.  Hig- 
gins,  23  Fla.  13,  1  South.  321;  Lewis  v.  Lindley,  28  111.  147;  Bybee  v. 
Ashby,  a  Gilm.  151,  43  Am.  Dec.  47;  Vogt  v.  Ticknor,  48  N.  H.  242; 
Phelps  ▼.  Ball,  1  Johns.  Gas.  31;  Galloway  v.  McKeithen,  5  Ired.  12, 
42  Am.  Dec.  153;  Sickler  v.  Overton,  8  Pa.  St.  325;  Giles  v.  Pratt,  1 
Hill  (a  C.),  239,  26  Am.  Dec.  170;  Sabin  v.  Austin,  10  Wis.  421. 
Among  these  few  are  the  courts  of  Texas.    They  make  a  distinction, 
which  they  nowhere  dearly  explain,  between  what  they  style  amend- 
ments in  matters  of  form  and  amendments  in  matter  of  substance; 
and  hold,  with  respect  to  matters  of  substance,  that  amendments  will 
not  be  authorized  after  a  sale  has  been  made  under  a  writ.    They 
insist  that  when  a  writ  is  snbetantially  defective,  any  sale  thereunder 
probably  resulted  in  a  saenfice  of  the  defendant's  property  through 
its  realizing  but  an  inadequate  price,  because  prudent  persons  de- 
clined to  compete  at  a  sale  likely  or  surely  to  be  declared  invalid. 
This  result  must  follow  decisions  like  those  in  that  state,  but  if 
they  had,  on  the  other  hand,  sustained  the  right  to  amend  writs  in 
p^per  cases  after  sales  made  thereunder,  the  evil  they  seek  to  avoid 
would  not  have  been  called  into  being.    Among  the  writs  held  in  this 
■tate  to  be  nonamendable  after  a  sale  thereunder,  because  of  de- 
fects in  matter  of  substanee,  were  an  excution  against  P.  B.  G.  on  a 
Judgment  against  J.  P.  C.  (Battle  v.  Guedry,  58  Tex.  Ill);  against 
C.  B.  and  Wm.  H.  on  a  judgment  against  C.  B.  and  H.  W.  V.  H. 
(Morris  v.  Balkham,  75  Tex.  Ill,  16  Am.  St.  Bep.  874,  12  S.  W.  970) ; 
•ad  an  execution  commanding  the  sale  of  the  property  of  the  executors 
mmed  therein  when  the  judgment  authorized  the  sale  of  the  prop* 
*rty  of  the  estate  in  their  hands  as  such  executors:  McKay  v.  Paris 
B.  Bank,  75  Tex.  181,  16  Am,  St.  Bep.  884, 12  S.  W.  529. 

n.  The  Effect  of  Amending  an  Execution  is  generally  to  give 
the  writ  the  same  operation  as  if  originally  issued  in  due  form; 
Ware  v.  Kent,  123  Ala.  427,  82  Am.  St.  Rep.  132,  26  South.  208; 
Han  V.  Lackmond,  50  Ark.  113,  7  Am.  St.  Bep.  84,  6  S.  W.  510;  Adams 
V.  Higgins,  23  Fla.  13,  1  South.  321;  Saunders  v.  Smith,  3  Ga.  121; 
Lewis  V.  Lindley,  28  HI.  147;  Durham  v.  Heaton,  28  111.  'J64,  81  Am. 
Bee  275;  Den  v.  Lecony,  1  Goxe  (N.  J.  L.),  Ill;  Morae  v.  Dewey, 
BN.  H.  535;  Abels  v.  Westervelt,  24  How.  Pr.  284;  Porter  v.  Goodman, 
1  Cow.  413;  Jackson  v.  Anderson,  4  Wend.  474;  Buy  dam  v.  McCoon, 
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Coleman's  Caaes,  59  (•64);  Phelps  v.  Ball,  1  Johns.  Cas.  31;  Cherrj 
▼.  Wollard,  1  Ired.  438;  Clnggage  v.  Duncan,  1  Serg.  ft  B.  Ill;  Sick- 
ler  V.  Overton,  8  Pa.  St.  825;  Treasurers  v.  Bordeaux,  3  McCord,  142; 
Toomer  v.  Purkey,  1  Mill  Const.  323,  12  Am.  Dec.  634;  McCormack 
y.  Melton,  1  Ad.  &  £.  331;  Hunt  ▼.  Eendrick,  2  W.  Black.  836;  Thorpe 
y.  Hood,  1  DowL  P.  C.  501;  Mackie  v.  Smith,  4  Taunt.  322.  Unless 
this  were  the  case,  the  amendment  would  accomplish  no  useful  pur- 
pose. If  an  officer  is  sued  for  not  executing  a  writ  or  for  negligenee 
in  its  execution,  it  may  be  amended  pending  that  action  or  during 
the  trial:  Hargrave  y.  Penrod,  Breese,  401,  12  Am.  Dee.  201.  If  a 
sale  has  taken  place,  the  writ  may  be  amended,  and  as  amended  may 
ever  thereafter  be  offered  in  support  of  such  sale:  Lewis  ▼.  Lindley, 
28  111.  147;  Durham  y.  Heaton,  28  HI.  264,  81  Am.  Dec.  275;  Jackson 
V.  Anderson,  4  Wend.  474.  If  the  action  Is  for  false  imprisonment, 
the  defendant  may  have  the  ca.  sa.  under  which  he  acted  amended 
to  conform  to  the  judgment  on  which  it  issued,  and  then  justify  under 
the  writ  as  amended:  Holmes  y.  Williams,  8  Caines,  98.  The  same 
action  may  be  taken  and  the  same  result  accomplished  where  the 
defendant  is  sued  for  trespass  in  levying  the  writ:  Porter  v.  Qood- 
man,  1  Cow.  413. 

In  many  instances  the  amendment  of  an  execution  may  properly 
be  described  as  having  no  effect  whatsoever.  When  the  amendment 
is  to  cure  a  clerical  error  or  defect  obvious  from  the  record,  or,  in 
other  words,  where  the  record  discloses  the  error  and  supplies  the 
data  for  its  correction,  no  formal  amendment  is  necessary,  and  the 
writ  will,  in  all  collateral  proceedings,  be  treated  as  amended:  Hunt 
V.  Loucks,  38  CaL  372,  99  Am.  Dec.  404;  Durham  y.  Heaton,  28  HI. 
264,  81  Am.  Dec.  275;  Corthell  v.  Egery,  74  Me.  41;  Den  v.  Lecony, 
1  Coxe  (N.  J.  L.),  Ill;  Morse  y.  Dewey,  3  N.  H.  535;  Wright  v. 
Nostrand,  94  N.  T.  32;  Sheppard  v.  Bland,  87  N.  C.  163;  Cluggage 
v.  Duncan,  1  Serg.  &  B.  Ill;  Portis  v.  Parker,  8  Tex.  23,  58  Am.  Dec. 
95;  Corwith  v.  State  Bank,  18  Wis.  560,  86  Am.  Dec.  793;  Griswold 
y.  Connolly,  1  Woods,  193,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  5833. 

It  is  true,  there  are  some  cases  treating  the  amendment  of  an  exe- 
cution as  a  matter  within  the  discretion  of  the  court,  to  be  granted 
or  refused  according  to  its  notions  of  justice:  Hayford  y.  Everett, 
68  Me.  505.  If  this  view  were  correct,  then  we  do  not  understand 
how  a  writ  can  be  treated  as  amended  in  advance  of  an  order  au- 
thorizing its  amendment,  for  prior  to  that  time  it  cannot  be  known 
how  the  discretion  will  be  exercised.  But  where  the  amendment  is 
proper,  we  conceive  that  its  allowance  is  not  a  matter  of  discretion. 
There  being  a  valid  judgment  and  a  writ  obviously  issued  upon  it, 
though  tainted  by  some  mere  clerical  omission  or  defect,  it  is  the 
duty  of  the  court  to  give  due  effect  to  such  judgment  and  writ  and 
all  proceedings  based  tbereon,  at  least  until  some  direct  motion  or 
proceeding  is  taken  to  quash  the  writ  or  proceedings  for  irregularity, 
and  even  then  the  better  practice  is  to  amend  the  writ  and  purge  it 


Xov.  1903.]  Kipp  V.  Burton.  661 

of  the  .irregularity  ratEer  than  to  destroy  it,  and  annnl  the  pro* 
eeediagB  taken  for  its  enforcement:  Freeman  on  EzecutionSy  sec.  78; 
Cheney  v.  Beall,  69  Ga.  533;  but  in  this  state  the  code  provides  that 
the  amendment  of  an  execution  avoids  a  previous  levy  thereunder: 
Beasley  v.  Bowden,  58  Ga.  154;  Jones  v.  Parker,  60  Ga.  500. 

As  a  consequence  of  the  general  principle  that  void  writs  are  not 
amendable,  the  court,  in  determining  whether  leave  shall  be  granted 
to  amend  a  writ,  must  consider  or  determine  whether  or  not  it  is 
void.  Hence,  an  order  granting  leave  to  amend  is  necessarily  an  ad- 
judication that  the  writ  is  amendable  and  not  void.  Therefore,  if 
such  an  order  has  been  made  and  the  writ  has  been  amended  in  con- 
formity therewith,  all  persons  over  whom  the  court  had  jurisdiction  in 
making  the  order  are  bound  by  it,  and  are  no  longer  at  liberty  to 
assert  that  the  writ  is  void,  and  cannot  sustain  sales  made,  or  other 
proceedingB  taken  under  it:  Adams  v.  Higgins,  2$  Fla.  13,  1  South. 
32L 

xn.    The   Effect  of  Not  Amending  an  Execution  is  apparent 
from  the   principles  stated   and   the  authorities   cited  in  the  pre- 
ceding paragraphs.      If  leave  to  amend  is  not  sought  and  obtained^ 
the  plaintiff  and  others  claiming  under  tl^e  writ  have  not  the  ad- 
vantage  resulting  from   the   detenMnation   of  the   court  that   the 
writ  is  amendable,  and  may  therefore  sustain  sales  made  under  it. 
In  other  words,  this  question  remains  an  open  one.    Those  claiming 
that  the  writ  is  amendable  are,  however,  at  liberty  to  urge  their 
claim  in  any  proceedinsr  in  which  it  may  be  material,  and  if  they 
latisfy  the  court  that  such  is  the  case,  the  writ  will  usually  be  ac- 
corded the  same  effect  as  if  it  had  been  amended  upon  leave  granted 
therefor:  De  Loach  v.  Bobbins,  102  Ala.  288,  48  Am.  St.  Bep.  46,  14 
South.  777;  Adams  v.  Higgins,  28  Fla.  28,  1  South.  321;  Anderson  v. 
Gray,  134  111.  550,  23  Am.  St.  Bep.  696,  25  N.  E.  843;  Corthell  v. 
%ery,  74  Me.  41;  Den  v.  Lecony,  1  N.  J.  L.  Ill,  131;  Sabin  v.  Austin, 
19  Wis.  421.    From  this  rule  motions  and  other  proceedings  to  quash 
or  recall  the  writ  must  be  excepted.    Upon  the  hearing  of  such  a 
motion,  the  court,  though  of  the  opinion  that  the  writ  is  amendable, 
may  also   reach   the   conclusion  that  justice  will  be  promoted   by 
quashing  or  recalling  it,  and  may  therefore  grant  the  motion  instead 
of  directing  an  amendment.    It  is  therefore  advisable  in  all  cases 
where  a  writ  is  found  to  be  infected  by  amendable  defects  to  pro- 
cure an  order  granting  leave  to  remove  them  by  an  amendment,  for 
^7  such  order  the  plaintiff  and  those  claiming  under  him  are  pro- 
tected from  the  perils  attendant  upon  a  motion  to  quash  it,  and  are 
secured  the  advantage  of  the  adjudication  involved  in  the  order,  to 
the  effect  that  the  defects  in  question  are  amendable  in  their  char- 
acter. 

YTTT,  personB  Against  Wliom  Amendments  may  be  Made.— In 
quite  a  number  of  cases  the  general  declaration  is  made  that 
ta  amendment  of  a  writ  will  not  be  ordered  when  it  will  pre- 
01.  Reo.  Vol.  101-36 
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judice  the  interests  of  third  persons:  Gape  Fear  Bank  ▼.  WiHiamscn, 
2  Ired.  (24  N.  C.)  147;  Ohio  L- 1.  Ck).  v.  Urbana  Ins.  Co.,  13  Ohio,  220; 
Brooks  V.  Hodson,  7  Man.  ft  G.  529,  8  Scott  N,  B.  223;  Hunt  ▼.  Pas- 
man,  4  Maule  ft  S.  329;  Phillips  ▼.  Tanner,  6  Bing.  237,  3  Moore  ft  P. 
562;  Levett  ▼.  Kibblewhite,  6  Taunt.  483;  Webber  y.  Hutchins,  8  Mees. 
ft  W.  ^19;  Johnson  ▼.  Dobell,  1  Moore  ft  P.  28.  On  examining  these 
cases,  it  will  generally  be  found  that  the  third  persons  against  whom 
the  court  refused  to  authorize  an  amendment  were  not  in  a  situation 
entitling  them  to  any  partiality  from  the  court.  They  were,  in  most 
cases,  either  the  assignees  in  bankruptcy  of  the  defendant  or  his 
personal  representatives,  the  assignment  on  the  one  hand  and  the 
defendant's  decease  on  the  other  having  taken  place  subsequently 
to  the  issuing  of  the  writ  sought  to  be  amended.  Neither  the  as- 
signees nor  representatives  were  purchasers  for  value,  nor,  in  any 
respect,  the  holders  of  any  special  equities;  and,  being  the  mere 
successors  of  the  defendant's  interests,  we  cannot  understand  why 
they  were  in  condition  to  resist  anything  to  which  his  resistance,  if 
made  prior  to  the  assignment  or  decease,  would  have  been  unavail- 
ing. But  conceding  the  rule  to  be  too  well  established  by  authority 
to  be  overthrown  by  argument,  we  conceive  that  it  mnst  be  given 
a  very  restricted  application,  and  mnst  be  confined  to  those  instances 
where  a  motion  to  quash  the  writ  is  promptly  made,  and  where  no 
one  but  the  plaintiff  can  be  injured  by  refusing  the  amendment. 
There  are  two  classes  of  third  persons  whose  interests  may  be  af- 
fected by  a  proposed  amendment,  namely,  those  who  have  derived 
^title  from  the  defendant, '  and  are  therefore  interested  in  avoiding 
the  writ;  and,  secondly,  those  who  have  made  purchases  and  are 
deraigning  title  by  aid  of  the  writ,  and  therefore  interested  in  main- 
taining its  validity.  The  latter  class  will  no  doubt  be  protected  by 
amending  the  writ,  if  it  be  amendable.  In  fact,  it  seems,  so  far  aa 
their  interests  are  involved,  superflons  to  order  an  amendment;  for 
where  an  amendment  is  proper,  it  will,  in  collateral  proceedings,  be 
treated  as  if  actually  made:  Hunt  v.  Loucks,  38  CaL  372,  99  Am.  Dee. 
404;  Durham  v.  Heaton,  28  HI.  264,  81  Am.  Dec  275;  Oooley  v. 
Bray  ton,  16  Iowa,  10;  Williams  v.  Brown,  28  Iowa,  247;  Morrell  v. 
Cook,  31  Me.  120;  Doe  v.  Gildart,  4  How.  (Miss.)  267;  Den  v.  Lecony, 
1  Goxe  (N.  J.  L.),  Ill;  Owen  v.  Simpson,  3  Watts,  87;  Morse  v. 
Dewey,  3  N.  H.  535;  Toomer  v.  Purkey,  1  Mill  Const  324,  12  Ajn. 
Dec.  634;  Hubbell  v.  Fogartie,  1  Hill  (S.  C),  167,  26  Am.  Dec.  1^3; 
Giles  V.  Pratt,  1  Hill  (S.  C),  239,  26  Am.  Dee.  170;  Stephens  v. 
White,  2  Wash.  (Va.)  203;  Sabin  v.  Austin,  19  Wis.  421;  Corwith  v. 
State  Bank,  18  Wis.  560,  86  Am,  Dec.  793.  In  determining  whether  an 
amendment  should  be  allowed  against  the  objection  of  third  per- 
sons, an  inquiry  must  be  made  whether  such  persons  had  any  actual 
or  constructive  notice  of  the  facts  upon  which  the  claim  to  the  amend- 
ment is  based.  If,  by  inspecting  the  whole  record  in  the  ease,  they 
could  have  ascertained  that  the  proposed  amendment  would  be  an- 
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thorizedi  they  most  be  regarded  as  eharged  irith  eonstractiye  no- 
tice, and  as  holding  their  interest  in  subordination  to  the  right  of 
imendment:  Fairfield  ▼.  Paine,  23  Me.  498;  Bollins  T.  Bich,  27  Me. 
557.  ' '  The  snbsequent  purchaser  or  creditor  being  chargeable  ^th 
eonstmctive  notice  of  what  is  contained  on  the  record — ^if  he  has 
there  sufficient  to  show  him  that  all  the  requisitions  of  the  statuts 
haye  probably  been  complied  with,  and  he  will,  notwithstanding,  at- 
tempt to  procure  a  title,  under  the  debtor — he  should  stand  charge- 
able with  notice  of  all  facts  the  existence  of  which  is  indicated  and 
rendered  probable  by  what  is  stated  in  the  record,  and  the  ezisteneo 
ef  which  can  be  satisf aetorilj  shown  to  the  court.  And  in  such  cases 
amendments  should  be  allowed,  notwithstanding  the  intervening  in- 
terests of  such  purchaser  or  creditor":  Whitter  y.  Yamej,  10  N.  H. 
t01« 
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[29  Mont.  1S2,  74  Pae.  197.] 

STATUTES    BozrowBd    ftam    Otber    States — Oonstmctioii^— 

Courts  will  not  follow  the  construction  giyen  a  statute  by  the  court 
of  a  state  from  which  such  statute  is  borrowed,  when  such  decision 
does  not  appear  to  be  founded  on  right  reasoning,     (p.  565.) 

ATTACHMENT^— A  Bond  Oonditloned  to  bo  Void  if  the  prin- 
cipal therein  performs  his  contract  is  not'  a  contract  by  the  sureties 
for  the  "direct  payment  of  money''  within  the  meaning  of  a  statute 
authorizing  an  attachment  in  an  action  upon  such  a  contract,  (ppw 
«67,  658,) 

T.  O'Leary  and  H.  B.  WHtehill,  for  the  appellant 

G.  B.  Winston  and  Bogers  ft  Bogers^  for  the  respondents. 

^^  HOLLOWAY,  J.  On  November  16,  1898,  the  Ancient 
Order  of  Hibernians,  Division  No.  1,  of  Anaconda,  Montana, 
entered  into  an  agreement  with  Edward  B.  White,  a  contractor 
tnd  builder,  by  the  terms  of  which  White  agreed  to  furnish 
the  materials  and  erect  a  building  for  the  order  in  Anaconda, 
for  which  he  was  to  be  paid  the  sum  of  thirteen  thousand  five 
hundred  and  seventy-five  dollars,  the  building  to  be  complefed 
prior  to  December  1,  1898,  and  all  the  work  to  be  done  ao- 
cording  to  plans  and  specifications  which  were  furnished.  For 
the  faithful  performance  of  that  contract  White  executed  his 
indemnity  bond  in  the  sum  of  three  thousand  five  hundred  dol- 
J*ra,  with  respondents  Sparrow,  Wegner,  Baderf  eld  and  Thief  en- 
ihaler  as  siireties,  the  condition  of  the  undertaking  being  that^ 
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^if  the  said  Edward  B.  White  shall  in  all  things  comply  with 
;  the  contract  in  letter  and  spirit^  and  turn  over  to  the  said  An- 

l.  cient  Order  of  Hibernians,  Division  No.  1,  of  Anaconda,  the 

I  said  building  fully  finished  and  completed  in  all  its  parts  in 

]  strict  compliance  with  the  said  plans  and  specifications,  .  •  •  . 

then  the  above  obligation  to  be  void,  otherwise  to  remain  in  full 
force  and  virtue." 

The  complaint  alleges  tHat^  although  White  entered  upon  the 
work  and  performed  a  part  of  it,  he  abandoned  the  same  before 
it  was  completed,  and  that  the  appellant  was  compelled  to  com- 
plete the  same  at  a  cost  of  more  than  four  thousand  five  hun- 
dred dollars  over  and  above  the  contract  price  of  the  building. 
The  complaint  then  alleges  that  prior  to  the  commencement  of 
this  action  this  appellant  recovered  ^^^  a  judgment  against 
White  for  the  breach  of  said  contract  in  the  sum  of  five  thou- 
sand four  hundred  and  forty  dollars,  and  that  White  was  soon 
afterward  adjudged  a  bankrupt  without  assets.  The  prayer  of 
the  complaint  is  for  the  full  amount  of  fhe  bond« 

At  the  time  of  the  commencement  of  {his  action  and  the  issu- 
ance of  summons,  upon  a  proper  affidavit  being  made  and  the 
undertaking  required  by  law  being  given,  the  clerk  of  the  dis- 
trict court  issued  a  writ  of  attachment  under  which  the  sheriff 
of  Deer  Lodge  county  levied  upon  property  belonging  to  the 
defendants.  Thereafter  the  defendants  appeared^  and  moved 
the  court  to  discharge  the  attachment  upon  the  ground,  among 
others,  that  the  action  is  not  founded  upon  a  contract  for  the 
direct  payment  of  money  within  the  meaning  of  sections  890 
and  891  of  the  Code  of  Civil  Procedure.  This  motion  was  by 
the  court  sustained,  and  the  attachment  dissolved*  From  the 
order  dissolving  the  attachment  this  appeal  is  prosecuted. 

Section  890  of  the  Code  of  Civil  Procedure  provides  as  fol- 
lows :  *'Sec.  890.  The  plaintiff,  at  the  time  of  issuing  the  sum- 
mons, or  at  any  time  afterward,  may  have  the  property  of  the 
defendant  attached,  as  security  for  the  satisfaction  of  any  judg- 
ment that  may  be  recovered,  ....  as  follows:  In  an  action 
upon  a  contract,  express  or  implied,  for  the  direct  payment  of 
money. 

Without  question  this  is  an  action  upon  an  express  contract^ 
and  the  only  difficulty  to  be  met  with  is  in  the  proper  conistruc- 
tion  of  the  phrase  ''for  the  direct  payment  of  money." 

So  far  as  we  are  advised,  California  and  Oregon  are  the  only 
other  states  having  the  same  statutory  provision.  Colorado  had 
prior  to  1895.    Sections  120  and  121  of  the  California  Practice 
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Act. (Stats.  1861,  p.  68,  c  6;  Code  Civ.  Proa  1897,  sees.  637, 
638)  contain  the  same  proyisions  as  our  section  890,  above,  and 
those  sections  received  construction  by  the  supreme  court  of 
California  in  Hathaway  v.  Davis,  33  Cal.  161,  where  by  a  di- 
vided court  it  was  held  that  an  ordinary  appeal  bond  was  a 
contract  for  the  direct  payment  of  money  witiiin  the  meaning 
of  sections  120  and  1>31,  above.  However,  the  majority  of  the 
^^  court  characterized  its  own  opinion  as  not  being  very  satis- 
factory. This  decision  was  made  the  sole  ground  for  holding 
that  a  bail  bond  was  likewise  a  contract  for  the  direct  payment 
of  money  (City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  v.  Brader,  60 
CaL  606),  and  upon  the  authority  of  these  two  cases  the  same 
court,  in  County  of  Monterey  ▼.  McKee,  61  Cal.  266,  held  the 
oflBcial  bond  of  the  coxmty  treasurer  was  such  a  contract  as  is 
contemplated  by  the  attachment  statute. 

It  is  contended  by  appellant  that  under  the  rule  of  construc- 
tion that,  where  a  statute  is  adopted  from  another  state  by  this 
state,  it  is  adopted  with  the  construction  given  it  by  the  highest 
court  of  that  state,  the  decision  in  Hathaway  v.  Davis,  83  CaL 
161,  is  conclusive  in  this  instance. 

It  may  be  true,  as  assumed  by  counsel  for  appellant,  that  our 
section  890  above  was  borrowed  from  California,  and  yet  that 
is  only  an  assumption,  as  there  is  nothing  whatever  to  indicate 
that  it  is  a  fact.    The  expression  '*for  the  direct  payment  of 
money*'  does  not  appear  in  our  attachment  laws  from  January 
16,  1869,  to  the  adoption  of  the  code  in  1896,  at  which  latter 
^e  at  least  two  other  states  had  substantially  the  same  statu- 
tory provision    as   California.    However,  this   court  will   not 
blindly  follow  the  construction  given  a  particular  statute  by 
the  court  of  a  state  from  which  we  borrowed  it,  when  the  de- 
cision does  not  appeal  to  us  as  founded  on  right  reasoning. 
We  understand  the  rule  to  be  "that  the  construction  put  upon 
statutes  by  the  courts  of  the  state  from  which  they  are  borrowed 
18  entitled  to  respectful  consideration,  and  that  only  strong  rea- 
Bons  will  warrant  a  departure  from  if*  (Endlich  on  Interpreta- 
tion of  Statutes,  sec.  371 ;  Oleson  v.  Wilson,  20  Mont.  644,  63 
Am.  St.  Rep.  639,  62  Pac.  372) ;  or,  as  was  said  in  Stadler  v. 
First  National  Bank,  22  Mont.  203,  74  Am.  St.  Rep.  682,  66 
Pac  114:  'TVhen  a  particular  statute  has  been  adopted  by  this 
Btate  from  the  statutes  of  another,  after  a  judicial  interpretation 
(suited  to  our  condition)  has  been  placed  upon  it  by  the  parent 
«tete,  the  courts  of  this  state  are  bound  by  the  interpretation 
of  the  courts  of  the  state  whence  it  was  adopted,  or  will  ^** 


^ 
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at  least  accord  respectful  coiiaidenti(ai  to  suck  iuteipn 
and  depart  from  it  only  for  Btrong  le&aonB." 

Prior  to  1895  Colorado  bad  an  attachment  statute  vhi( 
Tided  that  the  writ  should  iseue  upon  the  plaintiji  mak 
afl&daTit  "that  the  action  is  brought  upon  an  overdue  proc 
note,  bill  of  exchange,  or  other  written  instrument  for  the 
and  unconditional  payment  of  money  only  or  upon  an  o 
book  account" :  Mille'  Ann.  Code,  sec.  9S.  This  section  n 
cimsideratiOQ  in  Hurd  r.  llcClellan,  11  Colo.  213,  23  Fa 
which  was  an  action  upon  an  appeal  bond,  and  reference  i 
made  to  the  caee  of  Hathaway  r.  Davis,  33  CaL  161,  abo\ 
the  majority  opinion  disapproved.  The  supreme  court  of 
rado,  after  holding  that  such  appeal  bond  does  not  come 
the  purview  of  sectdtm  92,  above,  says:  "In  this  caae  th 
gation  assumed  by  the  sureties  was  not  dixcct>  but  coll 
They  could  be  charged  cmly  upon  the  failure  of  the  princ 
pay.  If  he  failed  to  pay  the  judgment  appealed  fn 
af^med  by  tliis  court,  then  Hiexe  would  be  a  breach  of  tli 
ditjon  of  iha  bond  upon  which  a  «ause  of  action  might  be 
cated." 

In  People  ▼.  Boylan,  25  Fed.  69B,  Hallett,  J.,  in  cons 
the  above  section  of  the  Colorado  code  in  an  action  aj 
administrator's  bond,  says :  "A  direct  payment  is  one  wl 
absolute  and  uncimditional  aa  to  time,  amount  and  the  p 
by  whom  and  to  whom  it  is  to  be  made.  And  a  writt 
strument  which  provides  for  such  payment  is  one  which  exj 
those  terms  fully.  It  is  needless  to  point  out  ihe  differei 
tween  such  an  instrument  and  an  administrator's  bond." 
menting  on  the  majority  opinion  in  Hathaway  v.  Davis,  3 
161,  Judge  Hallett  says:  "It  is  to  be  observed,  also,  t 
the  only  case  cited  from  that  state  (California)  in  whii 
question  was  discussed,  the  views  expressed  were  not  alto 
satisfactory  to  the  court  And  tht:  opinion  will  hardly  be 
convincing  to  the  profession  than  it  was  to  the  court," 

In  Hathaway  v.  Davi^,  33  Cal.  161,  above.  Sawyer,  J 
Benting,  says:  "The  undertaking  upon  which  a  recov 
sought  is  'that  the  **^  appellants  will  pay  all  damage 
costs  which  may  be  awarded  against  defendant  on  the  a 
not  exceeding  tiiree  hundred  dollars,*  This  appears  to 
be  an  undertaking  that  another  party  shall  pay,  and  no 
the  party  himself  will  pay.  There  is  no  promise  that  t) 
fendants  themselves  will  pay  any  money  at  all,  and  conseqi 
no  contract  on  their  part  for  the  direct  payment  of  money 
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a  f  ailnie  of  the  appellants  in  tilie  suit  to  pay  in  aocordanoe  with 
the  terms  of  the  nndertakdng,  there  is  a  breach,  it  is  true,  and 
the  party  to  the  nndertaking  is  liable  for  damages  for  the  breach. 
But  the  liability  is  stiictly  for  damages,  and  not  on  his  own 
contract  that  he  himself  will  pay  money.  For  tiiese  reasons  I 
throk  there  was  no  contract^  express  or  implied,  on  the  part  of 
the  defendant  for  the  direct  payment  of  money  witiiin  the  mean- 
ing of  the  attachment  law,  and  ttiat  an  attachment  is  unauthor- 
ized.^'  It  is  to  be  noted  that  this  dissenting  opinion  is  quoted 
with  approval  in  Hurd  y.  McClellan,  14  Colo.  213,  23  Fac 
792. 

The  Code  of  CSvil  Procedure  of  New  York  (section  635)  pro- 
vides for  the  issuance  of  an  attachment  ''in  an  aciion  to  recoYer 
a  Bum  of  money  only  aa  damages  for  a  breach  of  contract^  ex- 
pzesB  or  implied/'  and  secticm  649  provides  the  manner  of  levy- 
ing the  writ.  Construing  these  sections,  the  supreme  court,  in 
Trepagnier  &  Bros.  ▼.  Boee,  18  App.  Div.  893,  46  N.  Y.  Supp. 
997,  said:  ''But  we  are  clear  that,  to  be  an  instrument  for  the 
payment  of  money,  it  must  be  an  instrument  which  acknowledges 
an  absolute  obligation  to  pay,  not  conditional  or  contingent; 
one,  the  execution  of  which  bdng  admitted,  it  would  be  incum- 
bent on  the  plaintiff,  in  an  action  to  enforce  it,  only  to  offer 
tiie  instrument  in  evidence  to  entitle  him  to  a  recovery — ^in 
other  words,  an  instrument  that  admits  an  existing  debt  We 
think  that  this  is  tiie  correct  line  which  divides  such  instruments 
from  other  written  contracts  which  contain  obligations  on  the 
part  of  <me  party  or  the  other  io  pay  money,  such  as  agreements 
of  sale,  hiring,  leases,  buildrng  contracts,  etc.*' 

One  of  the  definitions  given  in  Webster's  Dictionary  for  the 
word  "direcf'  is  "immediate;  express;  unambiguous;  confessed; 
absolute";  and  it  does  seem  that,  if  the  term  is  to  be  ***  given 
any  meaning,  as  used  in  our  attachment  statute,  it  must  dis- 
tinguish a  particular  class  dt  contracts  for  the  payment  of  money 
from  all  other  contracts  for  the  payment  of  money.  In  other 
words,  that  class  of  contracts  which  provide  for  the  direct  pay- 
ment of  money  must  differ  somewhat  from  all  other  contracts 
for  the  payment  of  money,  or  the  term  "direct**  has  no  mean- 
ing whatever. 

The  term  first  appeared  in  our  attachment  statute  in  1866 : 
Act  Third  Leg.  Assem.,  approved  Dec.  3,  1866,  p.  62,  c.  12,  sec. 
1.  These  legislative  enactments  were  annulled  by  act  of  Con- 
gress: 14  Stats,  at  Large,  427.    Practically  the  same  provision 
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WHS  re-enacted  by  the  fourth  legifilatiTe  afisembly:  L&wb 
p.  156.  This  act  was  luneuded  by  act  of  fifth  l^islative  a 
a]iproved  January  15,  1869  (Laws  1869,  p.  6t),  and  the 
"direct"  omitted,  and  it  does  not  reappear  nntil  1895, 
its  re-enactment  into  our  laws  must  be  preaunied  to  hav) 
done  for  a  pur]jose,  Tiz.,  to  limit  the  operation  of  the  w 
attachment.  Before  1895  an  attachment  could  6e  had  in 
action  upon  a  contract,  express  or  implied,  for  the  paymi 
money,  where  the  debt  was  not  secured.  Since  then  th< 
can  only  iaEiie  in  thoee  cases  arising  on  contracts,  ezpr 
implied,  for  the  direct  payment  of  money,  and,  applyii 
definitions  of  the  term  "direct"  as  given  above,  the  obvio 
tention  of  the  legislature  can  be  made  plain.  The  con 
now  contemplated  by  section  890,  above,  an  snch  only 
quire  the  payment' unconditioii ally  and  absolutely  of  a  d< 
sum. 

As  the  Bureties  to  the  undertaking  under  consideration  b 
liable  only  on  condition  that  their  principal,  White,  defi 
in  the  performance  of  his  contract,  and  then  only  for  sue] 
as  the  indemniSed  party  might  recover  as  damages  fo 
breach  (not  exceeding  the  sum  mentioned  in  the  bond),  ^ 
of  the  opinion  that  ttie  bond  sued  upon  is  not  such  a  coi 
ae  ia  contemplated  in  section  890,  above,  and  that  the  a 
ment  was  properly  discharged. 

The  order  discharging  the  attachmeoit  iB  affirmed. 

If  a  Stittute  After  lit  Conttrvetion  by  the  conrtg  of  the  atats 
it  originDteil,  is  adopted  as  a  statute  bj  another  atate,  euel 
■trucIioD  uBually  will  be  followed  in  the  courts  of  the  latter: 
T.  State.  113  WiB.  e05,  80  Am.  St.  Rep,  853,  8S  N.  W.  B22;  Ci 
Cowhick,  9  Wyo.  316,  87  Am.  St.  Rep.  953,  83  Pae.  SB*;  In  re  ( 
nor,  21  B.  I.  465,  79  Am.  St.  Rep.  814,  44  Atl.  691;  Itob  T.  Mc! 
69  Obio  St.  402,  69  Am.  St.  Rep.  780,  S3  N.  E.  60,  43  U  B.  A 
Cowhick  T.  Shingle,  5  Wyo.  87,  63  Am.  St.  Bep.  17,  37  Pao.  689, 
B.  A.  608;  Laporte  v.  Fire  Alarm  Tel.  Co.,  146  Ind.  466,  58  A 
Rep.  359,  45  N.  E,  588,  35  L.  E.  A.  086;  Rouge  v.  Donovan,  104 
25-4,  53  Am.  St.  Bep.  457,  62  N.  W.  359,  27  L.  R.  A.  577;  Ni 
Nut.  Bank  v.  Cit}'  Bank,  38  Mioo.  85,  8  Am.  St.  Rep.  643,  35 
~       it  will  not  be  permitted  to  prevail  when  not  i 


62  Pac.  372;  Pratt  v 
"W.  965. 

A  nnt  <if  Atlachment  can  have  no  force  nnlesa  issued  in  an 
on  a  contract  express  or  implied:  Mudge  v.  Steinert,  78  Cal.  34,  i 
St.  Rep.  17,  20  Pac.  147.  As  to  what  is  a  contract  within  the  mi 
of  this  rule,  sea  Mainz  t.  I^derer,  24  R.  I.  23,  96  Am.  St.  Be| 
SI  Atl.  1044;  'Wattles  v.  Wayne  Circoit  Judsa,  117  Uioh.  6 
Am.  St.  Rep.  690,  76  N.  W.  US. 
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POBTEB  y.  PLYMOUTH  GOLD  MINING  COMPANY. 

[29  Mont  347,  74  Fae.  938.] 

APFEUiAXE  FBAOTIO&-Notiee  of  AppaaL— If  the  bDl  of 
«zcepiioiis  reeites  Mryiee  of  notiee  of  appeal  upon  counsel  for  the 
respondent  and  his  acknowledgment  thereof,  a  contention  that  ser- 
▼ice  of  such  notiee  does  not  appear  from  the  record  is  without  merit. 
(p.  571.) 

AFPEZJiATB  PRAOnOB— Notice  of  AppeaL — ^A  contention 
that  the  record  does  not  contain  the  notice  of  appeal  and  judgment- 
roll  properly  certified  is  without  merit,  if  the  appellant  has  procured 
a  new  certificate  from  the  clerk  of  the  lower  court,  reciting  that 
the  record  contains  ''full,  true  and  correct"  copies  of  the  judgment- 
roll  and  notice  of  appeal,  to  which  no  objection  is  made.     (p.  571.) 

0OBFOBATION&— Contract  for  Sale  of  Stock. — ^If  a  corpora- 
iion  contracts  to  sell  stock  and  agrees  that  at  a  certain  time  thereafter 
the  purchaser  shall  be  entitled  to  return  the  stock  upon  the  hap- 
pening of  a  designated  event,  the  corporation  cannot  claim  that  the 
sale  was  valid,  and  the  contract  to  repurchase  void,  without  rescinding 
the  sale,  returning  the  purchase  money,  and  placing  the  purchaser  in 
statn  quo.     (p.  573.) 

OOBPOBATIOKS— Bight  to  Piiidiase  Thfllr  Own  Stodk.— A  pri- 
vate corporation  may  purchase  its  own  stock  if  the  transaction  is  fair 
and  in  good  faith,  free  from  actual  or  constructive  fraud,  provided 
the  eorporation  is  not  insolvent,  or  in  process  of  dissolution,  and  that 
the  rights  of  its  creditors  are  in  no  way  affected  by  the  purchase. 
(pp.  573,  574.) 

OOBPOBATIOKS— Bight    to    Purchase    Stock— Decrease    of 

Stock. — ^The  mere  repurchase  of  its  capital  stock  by  a  private  corpora- 
tion does  not  tend  to  decrease  its  capital  stock,  unless  the  directors 
absolutely  merge  or  extinguish  such  stock  after  its  repurchase,  (p. 
574.) 

OOBPOBATIOKS — Contract  for  Bepnrchase  of  Stock— With- 
drawal of  Onbscriptlon. — A  contract  by  which  a  private  corporation 
agrees  to  sell  stock  and  to  repurchase  upon  the  happening  of  a  cer- 
tain event,  is  not  ultra  vires  or  void,  as  a  secret  contract  between 
the  corporation  and  a  subscriber,  by  which  such  subscriber  is  at 
liberty  to  withdraw  his  subscription,  but  is  valid  and  enforceable. 
(p.  575.) 

C0BP0BATI0N8— Purchase  of  Stock. — A  purchaser  of  the 
stock  of  a  private  corporation  under  a  contract  entitling  him  to  re- 
convey  to  the  corporation  upon  the  happening  of  a  certain  event, 
and  to  receive  the  price  paid,  cannot  compel  the  corporation  to  re- 
purchase the  stock,  without  a  redelivery  of  it  to  the  corporation. 
(p.  57«.) 

OOBPOBATIOKS — Option  to  Bepnrchase  Stock. — If  an  option 
to  repurchase  coporate  stock  is  to  be  exercised  "at  the  expiration 
of  six  months  from  date,"  the  seller  is  not  bound  to  repurchase  until 
the  expiration  of  the  six  months,  and  an  offer  to  redeliver  the  stock  be- 
fore that  timie  is  premature,  and  ineffective,     (pp.  576,  577.) 

OOBPOBATIOKS— Bepnrchase  of  Stock. — The  fact  that  the 
buyer  of  corporate  stock  is  "ready  and  willing"  to  return  it  in 
accordance  with  a  contract  for  its  repurchase,  does  not  constitute 
an  offer  to  return  such  stock,     (p.  577.) 
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*  APPELLATE  PRACTICE— Nvonl  Of  Dannirar.— If 

mnrrer  to  a  complaint   hsa  been   ragtained,  on'  the  groond  thi 
eomplaiut  doea  not  state  a  cause  of  action,  the  judgment  entered 
on  must  be  suatainsd  on  appeal,  if  the  appallftte  eoort  emelndiai 
*  such  d,einurreT  should  have  been  sastained  on  some  other  grons 

though  such  ground  was  not  snggested  to  the'  appellate  court 
althongh  tile  law«T  eonrt  may  havs  siutainvd  tha  demnnwr 
WTOsg  reawm,     (p.  677.) 

A^AOHMiUIT  cannot  bo  Halntalned  open  a  complaint ' 
doea  not  state  facta  gnfficient  to  eonatitnte  a  eanae  of  action 
578.) 

S.  A.  Balliet;,  for  the  sppellsnt 
Walf^  &  Kewman,  for  the  respondent 

(»"  CLAYBEEO,  0.  Appeal  from  final  judgment  and 
an  order  dissolring  attachment. 
The  material  allegations  of  the  oomj^Aint  art^  briefly,  a 
lows:  That  on  the  tweitj-third  day  of  May,  1900,  appel 
and  respondeat  entered  into  a  contract  whereby  reapoi 
agreed  to  sell  appellants  four  thousand  sharea  of  the  o 
stock  of  the  respondent  ocnnpany  at  the  pric«  of  tvo  thoi 
dollars;  that  appellants  pnrcha&ed  the  same,  and  paid  the 
I  sideration  therefor  to  respond^t;  that  ai  the  same  timt 

I  purchase  waa  made  the  reepondent  agreed  in  writing  wit 

I       '  appellants  that  if,  the  eipiration  of  sii  months  from  the 

of  the  Bale,  appellants  should  become  diaaatisfied  with  the  i 
01  with  its  earning  power  as  an  inveatment,  they  should  I 
titled  to  return  the  said  stock  to  said  respondent  upon  noti 
respondent  of  their  intention  so  to  do,  and  ihvk  the  respo; 
should  relieve  them  of  all  liability  thereon,  and  r^iay  to 
the  said  two  thousand  dollars,  with  interest  at  eight  per 
from  date  of  payment;  that  on  or  about  September  13, 
appellants  became  dissatisfied  with  the  stock  and  its  ea 
power  ae  an  investment,  and  notiiled  respondent  of  theii 
elusions,  and  of  their  intention  to  return  the  stock  to  res 
ent  and  demand  the  payment  of  the  sum  of  two  thonsanc 
lars  and  interest,  tlie  complaint  continues:  "And  at  saic 
the  said  James  Porter  and  George  Swan  did  demand  oi 
I  Plymouth  Gold  Mining  Company  of  Gould,  Montana,  th( 

ment  of  the  said  two  thousand  dollars,  with  interest,  as  . 
said,  and  did  *"  offer  to  return  the  stock  of  said  Pip 
'  Gold  Mining  Company  in  accordance  with  the  terms  o{ 

'l  j  agreement.     Plaintiffs  further  state  that  ever  since  aaid 

'  ' !  they  have  been  ready  and  willing  to  receive  payment  ol 

two  thousand  dollars  ($2,000)  and  interest  aforesaid  upc 
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same  from  Uie  twenty-third  day  of  May,  1900^  and  ever  ainoe 
said  thirteenth  ^y  of  September^  1900,  have  been  ready  and 
willing  to  deliver  said  stock  to  said  company  in  accordance  with 
said  agreem'enf 

Bespondent  demurred  on  the  ground  that  the  complaint  did 
not  state  facts  snfBcient  to  constitnte  a  cause  of  action.  The 
conrt  below  sustained  this  demurrer.  Appellants  standing  on 
their  complaint,  judgment  was  entered  in  favor  of  defendant 

Upon  the  filing  of  the  complaint  and  issuance  of  summons 
in  this  case  appellants  caused  an  attachment  to  issue  against 
the  property  of  respondent.  Bespondent  made  a  motion  to  dis- 
solve the  attachment,  which  motion  was  heard  at  the  same  time 
as  the  hearing  of  the  demurrer.  The  court  dissolve  the  attach- 
ment, and  appeUants  also  appeal  from  said  order  of  dissolution. 

On  the  day  of  the  hearing  of  these  appeals  counsel  for  r^ 
spcmdent  presented  a  motion  for  their  dismissal,  b^sed  on  the 
three  following  grounds,  viz.:  1.  Because  the  record  does  not 
disclose  that  the  notice  of  appeal  was  served  upon  respondent; 
2.  Because  the  record  does  not  contain  the  notice  of  appeal 
properly  certified;  3.  Because  it  does  not  appear  from  the  cer- 
tificate of  the  clerk  of  the  court  below  that  the  record  contains 
the  jndgment-rolL  On  the  hearing,  permission  was  given  ap- 
pellants to  correct  the  record  so  as  to  avoid  the  motion  to  dis- 
miss, if  the  facts  warranted  it.  Counsd  for  the  appellants  pro- 
cured a  new  certificate  of  the  derk  of  the  court  below,  which 
now  appears  attached  to  the  transcript,  and  by  which  the  clerk 
certifies  that  the  record  contains  ''full,  true  and  correct"^  copies 
of  the  judgment-roll  and  notice  of  appeal 

There  is  no  merit  in  the  first  ground  of  the  motion.  The 
respondent  does  not  object  because  there  was  no  service  of  this 
notice,  but  because  it  does  not  appear  from  the  record  that  a 
notice  of  appeal  was  served  upon  respondent  The  bill  of  excep- 
tions, •**  which  is  properly  a  part  of  the  record,  recites  ser- 
vice upon  counsel  for  respondent,  and  shows  their  acknowledg- 
ment of  the  same. 

The  second  and  third  grounds  of  the  motion,  viz.,  that  the 
record  does  not  contain  the  notice  of  appeal  and  judgment^roll 
properly  certified,  have  been  removed  by  the  new  certificate  of 
the  clerk  of  the  court  below,  to  which  no  objection  has  been 
made. 

We  advise  that  the  motion  to  dismiss  the  appeal  be  overruled. 
We  shall  therefore  consider  the  appeal  upon  its  merits.  The 
first  matter  for  consideration  is  the  appeal  from  the  judgment^ 
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and  the  first  question  to  be  decided  is^  Does  the  complaint  state 
facts  sufficient  to  constitute  a  cause  of  action? 

1.  Counsel  for  respondent^  in  support  of  the  judgment^  in- 
sists that  the  contract  sued  upon  is  ultra  vires  on  tiiree  grounds: 

(a)  That  a  private  corporation  cannot  purchase  its  own  stock; 

(b)  that  by  such  purchase  its  capital  stock  is  decreased^  in  vio- 
lation of  section  438  of  the  Civil  Code;  (c)  that  by  snch  par- 
chase  a  subscriber  is  secretly  allowed  to  withdraw  his  subscrip- 
tion.   We  shall  discuss  these  reasons  seriatim. 

(a)  May  a  private  corporation  purchase  its  own  stock?  Gen- 
erally speakings  a  corporation,  when  acting  within  the  scope  of 
the  purposes  of  its  organization,  has  the  same  power  to  contract 
with  reference  to  such  purposes  as  an  individual.  True,  this 
power  must  be  exercised  in  the  proper  corporate  manner,  and  by 
the  proper  corporate  officers.  In  this  case^  however,  no  question 
is  raised  concerning  the  form  or  manner  of  the  execution  of 
the  contract  sued  upon.  So  we  must  assume  that  it  was  made 
in  the  proper  corporate  manner,  and  by  the  proper  corporate 
officers.  In  the  absence  of  a  showing  to  the  contrary,  we  must 
also  assume  that  the  corporation  held  the  stock  in  question  for 
sale  just  as  it  holds  any  other  asset,  and  possessed  the  power  of 
disposition.  We  are  therefore  not  concerned  as  to  the  manner 
in  which  the  corporation  acquired  the  stock,  or  the  character 
of  the  stock  itself.  It  is  sufficient  to  know  that  it  had  the  stock, 
•*•  the  right  to  sell  it,  sold  it,  and  received  the  purchase  price 
upon  such  sale. 

Eespondent  complains  that  the  corporation  did  not  stop  at 
the  sale  of  the  stock  and  the  receipt  of  the  purchase  money,  but 
contracted  to  take  the  stock  back  and  return  the  purchase  price, 
with  interest,  upon  the  happening  of  certain  events.  Thifi 
agreement  by  the  corporation  is  based  upon  the  consideration  of 
the  purchase  of  and  payment  for  the  stock  by  appellants,  by 
the  express  terms  of  the  contract  sued  upon.  Two  objects  were 
evidently  in  the  minds  of  the  contracting  parties  at  the  time 
this  contract  was  entered  into,  which  were  sought  to  be  accom- 
plished by  the  contract,  viz.,  the  sale  of  the  stock  and  a  contract 
for  its  repurchase.  The  company  desired  to  sell  the  stock ;  ap- 
pellants desired  to  purchase  the  same,  but  were  imwilling  to 
do  so  without  having  the  company  bound  by  contract  to  repur- 
chase it  upon  the  happening  of  certain  events.  The  purchase 
and  payment  of  the  purchase  price  was  a  consideration  to  the 
company  for  its  promise  to  repurchase  the  stock.  There  was 
but  one  contract,  viz.,  for  the  sale  and  repurchase  of  the  stock. 
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each  object  being  a  conrideration  £or  the  other.  This  contract 
was  entire  and  indivisible.  The  sale  could  not  be  sustained 
unless  the  contract  of  repurchase  could  be  enforced.  Therefore, 
if  a  portion  of  the  contract  is  ultra  vires,  the  whole  contract 
must  falL  The  corporation  cannot  be  heard  to  say  that  the  sale 
was  valid  and  £he  contract  to  repurchase  was  void  without  re- 
scinding the  sale  and  returning  the  purchase  money,  thus  plac- 
ing the  other  party  in  statu  quo  ante.  The  appellants  have  exe- 
cuted the  contract  of  purchase  on  their  part  by  the  payment  of 
the  purchase  price.  The  corporation  therefore  has  received  from 
them  something  of  value,  which  it  would  not  have  received  ex« 
cept  for  its  contract  of  repurchase.  It  cannot  be  heard  to  say : 
**True,  1  have  received  your  two  thousand  dollars,  which  I 
promised  to  return  to  you  upon  the  happening  of  certain  events, 
but  my  promise  in  that  regard  was  and  is  beyond  my  power  to 
enter  into,  and,  although  the  contemplated  events  have  occurred, 
I  will  keep  your  money,  and  will  not  perform  my  contract.*' 
'*''  Such  action,  if  allowed,  would  be  reproach  upon  the  law. 
It  is  not  honest  or  right,  and  right  is  the  basic  principle  of  all 
law. 

The  following  language  of  Judge  Parker  in  Steam  Naviga- 
tion Co.  V.  Weed,  17  Barb.  378,  is  very  pertinent  in  this  con- 
nection: ^  am  happy  to  come  to  the  conclusion  that  the  law 
will  not  sustain  this  most  unconscionable  defense.  It  ill  be- 
comes the  defendants  to  borrow  from  the  plaintiff  one  thousand 
dollars  for  a  single  day.  to  relieve  their  immediate  necessities, 
and  then  to  turn  around  and  say,  ^I  will  not  return  you  this 
money,  because  you  had  no  power,  by  your  charter,  to  lend  it* 
Let  them  first  restore  the  money,  and  then  it  will  be  time  enough 
for  them  to  discuss  with  the  sovereign  power  of  the  state  of 
Connecticut  the  extent  of  the  plaintiff's  chartered  privileges. 
We  shall  lose  our  respect  for  the  law  when  it  so  far  loses  its 
character  for  justice  as  to  sanction  the  defense  here  attempted.^ 

But  this  is  somewhat  of  a  digression,  and  is  only  stated  as 
illustrating  the  character  of  the  defense  sought  to  be  interposed 
by  the  corporation.  We  shall  now  return  to  the  question  under 
consideration. 

We  believe  the  rule  to  be  well  settled  in  the  United  States  by 
the  overwhelming  weight  of  authority  and  reason  that  a  private 
corporation  may  purchase  its  own  stock  if  the  transaction  is 
fair  and  in  good  faith ;  if  it  is  free  from  fraud,  actual  or  con- 
structive; if  the  corporation  is  not  insolvent,  or  in  process  of 
dissolution;  and  if  the  rights  of  its  creditors  are  in  no  way 
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aflfccted  thereby :  Clapp  v.  Peterson,  104  HL  26 ;  City  Bank  of 
Columbus  7.  Bruce,  17  N.  Y.  607;  State  v.  Smith,  4:8  Vt  266; 
Williams  v.  Savage  Mfg.  Co.,  3  Md.  Ch.  418;  Taylor  v.  Miami 
Exp.  Co.,  6  Ohio,  177;  Crandall  v.  Lincoln,  62  Conn.  73,  52 
Am.  Eep.  660;  Chicago  etc.  B.  B.  Co.  v.  Marseilles,  84  HL 
145;  Dupee  v.  Boston  Water  Power  Co.,  114  Mass.  37;  St 
Louis  Eawhide  Co.  v.  Hill,  72  Mo.  App.  142 ;  Morgan  v.  Lewis, 
46  Ohio  St  1,  17  N.  E.  668;  Yeaton  y.  Eagle  OH  etc  Co., 
4  Wash.  183,  29  Pac.  1061;  Chapman  v.  Ironclad  etc.  Co., 
62  N.  J.  L.  497,  41  Atl.  690;  Blalock  v.  K^emersviUe  Mfg.  Co:, 
110  N.  C.  99,  14  S.  E.  601 ;  »«  Howe  Grain  etc  Co.  v.  Jones, 
21  Tex.  Civ.  App.  198,  61  S.  W.  24;  Chalteaux  v.  MneUer,  102 
Wis.  625,  78  N.  W.  1082 ;  Bollins  v.  Shaver  Wagon  etc.  Co.,  80 
Iowa,  380,  20  Am.  St  Bep.  427,  46  N.  W.  1037 ;  OUver  t. 
Bahway  Ice  Co.,  64  N.  J.  Eq.  696,  64  Atl.  460;  BepubUc  liie 
Ins.  Co.  V.  Swigert,  136  111.  160,  26  N.  E.  680,  12  L.  E.  A.  328; 
First  Nat  Bank  of  Peoria  v.  Peoria  Watch  Co.,  191  HL  128,  60 
K  E.  859 ;  New  England  Trust  Co.  v.  Abbott,  162  Mass.  148, 
38  N.  E.  432,  27  L.  B.  A.  271 ;  Weat  y.  AyeriU  Grocery  Co., 
109  Iowa,  488,  80  N.  W.  655 ;  Dock  v.  Schlichter  Jute  Co.,  167 
Pa.  St  370,  31  Atl.  666;  Marvin  v.  Anderson,  111  Wis.  387, 
87  N.  W.  226 ;  1  Cook  on  Corporations,  sec.  311. 

No  bad  faith,  unfaimeas,  or  fraud  is  charged  against  this 
transaction.  There  is  nothing  tending  to  show  that  the  corpora- 
tion is  insolvent,  or  in  process  of  dissolution,  or  that  any  cred- 
itors exist  whose  rights  could  be  affected. 

(b)  Would  the  capital  stock  of  the  company  have  been  re- 
duced in  violation  of  section  438  of  the  Civil  Code  by  the  pur- 
chase of  this  stock? 

Section  438  of  the  Civil  Code  provides  as  follows  :^  'T)irector8 
of  corporations  must  not  •  •  •  .  reduce  or  increase  the  capital 
stock  except  as  hereinafter  specially  provided.*  The  mere  re- 
purchase of  this  stock  would  not  tend  to  decrease  the  capital 
stock  of  tlie  company,  unless  the  directors  should  absolutely 
merge  or  extinguish  the  stock  after  its  repurchase.  The  com- 
pany could  own  and  deal  with  it  just  the  same  as  it  had  done 
before  the  sale.  It  could  be  sold  and  issued  again.  The  com- 
pany would  be  in  no  different  position  as  to  this  stock  than  it 
would  have  been  had  the  transaction  with  appellants  in  regard 
to  it  never  occurred.  When  it  is  transferred  to  the  company, 
it  becomes  a  part  of  its  property.  It  is  there  for  the  creditors 
and  stockholders.  The  capital  stock  is  not  decreased.  A  por- 
tion of  the  capital  of  the  company  may  be  unavailable  until  the 
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rtock  is  again  sold  and  issued,  but  nothing  is  destroyed.  Whether 

the  stock  is  merged  or  extinguished  or  held  as  an  asset  for  sale 

is  much  a  matter  of  intention  on  the  part  of  the  corporation. 

**•  If  it  is  unlawful  to  decrease  the  capital  stocky  presump- 

tivdy  the  directors  did  not  yiolate  the  law.    It  would  require 

some  positive  showing  to  the  contrary  to  overturn  this  presump- 
tion.   The  following  authorities  lend  sufficient  support  to  this 

po8iti(m:  1  Cook  on  Corporations,  sec.  313;  Taylor  v.  Miami 

Exp.  Co.,  6  Ohio,  177;  City  Bank  of  Columbus  v.  Bruce,  17 

N.  Y.  507;  WilUams  v.  Savage  Mfg.  Co.,  3  Md.  Ch.  418;  Ex 

parte  Holmes,  6  Cow.  426;  State  v.  Smith,  48  Vt  266;  Mor- 
gan V.  Lewis,  46  Ohio  St  1,  17  N.  E.  658 ;  Bank  of  San  Luis 

Obispo  V.  Wickersham,  99  Cal.  656,  34  Pac.  444. 

(c)  Did  such  purchase  secretly  allow  a  subscriber  to  with- 
draw his  subscription? 
It  must  be  remembered  that  appellants  did  not  become  sub- 

scribers  for  any  stock  of  the  respondent  company,  and  therefore 

there  could  have  been  nothing  due  to  the  company,  from  them 

as  subscribers.    By  the  transaction  they  became  tiie  bona  fide 

owners  of  the  stock  as  full  paid,  and  could  never  be  called  on, 

at  least  by  fhe  company,  to  pay  any  further  sum  on  the  stock. 
Therefore  the  numerous  cases  relied  on  by  the  counsel  for  the 
respondent  of  secret  contracts  between  a  corporation  and  a  sub- 
scriber for  stock,  by  which  the  subscriber's  liability  for  further 
payment  on  their  subscription  is  released,  while  excellent  law, 
have  absolutely  no  bearing  upon  this  case.  The  supreme  court 
of  Illinois  well  says  with  reference  to  these  cases:  '^So  the 
question  is  not  whether  appellant  may  release  the  village  from 
paying  for  and  receiving  the  shares  subscribed  for,  but  whether 
appellant  has  power  to  purchase  shares  of  its  own  stock,  paid 
for,  issued  to  and  held  by  the  village" :  Chicago  etc.  Ry.  Co.  y. 
Marseilles,  84  111.  643.  In  the  following  cases,  among  others, 
contracts  similar  to  the  one  in  question  were  held  not  to  be 
ultra  vires,  and  were  enforced  against  the  corporations :  Browne  i 

V.  St.  Paul  Plow  Works,  62  Minn.  90,  64  N.  W.  66 ;  Vent  v. 
Duluth  C.  &  S.  Co.,  64  Minn.  307,  67  N.  W.  70 ;  Preemont  Car- 
riage Co.  V.  Thomsen,  65  Neb.  370,  91  N.  W.  376 ;  Chicago  B. 
B.  Co.  V.  Marseilles,  84  111.  145 ;  Howe  Grain  etc.  Co.  v.  Jones, 
21  Tex.  CiT.  App.  198,  51  S.  W.  24 ;  New  England  ^^  Tr.  Co. 
▼.  Abbott,  162  Mass.  148,  38  N.  E.  432,  27  L.  R.  A.  271 ;  West 
V.  Averill  Co.,  109  Iowa,  488,  80  N.  W.  555. 

We  are  satisfied  from  the  foregoing  authorities  that  the  con- 
tract was  a  valid  and  enforceable  one,  and  that  the  court  erred 
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in  holding  that  it  was  ultra  vires.  Speaking  generally^  there 
is  nothing  inherently  wrong  about  such  contracts,  and  they  hay^ 
been  frequently  enforced  as  between  individuals:  Schultz  ?. 
O'Eourke,  18  Mont.  418,  46  Pac.  634;  Maurer  v.  King,  127 
Cal.  114,  69  Pac.  290. 

2.  But  the  complaint  is  fatally  defective  in  another  substan- 
tial i-egard.     Section  1950  of  the  Civil  Code  provides:  ^*An 
obligation  is  conditional,  when  the  rights  or  duties  of  any  party 
thereto  depend  upon  the  occurrence  of  an  uncertain  event" 
Section  1953  provides :  "Conditions  concurrent  are  those  which 
are  mutually  dependent,  and  are  to  be  performed  at  the  same 
time/*    Section  1955  provides :  "Before  any  party  to  an  obliga- 
tion can  require  another   party  to  perform  any  act  under  it, 
he  must  fulfill  all  conditions  precedent  thereto  imposed  upon 
himself;  and  must  be  able  and  offer  to  fulfill  all  conditions  con- 
current so  imposed  upon  him  on  the  like   fulfillment   by  the 
other  party,  except  as  provided  by  the  next  section,''     The  con- 
tract sued  upon  comes  clearly  within  the  provisions  of  these 
sections.    The  duty  of  redelivery  of  the  stock  to  the  respondent^ 
and  the  payment  for  the  same  by  the  respondent,  became  con- 
current, mutually  dependent,  and  to  be  performed  simultane- 
ously :  Schultz  V.  O'Rourke,  18  Mont.  418,  46  Pac.  634.    Thia 
being  true,  appellants,  before  they  can  require  the  performance 
of  the  duty  devolving  upon  respondent  to  repurchase  the  stock, 
^'must  be  able  and  offer  to  fulfill  all  conditions  concurrent  so 
imposed  upon  him  on  the  like  fulfillment  by  the  other  party'': 
Civ   Code,  sec.  1955.     The  complaint  is  wanting  in  any  sufiB- 
cient  allegation  of  this  character.    The  latter  part  of  para- 
graphs 2  and  3  of  the  complaint,  above  quoted,  contain  the  only 
allegations  which  could  tend  in  any  way  to  this  end.    The  lat- 
ter part  of  paragraph  2  alleges  an  offer  made  on  or  about  Sep- 
tember 13,  1900,  to  return  the  stock  "in  accordance  with  the 
^^  terms  of  said  agreement."    The  contract  was  entered  into 
on  May  23,  1900.    The  option  of  resale  by  the  appellants  was 
to  be  exercised  "at  the  expiration  of  six  months  from  this  date." 
Respondent,  therefore,  under  the  contract,  was  not  bound  to  re- 
purchase the  stock  until  the  expiration  of  six  months  from  May 
23,  1900,  and  an  offer  to  deliver  the  stock  to  the  corporation 
before  the  expiration  of  that  time  was  premature,  and  of  no 
avail:  Schultz  v.  O'Rourke,  18  Mont.  418,  46  Pac.  634.    The 
only  other  allegations  in  the  complaint  upon  this  matter  aie 
those  found  in  paragraph  3.     They    are    utterly    insuflBcient 
They  do  not  show  that  the  appellants  were  able  or  offered  to 
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return  the  stock  but  only  tiiat  ''they  are  ready  and  willing'^  to 
do  80.  Being  ready  and  willing  to  perform  an  act  cannot  be 
tortmed  by  construction  into  an  allegation  of  an  offer  to  per- 
form Buch  act.  One  might  be  ready  and  willing  to  do  an  act 
vithont  knowledge  thereof  on  the  pajrt  of  the  other  party.  The 
other  party  could  only  legally  acquire  such  knowledge  by  an 
offer  of  performance,  made  to  him.  It  is  thus  apparent  that 
the  complaint  is  deficient  for  want  of  proper  allegations  in  this 
regard. 

This  specific  defect  in  the  complaint  was  not  raised  or  argued 
in  this  court.  Counsel  for  respondent  insists  only  that  the  com- 
plaint is  deficient,  because  it  does  not  allege  that  the  stock  was 
offered  to  be  returned  properly  indorsed^  so  as  to  pass  title  to 
the  company  upon  its  surrender,  and  not  that  there  was  no 
offer  to  deliver  the  stock.  This  position  must  have  been  taken 
by  counsel  under  the  erroneous  assumption  that  the  allegations 
of  offer  to  return  the  stock  on  September  13th  were  sufficient 
We  have  seen  that  they  did  not  have  that  effect.  This  court 
has  established  the  rule  that,  where  a  demurrer  has  been  filed 
to  a  complaint  on  the  ground  that  it  does  not  state  facts  suffi- 
cient to  constitute  a  cause  of  action,  and  the  court  below  sus- 
tains such  demurrer,  and  plaintiff  elects  to  stand  on  his  com- 
plaint, and  judgment  is  entered  against  him,  upon  an  appeal 
from  the  judgment  it  will  be  affirmed  if  this  court,  upon  an  in- 
spection of  the  complaint,  concludes  that  the  demurrer  should 
'^  have  been  sustained  upon  some  other  ground,  although  such 
ground  was  not  suggested  or  argued  to  this  court  by  counsel, 
and  although  the  court  below  may  have  sustained  the  demurrer 
for  a  wrong  reason.  The  court  says :  ''This  case  is  before  this 
court  on  appeal  from  the  judgment,  which  judgment  was  on 
demurrer  sustained  to  the  amended  complaint  for  want  of  sub- 
stance, plaintiff  abiding  its  complaint  The  court  was  right 
in  its  decision  on  the  demurrer.  The  judgment  is  right,  and 
must  be  sustained.  The  court  may  have,  in  sustaining  the  de- 
murrer, done  so  for  a  wrong  reason,  but  we  have  nothing  to  do 
with  its  reasons.  Our  duty  is  to  pass  upon  the  correctness  of 
its  action.  If  the  act  of  the  court  in  sustaining  the  demurrer 
was  right,  the  court  must  be  sustained:  Hayne  on  New  Trial 
and  Appeal,  p.  839.  The  silence  of  counsel  as  to  the  defects 
found  by  this  court  in  the  said  complaint  cannot  in  such  a  case 
as  this  be  regarded  as  a  restriction  upon  the  legal  scope  of  the 
general  objection  raised  by  the  demurrer'':  Butte  Hardware 
Co.  V.  Frank,  26  Mont.  344,  65  Pac.  L 
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Counsel  for  appellants  may  say  that  the  bill  of  exceptions  in 
{he  record  discloses  the  fact  that  the  court  below,  in  deciding 
the  demurrer^  only  passed  npon  the  question  that  l^e  complaint 
did  not  state  fac1»  sufiBcient  to  constitute  a  cause  of  action^  be- 
cause the  contract  sued  upon  was  ultra  vires.  There  is  noth- 
ing, however,  in  the  bill  of  exceptions,  which  in  any  manner  dis- 
closes that  the  point  last  above  referred  to  in  this  opinion  was 
not  argued  to  or  considered  by  the  court.  It  may  have  been. 
The  presumption  that  it  was  is  just  as  consisteni  witii  the  re- 
cital in  the  bill  of  exceptions  as  that  it  was  not.  We  cannot, 
therefore,  permit  this  recital  in  the  bill  of  exceptions  to  prevail 
over  the  law  aa  laid  down  by  this  court  in  its  decisions. 

3.  The  question  as  to  the  action  of  the  court  in  dissolving 
the  attachment  which  was  issued  at  Ihe  time  the  suit  was  com- 
menced becomes  immaterial  under  the  conclusions  that  we  have 
reached  upon  the  appeal  from  the  judgment  If  the  complaint 
did  not  state  facts  sufficient  to  constitute  a  cause  of  action,  no 
attachment  could  be  maintained. 

"••  Upon  the  decision  of  this  court  above  cited  we  advise  that 
the  motion  to  dismiss  the  appeal  be  overruled,  and  that  the  judg- 
ment and  order  appealed  from  be  affirmed. 

Per  CUBIAM.  For  the  reasons  stated  in  the  foregoing 
opinion^  the  motion  to  dismiss  is  denied,  and  the  judgment  and 
order  affirmed. 

HOLLOWAY,  J.  I  agree  with  the  conclusion  reached  in 
paragraph  2  of  the  opinion.  The  only  question  before  the  court 
for  determination  is.  Does  the  complaint  state  a  cause  of  action? 
That  question  is  answered  in  the  negative  in  paragraph  2  above, 
and  the  judgment  of  the  trial  court  is  affirmed.  In  my  judg- 
ment, the  decision  reached  in  paragraph  1  of  the  opinion  is 
simply  a  dictum,  and  should  not  be  announced  as  a  determina- 
tion of  this  court 


A  CarporatUm  may,  under  ordinary  eireumstanees,  purehase  its  own 
Btoek:  See  the  monographie  note  to  Commereial  Nat.  Bank  v.  Bureh, 
83  Am.  St.  Rep.  S39-347.  Compare  Adams  etc.  Co.  v.  Beyette,  8  8, 
Dak.  119,  59  Am.  St.  Bep.  751,  65  N.  W.  471,  8l  L.  B.  A.  497.  It  can- 
not do  so,  however,  to  the  prejudice  of  its  creditors:  Hall  r.  Hen- 
derson, 126  Ala.  449,  S5  Am.  St.  Bep.  6S,  28  South.  631.  And  it  is  held 
that  a  corporation  cannot  reduce  its  authorized  capital  by  purchasing 
its  own  shares  for  cancellation:  Cartwright  v.  Dickinson.  88  Tens. 
47«,  17  Am.  St.  Bep.  910,  12  a  W.  1030,  7  L.  B.  A.  70«. 
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STATE  y.  KEEBIu 

[29  Mont.  508,  78  Pac  862.] 

MnSDEB^-Itafoimatlon  for  Mnrdar  need  not  expreaily  allege 
U  intent  to  kill.     (p.  580.) 

ICUBDERy— Xnf omutkni  for  murder  mnet  direetly  allege  that 
death  resulted  from  the  mortal  wonnd  or  woonda  inflicted  by  the 
defendant,     (p.  581.) 

IffUBDES^-Infonnatioii  for  mnxder  which  la  defective  in  ia- 
aofficientlj  alleging  the  canae  of  death  is  not  cored  by  a  conclnding 
allegation  that  ''so  the  said  defendant  did  kill  and  mnrder  the  said 
deeeaaed."    (pp.  681,  582.) 

MURPFiR  Ittaana  Delwdonai^— Instmctiona  that  Insane  deln- 
sionsy  to  excuse  mnrder,  must  be  such  that  if  things  were  as  the 
person  possessed  of  snch  delusions  imagined  them  to  be  they  would 
jiifltif  J  the  act  springing  from  such  delusions,  and  that  one  suffering 
from  a  partial  delusion  was  in  the  same  situation  as  to  responsibility 
as  if  the  facts  with  respect  to  which  the  delusion  existed  were  real, 
are  radically  wrong,  and  fatally  erroneous,    (p.  584.) 

ORTMTWAIi  ULW— msaoity  as  Defense.— If  a  person  is  charged 
with  the  commiasion  of  a  crime,  and  if  at  the  time  of  its  cpmmis- 
aion,  by  reason  of  disease  affecting  his  mind,  his  mental  faculties  were 
so  impaired  or  perverted,  as  that  he  was  unable  to  distinguish  between 
right  and  wrong  as  to  the  particular  act  with  which  he  is  charged, 
or  if  he  was  able  to  recognise  that  it  waa  wrong,  and  yet  waa  impelled 
by  aome  impulse,  originating  in  disease,  to  the  commission  of  the 
act,  and  was  unable  by  reason  of  the  diseased  condition  of  his  mind, 
anf eebling  his  will,  or  otherwise,  to  refrain  from  ita  commission,  he 
la  not  guilty  by  reason  of  hia  insanity,    (p.  686.) 

TBIAIi.— Xnatmetioiia  Whidhara  Ctonfllctiiig  upon  a  materiel 
issue  are  ground  for  the  reversal  of  the  judgment,    (p.  586.) 

MUBDEK.— Xnstmctlons  in  a  murder  case,  that  certain  evi- 
dence is  corroborative  of  other  evidence,  is  a  comment  on  the  weight 
of  the  evidence,  and  therefore  reversible  error,    (p.  587.) 

INBAMITX  AS  BEFENSB. — ^Instructions  stating  that  lunatics 
and  insane  persons  are  incapable  of  committing  crimes,  and  that  if 
the  defendant  was  an  insane  person  he  should  be  acquitted,  are  er- 
roneona  if  not  qualified  by  adding  a  definition  of  the  term  "  in- 
sanity,''  because  some  forma  of  insanity  are  no  defense  to  crime, 
(p.  588.)      

ZNBANIT7  as  Defense  to  Crime  is  a  question  of  fact  for  the 
Jury  to  determine  under  proper  instructions,     (p.  588.) 

INSA'Nati^  as  Defense  to  CMme. — ^An  insane  person  in  crim- 
inal law,  incapable  of  committing  a  crime,  is  one  who  is  so  mentally 
unsound  aa  to  be  unable  to  form  a  criminal  intent  to  commit  the 
•particular  crime  charged,    (p.  590.) 

T.  J.  WaLsh  and  C.  B.  Nolan,  for  Hie  appellant 

J.  Donovan,  attorney  general,  for  the  state. 

MO  CALLAWAY,  C.    The  defendant  has  appealed  from  a 
judgment  finding  him  gaill^  of  murder  in  the  second  degree^ 


580  Amsrioan  Statb  Reports^  Vol.  101.     [Montana, 

and  from  an  order  denying  his  motion  for  a  new  triaL     A  num- 
ber of  errors  are  assigned. 

1.  He  first  attacks  the  information,  which,   omitting  the 
formal  parts,  is  as  follows :  'That  at  the  county  of  Lewis  and 
Clarke,  in  the  state  of  Montana,  on  or  about  the  eleventh  day  of 
April,  A.  D.  1902,  and  before  the  filing  of  this  information,  the 
said  James  S.  Keerl,  did,  willfully,  unlawfully,  feloniously  and 
of  his  deliberately  premeditated  malice  aforethought,  make  an 
assault  upon  one  Thomas  Crystal,  a  human  being,  and  a  certain 
pistol,  commonly  called  a  revolyer,  which  was  then  and  there 
loaded  with  gunpowder  and  leaden  bullets,  and  by  him,  the  said 
James  S.  Keerl,  had  and  held  in  his  right  hand,  he  the  said 
James  S.  Keerl,  did  then  and  there  willfully,  unlawfully,  fe- 
loniously and  of  his  deliberately  premeditated  malice  afore- 
thought, shoot  off  and  discharge  at,  upon  and  into  the  body  of 
said  Thomas  Crystal,  thereby  and  by  thus  striking  the  said 
Thomas  Crystal  with  the  said  leaden  bullets,  inflicted  upon 
the  said  Thomas  Crystal  certain  mortal  wounds  in  the  back, 
side  and  head  of  the  said  Thomas  Crystal  (a  more  particular 
description  of  which  said  mortal  wounds  is  to  the  connty  attor- 
ney unknown),  of  which  said  mortal  wounds  the  said  Thomas 
Crystal  did  then  and  there  languish,  and  languishing  did  hve, 
and  thereafter,  on  the  twenty-first  day  of  April,  A.  D.  1902,  at 
the  county  of  Lewis  and  Clarke,  in  the  state  of  Montana,  the  said 
Thomas  Crystal  died.'*    The  objections  lodged  against  the  in- 
formation are:  1.  It  does  not  contain  an  express  averment  of 
intent  to  kill ;  2.  It  fails  to  allege  that  death  resulted  from  the 
wounds  inflicted. 

The  first  objection  must  be  overruled  on  the  authority  of 
State  7.  Metcalf,  17  Mont.  417,  43  Pac.  182,  State  v.  Northrup, 
13  Mont  622,  35  Pac.  228,  and  Territory  v.  Godas,  8  Moni 
***  347,  21  Pac.  26.  While  the  pleading  in  this  respect  must 
be  held  sufficient  under  the  cases  cited,  this  court  has  hitherto 
suggested  that,  as  following  a  better  practice,  prosecuting  offi- 
cers should  aver  intent  specially:  Territory  v.  Gk>das,  8  Mont 
347,  21  Pac.  26. 

The  second  point  urged  presents  more  difficulty.  After  al- 
leging the  infliction  of  certain  mortal  wounds,  the  information 
continues,  ''of  which  said  mortal  wounds  the  said  Thomaa  Crys- 
tal did  then  and  there  languish  and  languishing  did  live,  and 
thereafter,  on  the  twenty-first  day  of  April,  A.  D.  1902,  at  the 
county  of  Lewis  and  Clarke,  in  the  state  of  Montana,  tiie  said 
Thomas  Crystal  died«'' 
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An  information  most  be  direct  and  certain  as  regards  the 
party  charged,  the  offense  charged,  and  the  paraticular  circum- 
stances of  the  offense  charged,  when  they  are  necessary  to  con- 
atitnte  a  complete  offense:  Pen.  Code,  sec.  1834.  It  is  not  per- 
missible to  convict  the  defendant  upon  mere  inferences;  he 
mnst  be  directly,  plainly  and  specifically  charged  with  the  com- 
mission of  a  certain  crime,  and  it  mnst  be  proved  substantially 
as  alleged  in  order  to  convict  him.  In  order  to  convict  an  ac- 
cused of  murder,  the  fact  of  the  killing  by  him  as  alleged  must 
be  proved  beyond  a  reasonable  doubt:  Pen.  Code,  sec.  358. 
The  fact  that  the  defendant  inflicted  upon  another  human  being 
a  mortal  wound  deliberately,  premeditatedly,  with  malice  afore- 
thought, and  with  the  intent  to  kill  the  victim,  is  not  sufficient 
to  substantiate  a  charge  of  murder.  The  victim  must  die  of  the 
mortal  wound,  and  within  a  year  and  a  day  after  the  stroke  is 
received  or  the  cause  of  death  administered:  Pen«  Code,  sec. 
857.  If  the  victim  die  of  the  mortal  wound,  but  after  a  year 
and  a  day  have  elapsed  since  its  infliction,  the  defendant  may 
not  be  convicted  of  either  murder  or  manslaughter.  Neither 
can  he  be  so  convicted  if,  while  the  victim  is  languishing  be- 
cause of  a  mortal  wound,  death  ensues  from  some  cause  not 
connected  with  or  a  consequence  of  the  wound.  For  these  rea- 
sons the  information  should  directly  allege  that  death  resulted 
from  the  mortal  wounds  inflicted  by  the  defendant.  This  view 
being  so  clearly  correct  in  principle,  it  would  seem  that  no  cita- 
tion ^^  of  authorities,  is  necessary,  but  see  Clark  on  Criminal 
Procedure,  178 ;  People  v.  Lloyd,  9  Cal.  55 ;  Commonwealth  v. 
Macloon,  101  Mass.  1,  100  Am.  Dec.  89;  State  v.  Sundheimer, 
93  Mo.  311,  6  S.  W.  52;  Maxwell's  Criminal  Procedure,  180; 
Bishop's  New  Criminal  Procedure,  sees.  527,  531,  532;  Whar- 
ton's Criminal  Law,  10th  ed.,  sec.  536. 

In  Lutz  V.  Commonwealth,  29  Pa.  St.  441,  while  an  indict- 
ment containing  language  similar  to  the  one  at  bar  was  sus- 
tained, the  court  say:  '^This  indictment  is  not  artistically  ex- 
pressed. Its  grammatical  construction  is  open  to  criticism, 
and  it  trenches  hard  on  those  rules  of  certainty  which  obtain  in 
criminal  pleading." 

''The  attorney  general  relies  on  the  concluding  clause  of  the 
information  as  supplying  the  defect,  because  it  alleges,  'and  so 
the  said  James  S.  Eeerl  did  in  the  manner  and  form  aforesaid 
willfully,  unlawfully,  feloniously  and  of  his  deliberately  pre- 
meditated malice  aforethought  kill  and  murder  the  said  Thomas 
GrystaL'     These  words  are  the  mere  conclusion  drawn  from  the 
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preceding  aYerments.  If  the  aTerments  are  bad^  Uie  coudusioiL 
will  not  aid  them;  if  they  are  good,  and  gufficiently  describe  the 
crime  as  the  law  requires  .  •  •  .  tiie  formal  eonduding  words 
are  immateriar* :  Territory  v.  Young,  5  Mont  244,  5  Pac  248 ; 
State  7.  Northrup,  13  Mont.  622,  36  Pac.  228. 

We  cannot  give  our  approval  to  this  information.  As  this 
case  must  go  back  for  a  new  trial,  the  information  may  be 
amended  by  leave  of  the  court  to  conform  to  the  views  herein 
expressed. 

2.  The  defense  interposed  was  that  the  defei^dant,  when  he 
committed  the  homicide,  was  affected  with  insanity.  The  de- 
fendant excepts  to  instructions  No%.  48^  60,  61,  62,  66  and  57, 
and  alleges  that  48,  61  and  62  are  in  conflict  with  34,  38,  49, 
63,  64  and  66.  A  discussion  of  a  portion  of  those  excepted  to 
will  be  sufficient  to  dispose  of  the  points  raised.  We  quote  52^ 
66  and  67. 

^^62.  The  standard  of  accountability  is  this:  Had  the  de- 
fendant, at  the  time  of  the  commission  of  the  act,  sufficient  men- 
tal ^^^  capacity  to  appreciate  the  character  and  quality  of  the 
act?  Did  he  know  and  understand  that  it  was  a  violation  of 
the  rights  of  another,  and  in  itself  wrong?  Did  he  know  that 
it  was  prohibited  by  the  laws  of  this  state,  and  that  its  commis- 
sion would  entail  punishment  and  penalties  upon  himself?  If 
he  had  the  capacity  thus  to  appreciate  the  character  and  compre- 
hend the  possible  or  probable  consequences  of  his  act,  he  is  re- 
sponsible to  the  law  for  the  act  thus  committed,  and  is  to  be 
judged  accordingly.'' 

"66.  The  court  further  instructs  you  that,  if  you  find  that 
the  accused  was  possessed  of  a  delusion  or  delusions,  you  are 
carefully  to  bear  in  mind  that  it  is  not  every  delusion  Ihat  can 
be  considered  an  insane  delusion.  The  delusion  must  be  of  such 
a  character  that,  if  things  were  as  the  person  possessed  of  such 
delusion  imagined  them  to  be,  they  would  justify  the  act  spring- 
ing from  the  delusion. 

"67.  The  court  further  instructs  you  that  if  you  find  the 
accused  was  possessed  of  a  partial  delusion  only,  and  was  not 
in  other  respects  insane,  then  he  must  be  considered  in  the  same 
situation,  as  to  responsibility,  as  if  the  facts  with  respect  to 
which  the  delusion  exists  were  real.  For  example,  if,  under 
the  influence  of  his  delusion,  he  supposed  another  man  to  be 
in  the  act  of  attempting  to  take  away  his  life,  and  he  killed  that 
man,  as  he  supposed,  in  self-defense,  he  would  be  exempt  from 
punishment;  but  if  his  delusion  was  that  the  deceased  had  done 
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a  serious  injury  to  his  character  or  person,  and  he  killed  him 
in.  revenge  for  such  supposed  injury^  he  would  be  liable  to  pun- 
ishmenV* 

These  instructions  bring  us  to  a  realm  in  which  the  investi- 
gator feels  himself  lost  in  a  labyrinth  of  conflicting  decisions. 
Of  course,  any  discussion  of  the  principles  applicable  to  in- 
Banity  as  a  defense  to  a  crime  must  necessarily  be  limited  to  the 
particular  case  in  hand.    As  to  what  extent  juries  should  be 
instixLcted  upon  this  subject  and  the  subject  matter  of  such  in- 
structions is  of  the  greatest  importance.    S6me  general  rules 
have  always  bedn,.and  must  be,  laid  down  by  the  courts  for  the 
*^i*  guidance  of  juries  in  trials  of  this  character.    This  view  is 
iiniYersally  adopted;  the  only  question  is.  What  rule  or  rules 
should  be  adopted,  and  should  the  courts  lay  down  any  test? 
The  tests  of  insanity  generally  adopted  by  the  courts  are  the  right 
and  wrong  test,  the  irresistible  impulse  test,  the  right  and  wrong 
teat  as  regards  the  particular  act,  and  the  right  and  wrong 
test  as  modified  by  the  irresistible  impulse  test.    The  supreme 
court  of  New  Hampshire  denies  the  existence  of  any  test :  State 
V.  Pike,  49  N.  H.  399,  6  Am.  Eep.  533 ;  State  v.  Jones,  50  K 
H.  369,  9  Am.  Rep.  242. 

A  majority  of  the  courts  seem  to  follow  the  right  and  wrong 
test  laid  down  in  McNaghten's  case:  10  Clark  &  F.  200,  1 
Car.  &  K.  47.  Eng.  C.  L.  Eep.  129,  8  Eng.  Eep.,  Full  Print, 
718.  For  this  reason,  and  because  instructions  62,  66  and  67 
axe  based  upon  the  doctrines  enimciated  in  that  celebrated  case, 
we  are  justified  in  discussing  it  at  some  length.  We  shall 
do  so  with  special  reference  to  instructions  56  and  57.  In 
1843  Daniel  McN"aght«i  was  tried  for  the  murder  of  Edward 
Drummond.  At  his  trial  medical  testimony  was  adduced 
showing  that  McN'aghten  was  of  unsound  mind  at  the  time  of 
the  killing;  that  he  suffered  from  morbid  delusions;  that  a 
person  so  laboring  under  a  morbid  delusion  might  have  a  moral 
perception  of  right  and  wrong,  but  that  in  case  of  the  pris- 
oner it  was  a  delusion  which  carried  him  away  beyond  the 
power  of  his  own  control,  and  left  him  no  such  perception; 
and  that  he  was  not  capable  of  exercising  any  control  over  acts 
which  had  connection  with  his  delusion.  The  prisoner  was 
acquitted,  but  public  feeling  ran  so  high  in  consequence  that 
the  house  of  lords  asked  the  opinion  of  the  judges  on  the  law 
governing  such  cases.  Three  of  the  five  questions  propounded 
were :  ''2.  What  are  the  proper  questions  to  be  submitted  to  the 
jury  when  a  person  alleged  to  be  afflicted  with  insane  delusion 
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respecting  one  or  more  particalar  subjects  or  persons  is  charged 
wiiJi  the  commission  of  a  crime  (murder,  for  example) ,  and 
insanity  is  set  up  as  a  defense?  3.  In  what  terms  ought  the 
question  to  be  left  to  the  jury  as  to  the  prisoner's  ^^^  state  of 
mind  at  the  time  when  the  act  was  committed?    4.  If  a  person 
under  an  insane  delusion  as  to  existing  facts  commits  an  offenas 
in  consequence  thereof,  is  he  thereby  excused?''    To  the  sec- 
ond and  third  questions  the  judges  answered  ^^that  to  establish  a 
defense  on  the  ground  of  insanity  it  must  be  clearly  proved 
that,  at  the  time  of  the  committing  of^the  act^  ihe  party 
accused  was  laboring  under  such  a  defect*  of  reason,   from 
disease  of  the  mind,  as  not  to  know  the  nature  and  quality  of 
the  act  he  was  doing;  or,  if  he  did  know  it,  that  he  did  not 
know  he  was  doing  what  was  wrong/'    To  the  fourth  question 
they  answered:  '^Making  the  same  assumption  as  we  did  be- 
fore, namely,  that  he  labors  under  a  partial  delusion  only,  and 
is  not  in  other  respects  insane,  we  think  he  must  be  considered 
in  the  same  situation  as  to  responsibility  as  if  the  facts,  with 
respect  to  which  the  delusion  exists,  were  real.     For  example, 
if,,  under  the  influence  of  his  delusion,  he  supposes  another  man 
to  be  in  the  act  of  attempting  to  take  away  his  life,  and  he  kills 
that  man,  as  he  supposes,  in  self-defense,  he  would  be  exempt 
from  punishment    If  this  delusion  was,  that  the  deceased  had 
inflicted  a  serious  injury  to  his  character  and  fortune,  and  he 
killed  him  in  revenge  for  such  supposed  injury,  he  would  be 
liable  to  punishment'' 

Dr.  Clevenger,  in  discussing  this  case,  says:  ''Great  ignor- 
ance of  the  nature  of  insanity  is  displayed  in  these  answers, 
which  seem  to  have  been  constructed  with  special  reference  to 
the  popular  wishes  in  the  particular  instance  of  McNaghten's 
ofFense";  and  then  follows  with  an  illustrative  criticism  in 
which  he  demonstrates  the  absurdity  of  the  abstract  right  and 
wrong  test,  as  well  as  the  dangerous  and  inhuman  doctrine 
enunciated  in  that  part  of  McNaghten's  case  which  refers  to 
insane  delusions:  Glevenger's  Medical  Jurisprudence  of  In- 
sanity, 19  et  seq. 

One  of  the  most  learned  discussions  on  this  subject  is  by  Mr. 
Justice  Somerville,  in  Parsons  v.  State,  81  Ala.  677,  60  Am. 
Eep.  193,  2  South.  864.  From  that  opinion  we  quote  with  ap- 
proval the  following  language:  'If  tiie  rule  declared  ^^^  by 
the  English  judges  be  correct,  it  necessarily  follows  that  the 
only  possible  instance  of  excusaible  homicide  in  cases  of  delu- 
sional insanity  would  be  where  the  delusion,  if  real^  would  have 
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been  such  as  to  create  in  the  mind  of  a  leaaonable  man  a  just 
apprehension  of  imminent  peril  to  life  or  limb.    The  personal 
(fear  or  timid  cowardice  of  the  insane  man^  although  created  by 
disease  acting  through  a  prostrated  nerrous  organization^  would 
not  excuse  undue  precipitation  of  action  on  his  part     Nothing 
would  justify  [excuse?]  assailing  his  supposed  adversary  ex- 
cept an  overt  act  or  demonstration  on  the  part  of  the  latter, 
such  as,  if  the  imaginary  facts  were  real,  would  under  like  cir- 
cumstances have  justified  [excused?]  a  man  perfectly  sane  in 
shooting  or  killing.    If  he  dare  fail  to  reason,  on  the  supposed 
facts  embodied  in  the  delusion,  as  perfectly  as  a  sane  man  could 
do  on  a  like  state  of  realities,  he  receives  no  mercy  at  the  hands 
of  the  law.     It  exacts  of  him  the  last  pound  of  flesh.    It  would 
follow,  also,  under  this  rule,  that  the  partially  insane  man,  af- 
flicted with  delusions,  would  no  more  be  excusable  than  a  sane 
man  would  be,  if,  perchance,  it  was  by  his  fault  the  difiiculty  . 
was  provoked,  whether  by  word  or  deed;  or  if,  in  fine,  he  may 
have  been  so  negligent  as  not  to  have  declined  combat  when  he 
could  do  so  safely,  without  increasing  his  peril  of  life  or  limb. 
If  this  has  been  Ihe  law  heretofore,  it  is  time  it  should  be  so 
no  longer.     It  is  not  only  opposed  to  the  known  facts  of  modem 
medical  science,  but  it  is  a  hard  and  unjust  rule  to  be  applied 
to  the  unfortunate  and  providential  victims  of  disease.    It 
seems  to  be  little  less  than  inhuman,  and  its  strict  enforcement 
would  probably  transfer  a  large  percentage  of  the  inmates  of 
our  insane  hospital  from  that  institution  to  hard  labor  in  the 
mines  or  the  penitentiary.    Its  fallacy  consists  in  the  assump- 
tion that  no  other  phase  of  delusion,  proceeding  from  a  diseased 
brain,  can  so  destroy  the  volition  of  an  insane  person  as  to  ren- 
der him  powerless  to  do  what  he  knows  to  be  right,  or  to  avoid 
doing  what  he  may  know  to  be  wrong.'' 

We  therefore  think  that  instructions  56  and  57  are  radically 
wrong,  and  should  never  be  given. 

^^'^  3.  Now,  taking  up  52.  Defendant's  counsel  especially 
object  to  this  instruction,  because  it  does  not  recognize  that  the 
defendant  may  have  acted  under  an  irresistible  impulse  caused 
by  mental  disease. 

It  seems  to  be  demonstrated  by  modem  investigation,  beyond 
cavil,  that  many  insane  persons,  while  having  the  mental  ca- 
^dtj  to  distinguish  between  right  and  wrong,  are  not  able 
to  choose  between  doing  what  is  right  and  doing  what  is  wrong. 
The  lower  court  recognized  this  in  instructions  34,  38,  49,  53, 
64  and  65.    As  illustrative  of  this,  we  quote  a  portion  of  38 : 
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'*If,  by  reason  of  disease  affecting  his  mind,  his  mental  faeolties 
were  so  impaired  or  perrerted  as  that  he  was  unable  to  distin- 
guish between  right  and  wrong  as  to  the  particniar  act  with 
which  he  is  charged;  or  if  he  was  able  to  recognize  that  it  was 
wrongs  and  yet  was  impelled  by  some  impalse,  originating  in 
disease,  to  the  commission  of  the  act,  and  was  unable  by  reason 
of  the  diseased  condition  of  his  mind,  enfeebling  his  will  or 
otherwise,  to  refrain  from  its  commission — ^he  shonld  be  ac- 
quitted by  reason  of  insanity/'  This  proposition  was  also 
recognized  in  State  v.  Peel,  23  Mont  358,  75  Am.  St  Bep.  629, 
59  Pac.  169,  in  which  the  court,  speaking  through  Mr.  Chief 
Justice  Brantly,  says:  '^One  may  have  mental  capacity  and 
intelligence  sufficient  to  distinguish  between  right  and  wrong 
with  reference  to  the  particular  act,  and  to  understand  the  con- 
sequences of  its  commission,  and  yet  be  so  far  deprived  of  voli- 
tion and  self-control,  by  the  overwhelming  violence  of  mental 
disease,  that  he  is  not  capable  of  voluntary  action,  and  there- 
fore not  able  to  choose  the  right  and  avoid  the  wrong/^ 

Instruction  52  is  based  upon  what  is  called  the  right  and 
wrong  test,  which  does  not  recognize  that  the  accused  may  have 
been  involuntarily  impelled  to  the  commission  of  an  act  from 
which  he  was  mentally  unable  to  refrain,  and  therefore  is  in 
conflict  with  instructions  34,  38,  49,  53,  64  and  55,  which  are 
based  upon  the  right  and  wrong  test  as  modified  by  tiie  irresisti- 
ble impulse  test.  In  the  Peel  case  the  court  suggested  that, 
in  a  case  in  which  there  is  no  pretense  that  the  party  cannot 
^^^  control  his  own  actions,  it  may  be  proper  to  apply  the  right 
and  wrong  test  We  thus  see  that  the  lower  court  gave  to  the 
jury  two  different  tests  by  which  the  defendant's  responsibility 
for  crime  might  be  determined  as  the  test  to  be  followed  by 
them.  These  tests  are  based  upon  different  theories,  and  con- 
Fequently  upon  different  states  of  fact,  and  the  two  are  irrecon- 
cilable. If  instructions  34,  38,  49,  53,  54,  and  55  were  applica- 
ble to  the  facts  in  the  case,  48,  51  and  62  could  not  be;  the 
three  latter  excluded  from  the  jury  any  consideration  of  the 
question  whether,  under  the  evidence,  the  defendant  acted  un- 
der an  insane  irresistible  impulse.  When  instructions  are  con- 
flicting upon  a  material  issue,  the  judgment  cannot  stand: 
State  V.  EoUa,  21  Mont  582,  55  Pac.  523 ;  State  v.  Sloan,  22 
Mont  293,  56  Pac.  364 ;  State  v.  Peel,  23  Mont  358,  76  Am. 
St  Rep.  529,  59  Pac.  169 ;  State  v.  McClellan,  23  Mont  532, 
75  Am.  St  Rep.  558,  59  Pac.  924. 
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4.  Defendant  also  attacks  instruction  No.  50^  on  the  ground 
that  it  Gonunents  upon  the  weight  which  is  to  be  given  to  cer- 
tain items  of  the  testimony.     So  much  of  the  instruction  as  is 
criticised  reads:  "^That  subtle  essence  which  we  call  **mind" 
defies,  of  course,  ocular  inspection.    It  cau  only  be  known  by 
its  outward  manifestations,  and  they  are  found  in  the  language 
and  conduct  of  the  man.    By  these  his  thoughts  and  emotions 
are  read,  and  according  as  they  conform  to  the  practice  of  peo- 
ple of  sound  mind,  who  form  the  large  majority  of  mankind, 
or  contrast  harshly  with  it,  we  form  our  judgment  as  to  his 
soundness  of  mind.    For  this  reason  evidence  is  admissible  to 
«how  conduct  and  language,  at  different  times  and  on  different 
occasions,  which  indicate  to  the  general  mind  some  morbid  con- 
dition of  the  iutellectual  powers;  and  the  more  extended  the 
view  of  the  person's  life,  tiie  safer  is  the  judgment  formed  of 
him.    Everything  relating  to  his  physical  and  mental  history 
18  relevant^  because  any  conclusions  as  to  his  sanity  must  often 
rest  upon  a  large  number  of  facts.    As  a  part  of  the  language 
and  conduct,  letters  spontaneously  written  afford  one  of  the 
hest  indications  of  mental  condition.    Evidence  as  to  insanity 
**®  in  the  parents  and  immediate  relatives  is  also  pertinent. 
It  is  never  allowed  to  infer  insanity  in  the  accused  from  the 
mere  fact  of  its  existence  in  the  ancestors.    But  when  testimony 
is  given  directly  tending  to  prove  insane  conduct  on  the  part  of 
the  accused,  this  kind  of  proof  is  admissible  as  corroborative 
o!  the  other.    And  therefore,  it  is  that  the  defense  has  been  al- 
lowed to  introduce  evidence  to  you  covering  the  whole  life  of 
the  accnsed  and  reaching  to  his  family  antecedents' " 

This  instruction  was  taken  from  the  charge  of  Judge  Cox 
to  the  jury  in  the  Guiteau  Case,  10  Ped.  161.  In  the  United 
States  courts  the  judges  are  permitted  to  comment  upon  and 
•explain  the  testimony  of  the  witnesses,  but  such  is  not  the  rule 
in  this  jurisdiction.  The  instruction  is  certainly  open  to  de- 
fendant's criticism.  For  instance,  the  jury  is  first  told  that  "it 
IB  never  allowed  to  infer  insanity  from  the  mere  fact  of  its 
-existence  in  the  ancestors,"  and  is  then  instructed,  'T)ut,  when 
testimony  is  given  directly  tending  to  prove  insane  conduct  on 
the  part  of  the  accused,  this  kind  of  proof  is  admissible  as  cor- 
roborative of  the  other.'*  When  the  court  told  the  jury  that 
<Jertain  evidence  was  corroborative,  it  commented  on  the  weight 
of  that  testimony.  In  this  the  court  erred.  It  is  the  sole  prov- 
ince of  the  jury  to  weigh  each  item  of  the  testimony,  and  to  give 
it  snch  credit  as  they  believe  it  entitled  to :  State  v.  Sullivan, 
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9  Mont  174,  22  Pac.  1088;  State  v.  Gleim,  17  Mont  17,  52 
Am.  St  Hep.  655,  41  Pac.  998,  31  L.  B.  A.  294;  State  t.  Ma- 
son, 24  Mont  340,  61  Pac.  861. 

5.  While  we  have  not  passed  upon  the  correctneBs  of  any 
instructions  in  this  case  which  have  not  been  argued  by  counsel, 
we  call  the  court's  attention  to  32,  33  and  36.  No.  32  reads: 
''Under  the  law  of  this  state  certain  persons,  including  lunatics 
and  insane  persons,  are  incapable  of  committing  crimes.  Ac- 
cordingly, if  you  find  that,  at  the  time  of  the  doing  of  the  acts 
charged  in  the  information  against  the  defendant^  he  was  an 
insane  person,  it  is  your  duty  to  acquit  him  on  the  ground  of 
insanity/*  After  the  words  "an  insane  person*'  the  court  should 
have  explained  the  meaning  of  the  term  "insanity,'^  as  it  is 
*^  regarded  in  the  criminal  law,  either  by  direct  definition  or 
by  reference  to  other  parts  of  the  charge.  It  is  not  sufficient  to 
give  the  statute  without  explanation,  because  it  is  not  every 
form  of  insanity  which  will  excuse  the  defendant  of  the  act 
committed. 

6.  The  disease  of  insanity  is  subject  to  so  many  different 
phases,  which  are  manifested  in  so  many  different  ways — ^as 
various  as  human  thought — ^that  each  case  must  stand  upon  its 
own  facts.  A  court,  therefore,  cannot  instruct  the  jury  on  every 
phase  or  manifestation  of  insanity,  nor  should  it  attempt  to; 
the  instructions  should  be  as  brief  and  simple  as  it  is  possible 
to  make  them.  It  should  only  declare  generally  upon  tiie  sub- 
ject, and  it  must  be  left  to  the  jury  to  find  from  the  proof  upon 
the  issue  of  insanity. 

The  question  whether  the  defendant  in  any  case  was  af- 
fected with  insanity  to  such  a  degree  as  will  excuse  him  from 
the  commission  of  an  act  which  would  be  criminal  if  done  by  a 
sane  person  is  one  of  fact;  it  certainly  is  not  a  question  of 
law.  When  a  defendant  sets  up  insanity  as  a  defense,  laymeo, 
and  experts  on  insanity,  are  permitted  to  testify  upon  the  ques- 
tion of  his  sanity,  under  the  rules  of  evidence.  Upon  the  testi- 
mony adduced  the  jury  is  to  find  the  defendant  guilty,  or  not 
guilty,  by  reason  of  insanity.  What  persons,  then,  are  insane 
within  the  purview  of  the  criminal  law?  Manifestly,  those  who 
are  mentally  unable  to  form  a  criminal  intent  The  Penal  C!ode 
declares: 

''Sec.  20.  In  every  crime  or  public  offense  there  must  exist 
a  union  or  joint  operation  of  act  and  intent^  or  criminal  negli- 
genoQi 
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'^Sec.  21.  The  inteiit  or  intention  is  manifested  by  the  dr* 
cnmgtances  connected  with  the  offense^  and  the  sound  mind  and 
discretion  of  the  accused.  All  persons  are  of  sound  mind  who 
are  neither  idiots  nor  lunatics,  nor  affected  with  insanity/' 

For  the  purposes  of  this  discussion,  we  shall  treat  insanity 
and  lunacy  as  synonymous  terms.    What,  then,  is  insanity  in 
a  legal  sense?    Mr.  Bishop  gives  the  following  definition:  *ln- 
sanity,  **■■  in  the  criminal  law,  is  any  defect,  weakness,  or 
disease  of  the  mind  rendering  it  incapable  of  entertaining,  or 
preventing  its  entertaining,  in  the  particular  instance,  the  crimi- 
nal intent  which  constitutes  one  of  the  elements  of  every  crime'* : 
1  Bishop's  Criminal  Law,  sec  381,  subd.  2.    '^Criminal  responsi- 
bility is  to  be  determined  solely  by  the  capacity  of  the  defendant 
to  conceive  and  entertain  the  intent  to  commit  the  particular 
crime.     If  there  is  no  intent,  there  is  no  crime" :  State  v.  Peel, 
23  Mont  358,  75  Am.  St.  Bep.  529,  59  Fac.  169.  In  the  Peel 
ca&e  the  court  did  not  attempt  to  lay  down  any  test;  it  was  mere- 
ly discussing  the  case  presented  to  it.    It  gave  its  approval  to 
instructions  36  and  87  quoted  in  the  opinion,  saying  that  upon 
that  branch  of  the  case  the  lower  court  instructed  the  jury 
fully  and  fairly.    It  will  be  observed  that  instruction  37  dealt 
wholly  with  the  question  of  the  defendant's  intent.    That  the 
instructions  last  mentioned  were  correct  in  the  Peel  case  is  un- 
doubted. 

It  is  worthy  of  remark  that  juries  must  be  composed  of  men 
of  a  very  high  order  of  intelligence  if  they  are  much  enlightened 
— ^indeed,  if  they  are  not  badly  confused — ^by  the  mass  of  in- 
structions usually  given  them  by  the  courts  in  insanity  cases. 
Instmctions  are  given  to  enlighten  a  jury,  not  to  confuse  it: 
Yoder  ▼.  Eeynolds,  28  Mont.  183,  72  Pac.  417. 

Becognizing  the  general  doctrines  asserted  in  the  Peel  case 
as  correct,  we  are  of  the  opinion  that  the  result  sought  to  be 
obtained,  to  wit,  a  solution  of  the  question  whether  the  defend- 
ant, when  he  committed  the  act  for  which  he  is  on  trial,  had  the 
icental  power  to  entertain  a  criminal  intent,  and  did  entertain 
it,  can  be  readied  best  by  submitting  to  the  jury  a  test  founded 
solely  upon  the  statute.  The  question  for  determination  being, 
Was  the  defendant,  when  he  committed  the  act,  sane,  or  affected 
with  insanity  ?  the  court  should  give  to  the  jury  the  appropriate 
sections  of  the  statute,  at  the  same  time  defining  insanity  in 
accordance  with  Bishop's  definition,  as  supplemented  by  this 
court's  commit  thereon  in  the  Peel  case,  or  make  use  of  equiv- 
alent language.*    We  doubt  if  any  otiier  or  further  instructionf 
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on  the  Bubject  of  insanity  are  necessary  or  nseful:  State  t. 
"■  Pike,  49  N.  H.  399,  6  Am.  Bep.  633;  State  ▼.  Jones,  50 
N.  H.  369,  9  Am.  Bep.  242.  The  jury  may  determine  ihe 
fact  from  the  testimony  adduced  before  it,  no  matter  what 
may  be  the  character  of  the  insanity  attributed  to  the  defendimt 
This  includes,  of  course,  insane  delusions  and  insane  irresistible 
impulses.  To  illustrate :  If  the  defendant^  when  he  committed 
the  act  which  would  be  criminal  if  done  by  a  sane  person,  did 
not  know  the  difference  between  right  and  wrong,  or,  knowing 
it,  was  mentally  unable  to  refrain  from  doing  tiie  wrong,  be 
was  incapable  of  forming  the  criminal  intent;  or  if  he  was  bo 
mentally  diseased  that  he  was  under  the  overmastering  influence 
of  a  delusion  which  obliterated  his  power  to  refrain  from  &c 
commission  of  the  wrongful  act,  he  was  incapable  of  forming 
the  criminal  intent. 

In  a  case  where  insanity  is  urged  as  a  defense,  the  particular 
technical  phase  of  insanity  from  which  the  defendant  suffered 
when  he  committed  the  act  (if  he  was  in  fact  insane)  is  utterly 
immaterial  to  the  jury;  they  do  not  know  nor  care  what  ^ 
alienists  may  call  it;  their  desire  should  be,  and  their  duty  is, 
to  ascertain  whether  the  defendant  committed  the  act  with  t 
criminal  intent;  if  he  did,  he  is  guilty;  if  he  did  not,  he  is  not 
guilty  by  reason  of  insanity. 

For  the  foregoing  reasons  we  are  of  the  opinion  that  the  judg- 
ment and  order  should  be  reversed,  and  the  cause  remanded  for 
a  new  trial  in  conformity  with  the  views  herein  expressed. 

Per  CUEIAM.  For  the  reasons  given  in  the  foregoing  opin- 
ion, the  judgment  and  order  are  reversed^  and  the  cause  is  re- 
manded for  a  new  triaL 

HOLLOWAY,  J.  I  am  unable  to  agree  with  much  that  is 
said  in  the  foregoing  opinion.  In  my  judgment,  conflicting 
doctrines  on  the  subject  of  insanity  are  announced  in  State 
V.  Peel,  23  Mont.  358,  75  Am.  St  Rep.  629,  69  Pac.  169,  and, 
if  it  is  intended  in  this  instance  to  approve  what  is  said  in 
that  decision  upon  this  subject,  great  difficulty  must  necessarily 
be  experienced  upon  a  retrial  of  this  cause. 

In  my  opinion,  instructions  56  and  6lf  are  erroneous. 

■**  Instruction  No.  50  does  not  state  correct  principles  of 
law,  and  the  court  therein  comments  on  the  weight  of  tte  en- 
dence.     For  these  reasons,  I  think  it  should  not  be  given  at  all 

I  am  also  unable  to  reconcile  the  doctrine  annpunced  in  State 
v.  Pike,  49  BT.  H.  399,  6  Am.  Rep.  533,  and  State  v.  Jones,  60 
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H.  H.  369^  9  Am.  Bep.  242,  which  1  think  correct,  and  which 
Beems  to  be  approved,  with  what  is  said  in  other  portions  of  the 
opinion  of  the  majority  of  the  court. 

However,  without  attempting  any  discussion  of  the  subject^ 
I  content  myself  with  concurring  in  the  order  reversing  the 
judgment,  but  do  so  upon  the  grounds  that  conflicting  instruc- 
tions npon  a  material  issue  were  given,  and  that  the  court  gave 
instructions  50,  56  and  57,  above. 


/iMoiHfir  as  a  defense  to  erime  is  divemsed  in  tke  nronogmphie  notes 
to  KnigktB  ▼.  State,  76  Am,  St.  Bep.  83-97;  State  r.  Marler,  86  Am. 
Dee.  402-410.  And  insane  delnsiong  as  affecting  criminal  respon- 
ribilitj  are  diaenssed  in  the  moao^raphie  note  to  People  v.  Hubert, 
63  Am.  St.  Bep.  100-108. 
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LEIGH  T.  GKEEN. 

[64  Neb.  533,  90  N.  W.  255.] 

AFFIDAVIT.— Where  Stfttements  in  aa  AffldATlt  are  ma(f«  pod- 
tiyelj  and  directly,  an  additional  statement  that  affiant  belieFei 
them  to  be  true  does  not  detract  therefrom,    (p.  594.) 

AFFIDAVIT— mfonnatloii  and  Belief* — ^Where  a  showing  bj 
affidavit  is  required  as  to  facts  which  are  necessarUj  matters  of  iS" 
formation  and  belief,  an  affidavit  on  information  and  belief  is  snffi- 
eient.    (p.  595.) 

TAX  UEK— Foredosnre.— A  Description  of  the  Land  in  a  pub- 
lished notice  in  proceedings  to  foreclose  a  tax  lien  is  sufficient  whers 
the  context  shows  that  property  in  the  state  is  referred  to,  and  ther» 
is  but  one  tract  in  the  state  answering  the  description,  although  it  is 
equally  applicable  to  another  tract  in  another  state,     (p.  597.) 

TAXATION— Foredosnre  of  Tax  Lien. — The  Word  "Owner,** 
as  used  in  the  Nebraska  statute  providing  for  the  foreclosure  of  tax 
liens  where  the  owner  is  not  known,  refers  to  persons  having  estatsi 
in  the  land,  and  not  to  encumbrancers  and  lienholders.     (p.  598b) 

TAXATION. — The  Owner  of  the  Land  is  Unknown,  within  the 
meaning  of  the  Nebraska  statute  providing  for  the  foreclosure  of 
tax  liens,  whenever  the  holder  of  a  tax  certificate  is  unable,  with 
reasonable  diligence  and  inquiry  in  the  neighborhood  of  the  land, 
to  ascertain  the  whereabouts  of  the  persons  appearing  to  have  legal 
estates  therein,  or  to  ascertain  who  have  such  estates,     (p.  599.) 

TAXATION — ^Affidavit.- In  Proceedings  to  Foreclose  a  tax 
lien  under  a  statute  providing  therefor  when  the  owner  of  the  land 
is  not  known^  allegations  in  the  petition  and  an  affidavit  for  service 
by  publication,  on  information  and  belief,  to  the  effect  that  the  owner 
is  unknown,  are  sufficient  as  against  collateral  attack,    (p.  599.) 

TAXATION — ^Foreclosure — ^Parties. — ^In  a  proceeding  to  fore- 
close a  tax  lien  under  a  statute  providing  therefor  when  the  owner  is 
unknown,  the  propriety  of  joining  as  a  party  defendant  one  having 
an  interest  in  the  land  short  of  ownership  will  not  be  reviewed  eo^ 
laterally,     (p.  599.) 

(8W) 
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TAXATION— New  Title. — ^A  sale  of  land  in  proceedings  to 
foreclose  a  tax  lien  nnder  a  statute  providing  therefor  when  the 
owner  is  unknown,  creates  a  new  and  independent  title  and  bars  all 
pre-existing  interests  or  liens,     (p.  600.) 

TAZATION—Proceeding  in  Eem— ]>ae  Proeesi  of  Ziaw.— A 

statute  awarding  to  the  purchaser  at  a  tax  sale  a  remedy  by  suit 
against  the  land  itself,  available  whenever  the  owner  is  not  known, 
whereby  all  persons  claiming  interests  in  the  land  may  be  barred 
completely  on  sale  under  foreclosure,  does  not  deny  due  process  of 
law.     (p.  601.) 

For  a  statement  of  the  facts  and  the  statute  inyolyed  in  Ihis 
case,  see  tiie  note  which  follows  it,  post^  page  603. 

W.  S.  Green,  James  McCabe^  Beed  &  Gross  and  Smyth  ft 
Smith,  for  the  appellant 

C.  C.  McNish,  Anderson  &  Keefe,  Woolworth  &  McHugh, 
J.  C.  Crawford  and  A*  B.  Oleson,  for  the  respondent 

^**  POUND,  C.    The  issues  of  fact  and  law  involved  in 
this  appeal  are  sufficiently  stated  in  the  former. opinion.    Many 
of  the  conclusions  reached  in  that  opinion  are  acquiesced  in 
by  the  parties,  and  have  not  been  reargued.    Four  proposi- 
tions, however,  are  insisted  upon  by  counsel  for  appellee  as 
**  having  been  overlooked  or  wrongly  determined,  and  re- 
quire consideration.    These  propositions  are  whether  an  af- 
fidavit for  service  by  publication,  made  upon  information  and 
belief  only,  is  sufficient;  whether  the  description  of  the  land 
in  the  published  notice  was  sufficient  to  give  the  court  juri* 
diction  in  the  tax  foreclosure  proceedings  in  question;  whether, 
under  a  proper  construction  of  sections  4  and  6,  article  5,  chap- 
ter 77,  of  the  Compiled  Statutes,  foreclosure  of  a  tax  lien  by 
8nit  against  the  land  itself  will  bar  lienholders  not  made  parties 
to  the  proceedings,  and  not  served  with  process;  and,  finally, 
whether,  if  such  is  the  proper  construction  of  said  sections, 
they  are  constitutional  and  valid,  in  view  of  the  constitutional 
provisions,  both  federal  and  state,  against  deprivation  of  prop- 
erty without  due  process  of  law. 

With  respect  to  the  first  question,  we  may  remark  that  it  is 
ty  no  means  clear  that  the  affidavit  in  question  is  to  be  treated 
«8  one  upon  information  and  belief.  Examination  of  the  many 
cases  in  which  affidavits  have  been  held  insufficient  because  made 
^pon  information  and  belief  only,  discloses  that  in  such  cases 
tte  affiant  stated  that  he  believed  so  and  so  (Armstrong  v, 
Sanford,  7  Minn.  49  (Gil.  34) ;  Thompson  v.  Higginbotham, 
18  Kbsl  42) ;  or  that  he  had  reason  to  believe  and  did  believe 
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it  (Clarke  v.  Bank,  67  Neb.  314,  73  Am.  St.  Hep.  607,  77  N.  W. 
805 ;  Ex  parte  Spears,  88  Cal.  650,  22  Am.  St  Rep.  341,  26 
Pac.  608;  Ex  parte  Morgan  (D.  C),  20  Fed.  298)  ;  or  that 
he  was  informed  and  believed  so  and  so  (Ex  parte  Rowland, 
35  Tex.  Cr.  Rep.  108,  31  S.  W.  651) ;  or  that,  ''on  his  best 
knowledge,  information  and  belief,'*  certain  facts   were  true 
(Ex  parte  Lane  (D.  C),  6  Fed.  34);  or  that  certain  state- 
ments in  a  pleading  were  true  except  as  to  statements  on  in- 
formation and  belief  and  that  such  statements  were  believed 
to  be  true :  City  of  Atchison  v.  Bartholomew,  4  Kan.  124 ;  At- 
torney General  v.  President  etc.  of  Bank  of  Chenango,  Hopk. 
Ch.  596.     In  another  class  of  cases,  more  nearly  like  the  one 
at  bar,  the  affiant  states  that  certain  facts  are  teie,  as  he  be- 
lieves, or  as  he  is  informed  and  believes:  State  v.  Lancaster 
County  Commrs.,  49  Neb.  51,  68  N.  W.    336;  »»«  State  v. 
Mayor  etc.  of  City  of  Lincoln,  4  Neb.  360;  Clarke  v.  Bank, 
67  Neb.  314,  73  Am.  St  Rep.  607,  77  N.  W.  805 ;  Mowry  v. 
Sanborn,  65  N.  Y.  581.     The  case  at  bar  differs  from  all  of 
these.    The  statements  in  the  affidavit  are  made  positively,  but 
at  the  end,  after  stating  directly  that  the  owner  of  the  land 
in  question  is  unknown,  there  is  the  further  statement,  ''ail 
of  which  I  verily  believe  to  be  true,*'    It  will  be  seen  that 
whereas,  in  the  cases  cited,  the  affiant  did  not  make  any  positive 
statements  of  fact,  but  merely  stated  that  he  believed,  or  was 
informed  and  believed,  that  certain  facts  existed,  in  this  case 
the  statements  are  made  positively  and  directly,  and  there  is 
merely  an  additional  statement  that  affiant  believes  them  to  be 
true.     Does  this  further  statement  qualify  or  detract  from  what 
goes  before?    In  Webster  v.  Daniel,  47  Ark.  131,  14  S.  W. 
660,  the  affidavit  stated  ''that  said  Peter  Webster  has  left  the 
county  of  his  residence  to  avoid  service  of  summons,  as  shown 
by  the  return  of  the  constable  to  the  writ  of  summons  Issued 
herein.*'    The  court  held  that  this  was  not  an  affidavit  as  to 
what  the  return  showed,  nor  to  belief  based  on  information  de- 
rived from  the  return,  but  was  positive,  and  referred  to  the 
return  as  evidence  only.    In  re  Keller  (D.  C),  36  Fed.  681, 
a  complaint  in  extradition  proceedings  stated  an  offense  posi- 
tively and  directly.     A  statement  was  added  to  the  effect  that 
the  complainant  verily  believed  the  facts  stated  to  be  true.    The 
court  said :  *'If  it  is  conceded  that  this  court  can  construe  this 
pleading,  and  reject  it,  still  I  think  it  is  not  faulty.    It  is  t 
statement  of  a  fact  which  the  deponent,  in  testifying  to,  verily 
believes  to  be  true.    A  man  swears  to  what  he  believes  to  be 
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true,  and  when  he  states  a  fact  under  oath  he  saya  he  yerilj  be- 
lieves it  to  be  true.  I  do  not  think  it  is  faulty  on  that  account 
I  think  this  affidavit  is  sufficient'^  In  Pratt  v.  Stevens,  94 
N.  Y.  387,  the  court  said:  'The  addition  of  the  words  to 
deponent's  best  knowledge,  information,  and  belief  does  not 
modify  or  detract  from  the  words  previously  employed.  The 
general  rule  is  that  an  oath  taken  before  e  competent  office 
merely  verifies  the  truth  of  the  facts  stated  ^^'^  according  to 
the  best  knowledge,  information,  and  belief  of  the  affiant  The 
positive  affirmation  of  tiie  facts  sworn  to  in  an  affidavit  is  in 
most  cases  supposed  and  understood  to  be  according  to  the  best 
knowledge,  information,  and  belief  of  the  witness/'  The  true 
criterion  would  seem  to  lie  in  the  willingness  of  the  witness 
to  make  a  positive  statement  If  his  information  and  knowl- 
edge are  such  that  he  will  make  a  positive  statement  of  the 
fact  in  question  upon  oath,  his  evidence  is  to  be  received,  though 
the  weight  to  be  given  it  might  be  small  by  reason  of  the  na- 
ture and  extent  of  the  information  and  knowledge  from  which 
he  testifies.  On  the  other  hand,  if  he  has  a  belief  or  opinion, 
but  18  not  so  completely  satisfied  of  the  fact  that  he  will  testify 
to  it  directiy,  but  merely  states  his  belief,  then  the  bare  state- 
ment of  what  he  believes,  but  will  not  state  positively  upon  his 
oath,  is  not  to  be  received,  unless  the  case  is  one  where  au 
affidavit  as  to  his  belief  only  is  required.  In  the  case  at  bar 
there  is  a  direct  and  positive  statement  that  the  owner  is  un- 
known. The  further  statement  that  affiant  believes  it  to  be 
true  does  not  detract  therefrom.  He  not  only  believes  it,  he 
is  willing  to  testify  to  it  positively.  This  is  much  more  than  a 
mere  statement  of  his  belief.  But  construing  the  affidavit  with 
counsel  for  appellee,  and  giving  to  the  words  with  which  it 
dosea  all  the  effect  claimed  for  them,  we  agree  to  the  conclu- 
sion reached  at  the  former  hearing,  and  think  it  sufficient 
Where  a  showing  by  affidavit  is  required  as  to  facts  which  are 
necessarily  matters  of  information  and  belief,  an  affidavit  on 
information  and  belief  ought  to  suffice.  The  statute  should  re- 
ceive a  construction  in  accordance  with  common  sense.  It  was 
not  intended  to  require  perjury,  and,  as  it  requires  affidavit 
to  matters  involving  legal  opinion  and  conclusions  of  law  and 
fact,  it  must  contemplate  that  such  affidavit  will  be  made  upon 
the  only  basis  on  which  such  opinions  and  conclusions  can  be 
reached.  As  Albert,  C,  said  in  the  former  opinion,  with  ref- 
erence to  the  required  showing  that  service  cannot  be  made  in 
the  state:  '^In  the  very  nature  of  things,  upon  this  point  at 
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least,  the  affiant,  ••®  whatever  the  warding  of  the  affidavit,  can 
never  have  positive  knowledge.    To  expressly  state  th«t  which, 
in  the  absence  of  such  statement,  would  be  necessarily  implied, 
affects  only  the  form,  and  not  the  substance,  of  the  affidavit^ 
This  is  no  less  true  of  the  statement  that  the  owner  of  the 
land  in  controversy  is  not  known.    In  a  trial  where  numerous 
witnesses  are  successively  examined  the  several  facts  and  cir* 
cumstances  may  be  made  to  appear  by  competent  proo^  and 
the  trior  of  fact  may  draw  the  proper  inference  therefrom.    But 
where  one  man  is  to  make  affidavit  to  the  conclusion,  he  must  ia 
fact  state  the  belief  which  the  information  in  his  possession 
gives  rise  to,  whether  he  expressly  says  so  or  not;  otherwise 
the  required  affidavit  could  never  be  made.  In  Colton  ▼.  Bupert^ 
60  Mich.  318,  27  KT.  W.  520,  the  court  say :  ''In  such  case  an 
affidavit  upon  information  and  belief  is  all  that  could  reasonably 
be  required.    To  require  that  such  proof  should  be  established 
by  such  evidence  as  would  preclude  all  reasonable  doubt,  or  of 
such  character  and  weight  as  would  preclude  a  possibility  of 
error,  would  deprive  this  provision  of  the  statute,  in  a  large 
majority  of  cases,  of  any  efficacy,  and  result  in  a  failure  of  the 
remedy  designed  to  be  afforded  by  the  law.    The  law  itself  is 
based  upon  the  necessity  of  the  case,  in  order  to  enable  parties 
to  reach  and  deal  with  property  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
court.*'    A  similar  observation  is  made  in  Snell  v.  Meservy,  91 
Iowa,  322,  59  N".  W.  32,  and  the  great  weight  of  authority  sus- 
tains this  view :  See,  also,  Trew  v.  Gaakill,  10  Ind.  265 ;  Bonsell 
V.  Bonsell,  41  Ind.  476.    We  do  not  think  the  cases  of  Clarke 
V.  Bank,  57  Neb.  314,  73  Am.  St.  Bep.  507,  77  N.  W.  805, 
and  Mowry  v.  Sanborn,  65  N.  Y.  581,  conflict  in  any  way  with 
the  foregoing  proposition.    In  Clarke  v.  Bank,  57  Neb.  314, 
73  Am.  St  Bep.  507,  77  K".  W.  805,  the  statute  required 
proof  of    certain    facts    to  the    satisfaction    of  the  judge. 
These  facts  were  capable  of  positive  proof,  directly  or  by  cir- 
cumstances.   There  was  no  requirement  that  the  proof  be  by 
affidavit  solely.    The  statute  expressly  stated  **^  that  it  might 
be  made  by  affidavit  of  the  judgment  creditor  "or  otherwise/^ 
It  was  the  clear  duty  of  the  moving  party  in  that  case  to  fur- 
nish proof.    If  he  could  not  do  so  by  his  own  positive  affidavit, 
he  must  do  so  by  some  other  means.    To  furnish  an  affidavit 
to  conclusions  which  proof  might  establish,  stating  them  not 
as  facts,  but  as  matters  of  belief  and  opinion,  was  not  enough. 
The  distinction  between  such  a  case  and  the  one  at  bar  is  mani- 
fest    Nor  is  Mowry  v.  Sanborn,  65  N.  Y.  581,  in  point    There 
the  affidavit  was  not  as  to  nonresidence  generally,  but  as  to  the 
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exact  place  where  persons  whose  residence  was  known  in  fact 
resided.     Such  known  fact  was  capable  of  positive  proof. 

It  is  next  contended  that  the  land  was  not  made  a  party 
to  the  foreclosure  suit^  and  that  the  conrt  did  not  get  jurisdic- 
tion over  it^  because  it  was  InsuflBcientlj  described.    In  the 
title  to  the  petition  and  in  the  published  notice,  it  is  described 
as  the  "northwest  quarter  of  section  27,  township  31,  range 
3   west,  sixth  principal  meridian,''  without  stating  in  what 
county  or  state,  nor  whether  the  township  in  question  is  north 
oi  south  of  the  base  line.     So  far  as  the  petition  is  concerned, 
however^  the  objection  is  clearly  untenable  for  the  reason  that 
in  the  body  of  the  pleading  it  is  expressly  stated  that  the  land 
lies  in  Enox  county,  Nebraska.    We  think  the  notice  suffi- 
.  cient  also.    The  notice  sets  forth  that  plaintiff  claims  to  have 
purchased  said  land  for  taxes  at  a  tax  sale  held  in  Knox  county, 
Nebraska.    Thus  the  context  shows  that  land  in  this  state  is 
referred  to,  not  merely  by  the  venue  of  the  proceedings,  but 
by  the  nature  of  plaintiff's  claim.    Although  the  description 
is  equally  applicable  to  another  tract,  situated  in  the  state  of 
Kansas,  there  is  but  one  tract  in  this  state  to  which  it  can 
possibly  refer.    In  Fanning  v.  Krapfl,  68  Iowa,  244,  26  N.  W. 
133,  a  published  notice  was  directed  to  "P.  T.  B.  Hopkins,  wife 
of  John  C.  Hopkins."    Said  defendant's  true  name  was  "T. 
P.  B.  Hopkins."    The  court  said :  "The  notice  should  describe 
the  party  to  whom  it  is  directed  with  such  certainty  as  that 
neither  he  nor  other  persons  acquainted  "^^  with  or  knowing 
him  could  reasonably  be  misled  by  it  as  to  the  person  for  whom 
it  was  intended.    If  the  notice  had  come  to  her  attention,  she 
would  have  learned  from  it  that  it  was  intended  for  the  wife 
of  John  C.  Hopkins,  which  was  the  name  of  her  own  husband^ 
and  that  it  related  to  an  interest  in  which  W.  R  I.  Hopkins, 
who  held  the  property  now  in  question  in  trust  for  her,  was 
trustee.     She  could  hardly  have  failed  to  learn  from  it  that 
she  was  the  identical  person  for  whom  it  was  intended,  and  she 
could  not  reasonably  have  been  misled  by  the  transposition  of 
the    initial  letters  of  the  Christian  name  which  occurred  in  ii" 
So  in  this  case.    No  one  who  read  the  notice  could  reasonably 
suppose  that  it  referred,  or  might  refer,  to  lands  in  Kansas. 
There  was  a  tract  answering  the  description  in  Knox  county, 
Nebraska,  and  the  notice  set  forth  that  a  lien  was  asserted 
against  tiie  tract  by  virtue  of  a  tax  sale  held  in  said  Knox 
county.    No  one  could  well  be  misled  by  the  omission  of  the 
word  ''north"  ymder  such  circumstances.    The  same  kind  of 
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deficription  has  been  passed  on  several  tiines  where  contained 
in  deeds^  and  has  been  upheld  always  when  there  was  but  one 
tract  answering  the  description  in  the  state^  if  the  context  or 
circumstances  indicated  the  state  sufficiently :  Long  v.  Wagoner, 
47  Mo.  178;  Beal  v.  Blair,  33  Iowa,  318;  Butler  v.  Davis,  5 
Neb.  521.  It  may  be  admitted  that  the  question  to  be  deter- 
mined in  these  cases  was  somewhat  different.  But  the  reasons 
assigned  seem  to  us  to  be  applicable.  If  the  whole  notice 
makes  it  clear  what  lands  are  referred  to,  we  think  it  is  enough. 
This  holding  does  not  conflict  with  the  case  of  Cohen  v.  Trow- 
bridge, 6  Kan.  385.  In  that  case  a  notice  failing  to  state 
whether  the  range  in  which  the  tract  attached  lay  was  east 
or  west  of  the  meridian  was  held  invalid.  But  there  are  two 
ranges  numbered  18  in  Kansas,  and  henoe  two  tracta  in  that 
state  were  within  the  terms  of  the  notice.  The  true  rule  is 
announced  in  Fanning  v.  Krapfl,  68  Iowa,  244,  26  N.  W.  133. 
A  great  many  titles  depend  upon  foreclosure  proceedings  based 
on  service  by  publication.  If  no  reasonable  ^^^  person  can 
be  misled  by  a  description,  we  ought  not  to  imperil  titles  bj 
criticising  it  overminutely. 

Coming  now  to  the  construction  of  sections  4  and  6,  article  5, 
chapter  77,  of  the  Compiled  Statutes,  we  are  satisfied  that  the 
former  opinion  is  in  every  way  a  correct  exposition  thereof,  and 
that  it  should  be  adhered  to.    That  the  term  "owner,*^  as  used 
in  said  section  4,  refers  to  persons  having  estates  in  the  land, 
and  not  te  encumbrancers  and  lienholders,  is  made  very  plain. 
In  what  cases  it  may  be  said  that  the  owner  is  ^'not  known'' 
within  the  meaning  of  said  section  is  a  question  of  some  diffi- 
culty.    Is  it  meant  that  the  condition  of  the  title  must  be  such 
that  with  ordinary  diligence  one  who  investigates  cannot  pro- 
nounce in  whom  it  lies?     Or  is  it  meant  tiiat  the  person  in 
whom  the  title,  appears  te  be  cannot  be  identified,  located,  or 
found  ?    If  the  latter,  to  whom  must  he  be  unknown,  the  plain- 
tiff or  the  community  generally  in  which  the  land  lies?    Or 
must  he  be  absolutely  xmknown?    As  we  have  in  this  case  a 
collateral  atteck  on  the  decree  of  foreclosure,  it  may  not  be 
necessary  te  go  deeply  into  the  questions  to  which  this  appar- 
ently simple  phrase  gives  rise.     We  think  that  the  owner  of 
land  is  "not  known,'*  within  the  meaning  of  said  section,  when- 
ever the  holder  of  a  tax  certificate  is  unable  by  reasonable 
diligence  and  inquiry  in  the  neighborhood  of  the  land  in  ques- 
tion to  ascertain  the  whereabouts  of  the  person  or  persons  ap- 
pearing to  have  legal  estates  therein,  or  to 'ascertain  who  have 
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fiuch  estates.  In  the  latter  case  he  cannot  know  whom  to  make 
parties;  in  the  former  he  cannot  know  how  to  seire  them, 
since  he  does  not  know,  nor  can  he  ascertain,  whether  they  are 
residents  or  nonresidents  of  the  state>  and  if  residents,  where 
they  are  to  be  reached.  Hence,  when  the  owner  of  the  land  is 
not  known  to  the  holder  of  a  tax  certificate  in  either  sense,  and 
cannot  be  found  upon  reasonable  inquiry,  the  holder  of  sudi 
certificate  may  make  the  land  a  party  to  foreclosure  proceed* 
ings.  In  such  case,  for  reasons  alrecuiy  set  forth,  allegations 
in  the  petition  and  an  affidavit  for  service  by  publication  on 
information  and  belief  to  the  effect  that  ***  the  owner  is  un- 
known are  sufficient  against  collateral  attack:  Van  Fleet  on 
Collateral  Attack,  sees.  245,  247. 

The  plaintiff  in  the  tax  foreclosure  suit  joined  one  Boot  as 
a  party  defendant,  alleging  that  he  claimed  some  interest  in 
the  land ;  and  we  have  next  to  consider  the  effect  of  this  joinder. 
It  has  been  seen  that  all  persons  having  interests  in  the  land 
in  controversy  are  not  for  that  reason  "owners,**  within  the 
meaning  of  the  statute;  hence  Boot  might  have  had  an  interest 
by  way  of  lien  or  encumbrance,  and  yet  the  allegation  that  the 
owner  was  unknown  might  have  been  entirely  true.     So  long 
as  the  land  was  properly  made  a  party,  it  was  unnecessary  to 
join  parties  who  merely  claimed  interests  short  of  ownership. 
They  would  be  cut  out  by  decree  and  sale  without  being  joined, 
under  express  provisions  of  the  statute.    We  do  not  think  that 
the  nature  of  the  proceeding  was  changed  in  any  way  by  joining 
Boot     The  land  was  properly  made  a  party  and  all  necessary 
steps  to  get  it  before  the  court  were  duly  had.     Whether  the 
joinder  of  Boot  was  irregular  we  need  not  decide.    The  im- 
portant point  here  is  that  the  land  was  sued.    If  the  plaintiff 
sued  another  defendant  also,  the  propriety  of  such  course  is 
not  to  be  reviewed  collaterally.     It  may  be  remarked,  however, 
that  parties  claiming  interest  in  the  land  are  often  joined  in 
cases  like  the  one  under  consideration  in  other  jurisdictions, 
and  no  question  appears  to  have  been  made  but  that  the  pro- 
ceedings are  nevertheless  in  rem,  and  bind  others  claiming  in- 
terests in  the  property,  who  have  not  been  joined:  Pritchard 
V.  Madren,  24  Kan.  486;  Hunger  v.  Barlow,  39  Iowa,  539; 
Nash  v.  Church,  10  Wis.  703,  78  Am.  Dec.  678. 

Upon  the  question  as  to  the  effect  of  making  the  land  a 
party  and  of  sale  under  the  decree  against  the  land,  we  are 
entirely  satisfied  with  the  construction  put  upon  the  statute 
in  the  former  opinion.     The  provisions  of  the  statute  ^re  ex- 
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press  that^  '^in  case  the  land  itself  is  made  defendant  in  the 
suit^  the  deed  shall  be  an  absolute  bar  against  all  persons,  un- 
less the  court  proceedings  are  void  for  want  of  jurisdiction; 
the  object  and  intent  of  this  section  being  to  '^^^  create  a  new 
and  independent  title  by  virtue  of  the  sale,  entirelj  uncon- 
nected with  all  prior  titW :  Comp.  Stats.,  sec.  6,  art  5,  c.  77. 
There  is  every  reason  for  construing  this  section  to  mean  what 
it  says.  As  remarked  by  Albert,  C,  in  the  former  opinion,  the 
procedure  for  enforcing  tax  liens  is  a  part  of  the  revenue  sys- 
tem of  the  state.  We  cannot  assent  to  the  argument  of  counsel 
that,  after  the  taxes  have  been  sold  to  a  private  purchaser,  the 
state  loses  all  concern  with  the  matter,  and  it  becomes  purely 
a  case  of  enforcing  an  ordinary  lien,  to  be  governed  by  the  or- 
dinary principles  of  private  law.  The  state  must  provide 
some  means  for  speedy  collection,  if  it  expects  to  sell  its  taxes. 
If  the  necessities  of  public  affairs  compel  the  state  to  sell  taxes 
in  order  to  get  in  revenues  quickly,  they  also  reqxdre  that  every 
proper  inducement  be  held  out  to  tax  purchasers  in  order  that 
taxes  be  readily  salable.  The  provision  for  foreclosure  by  the 
purchaser  is  much  less  drastic  than  the  common  method  of  con- 
veying the  land  outright  to  the  tax  purchaser  by  an  adminis- 
trative act,  without  any  judicial  inquiry  whatever.  Moreover, 
there  is  nothing  novel  or  peculiar  about  the  proceeding.  It 
is  known  to  the  laws  of  many  states,  and  has  been  given  the 
full  force  and  effect  intended  by  the  statutes:  Pritchard  v. 
Madren,  24  Kan.  486;  Chauncey  v.  Wass,  36  Minn.  1,  25  N. 
W.  467,  30  N.  W.  826;  Ball  v.  Copper  Co.,  118  Mich.  7,  76 
K.  W.  130;  Freeman  on  Judgments,  sec.  607.  We  agree  to 
the  conclusion  reached  at  the  former  hearing  that,  if  the  land 
was  properly  made  a  party,  and  jurisdiction  over  it  was  duly 
acquired  by  publication  of  notice,  a  sale  under  decree  of  fore- 
closure created  a  new  and  independent  title,  and  barred  all  pre- 
existing interests  of  liens. 

The  statute  expressly  awards  to  the  purchaser  at  tax  sale  a 
remedy  by  suit  against  the  land  itself,  available  whenever  the 
owner  is  not  known,  whereby  all  persons  claiming  interests  in 
the  land  may  be  barred  completely  on  sale  imder  decree  of 
foreclosure.  In  so  far  as  they  give  this  remedy  to  the  pur- 
chaser, are  sections  4  and  6,  article  6,  chapter  77,  of  the  Com- 
piled Statutes,  in  conflict  with  provisions  '^♦^  of  the  state 
and  federal  constitutions  against  depriving  persons  of  prop- 
erty without  due  process  of  law?  We  think  not  The  power 
of  the  state  to  levy  taxes  obviously  carries  with  it  the  power 
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to  collect  them,  and  to  provide  all  ineane  necessary  or  appro- 
priate to  insure  and  enforce  their  collection.    '^Wliat  method 
sliall  be  devised  for  the  collection  of  a  tax  the  legislature  must 
determine^  subject  only  to  such  mles^  limitations^  and  restraints 
a&  the  constitution  of  the  state  may  have  imposed.    Very  sum- 
znary  methods  are  sanctioned  by  practice    and    precedent'': 
Cooley's  Constitutional  Limitations^  521.     Sale  and  issuance  of 
SL  tax  deed  creating  a  new  title  and  cutting  off  liens  and  en- 
cumbrances (Bagley  v.  Castile^  42  Ark.  77;  Chambers  v.  Peo- 
ple, 113  111.  509);  levy  and  sale  by  a  tax  collector  (Springer 
▼.   United  States,  102  U.  S.  586,  26  L.  ed.  253;  Sawyer  v. 
Dooley,  21  Key.  390,  32  Pac.  437) ;  issuance  of  a  warrant  by 
the  treasurer,  and  levy  thereunder  (Weimer  v.  Bunbury,  30 
Mich.  201) ;  making  taxes  a  paramount  lien,  cutting  out  prior 
claims  and  encumbrances  (Ly decker  v.  Land  Co.,  33  N.  J.  Eq. 
415)  ;  imprisoning  a  delinquent  collector  on  a  writ  of  extent 
iesued  summarily  (In  re  Hackett,  53  Yt.  354) ;  issuance  of 
execution  by  the  tax  collector  (State  v.  Allen,  2  McCord,  56) ; 
seizure  and  forfeiture  of  the  property  taxed  (Henderson^s  Dis- 
tiUed  spirits,  14  Wall.  44,  20  L.  ed.  815),  are  some  of  the  sum- 
mary modes  of  collection  which  have  been  upheld.    Also,  in 
Murray  v.  Improvement  Co.,  18  How.  273,  15  L.  ed.  372,  a 
statute  authorizing  a  warrant  to  issue  against  a  public  debtor 
for  seizure  of  his  property,  upon  an    ascertainment    of    the 
amount  due  by  administrative  officers  was  held  constitutional. 
As  was  said  in  Be  Hackett,  53  Vt.  354 :  "Taxes  are  the  lifeblood 
of  government.    Unless  duly  assessed,  collected,  and  paid  over 
to  the  proper  disbursing  officer,  its  functions  are  paralyzed, 
and  disintegration  and  anarchy    are    imminent^'    In    conse- 
quence, so   long   as  the  tax  is  valid,  all  manner  of  summary 
proceedings  to  collect  it  have  always  been  sanctioned,  the  stat- 
ute providing  for  assessment  and  levy  being  held  ***  to  af- 
ford due  and  sufficient  notice.     Counsel  admits  this,  but  con- 
tend that  summary  methods  can  be  employed  only  by  the  state 
itself,  acting  directly.    They  say:  "The  summary  method  by 
which  a  party  may  be  devested  of  his  interest  in  lands  without 
judicial  proceedure  can  be  justified  only  when  he  is  withholding 
moneys  belonging  to  the  state.    Beyond  that  the  principle  can- 
not go/'    Again:  "The  foreclosure  of  the  lien  of  a  tax  cer- 
tificate by  judicial  proceeding  by  a  private  party  to  realize  the 
amount  due  under  his  lien  is  a  judicial  proceeding  simply,  in 
which  the  rights  and  powers  of  the  sovereignty  are  not  in- 
volved.'^   We  cannot  agree.    The  state  must  have  its  revenues. 
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There  is  no  summary  administratiye  proceeding  for  oollectioiL 
of  taxes  upon  land  available  under  our  statutes.     Foreclosoie 
is  the  sole  method  of  enforcement.    But  the  state  cannot  wait 
the  slow  process  of  foreclosure  and  sale.     Selling  the  tax  and 
authorizing  the  purchaser  to  collect  it  is  a  method  of  collec- 
tion almost  as  old  as  taxation  itself.    Under  our  statute  the 
state  sells  to  a  purchaser,  and  gives  to  him  the  same  remedy 
it  would  have  had  had  it  chosen  or  been  able  to  wait.     It  is 
obvious  that  purchasers  might  not  buy  unless  given  some  sure 
and  speedy  remedy.    The  interests  of  the  state  and  its  necessi- 
ties demand  that  great  inducements  be  held  out  to  tax  pur- 
chasers, otherwise  the  state  would  not  get   in    its    revenues. 
Hence,  we  see  no  reason  why  a  remedy  which  the  state  may 
employ  directly  to  collect  its  revenues  may  not  be  awarded  to 
an  assignee  to  whom  the  state  has  been  obliged  to  sell  its  claim 
in  order  to  realize  promptly  thereon.    The  right  of  the  state 
to  exercise  other  powers  through  individuals  is  undoubted.    In 
the  Slaughter-House  Cases,  16  Wall  36,  21  L.  ed.  394,  Miller, 
J.,  said :  ^^If  this  statute  had  imposed  on  the  city  of  New  Or- 
leans precisely  the  same  duties,  accompanied  by  the  same  privi- 
leges, which  it  has  on  the  corporation  which  it  created,  it  is 
believed  that  no  question  would  have  been  raised  as  to  its  ocm- 
stitutionality.     In  that  case  the  effect  on  the  butchers  in  pur- 
suit of  iiieir  occupation  and  on  the  public  would  be  the  same 
as  it  is  now.    Why  cannot  the  **®  legislature  confer  the  same 
powers  on  another  corporation,  created  for  a  lawful  and  use- 
ful public  object,  that  it  can  on  the  municipal  corporation  al- 
ready existing."    The  exercise  of  the  right  of  eminent  domain 
by  corporations  is  an  everyday  occurrence,  and  section  39,  ar- 
ticle 2,  chapter  93a,  of  the  Compiled  Statutes,  allows  it  to  pri- 
vate individuals  in  furtherance  of  works  of  irrigation.     If  the 
state  could  authorize  the  county  to  proceed  by  suit  against  the 
land  in  case  the  delinquent  owner  was  unknown,  it  could  equally 
authorize  a  private  purchaser  of  the  taxes  to  maintain  such  pro- 
ceeding, and  for  the  same  reasons. 

We  should  not  forget,  however,  that  the  proceeding  in  ques- 
tion is  not  summary  in  the  sense  in  which  that  term  may  be 
applied  to  the  usual  run  of  methods  of  collecting  taxes.  B 
is  not  as  if  the  purchaser  were  authorized  to  advertise  and  sell 
the  land,  or  to  have  the  sheriff  do  so  on  request.  He  mast 
wait  the  expiration  of  a  long  period  of  redemption.  He  must 
tlien  bring  a  suit,  make  all  proper  parties  if  the  owners  are 
known,  publish  due  notice  upon  showing  by  affidavit  if  they  art 
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cot,  mdke  proper  proofs  of  the  levy  and  gale  and  the  amount 
due  to  a  court  in  a  proceeding  in  which  every  person  interested 
may  intervene,  and  then,  after  decree  of  foreclosure,  await  the 
due  course  of  judicial  sale  and  confirmation.  The  opportuni- 
ties afforded  to  all  persons  affected  to  make  known  their  claims 
are  ample.  They  have  no  right  to  lie  by  and  suffer  the  taxes 
to  get  many  years  in  arrear,  without  exercising  any  diligence 
to  protect  their  claims. 

We  recommend  thet  the  former  judgment  be  adhered  to. 

Barnes  and  Oldham,  CC,  concur. 

By  the  GOtJST.    For  the  reasons  stated  in  the  foregoing 
opinion,  the  former  judgment  is  adhered  to. 


The  Principal  Case  was  affirmed  by  the  supreme  court  of  the 
United  States  in  Ijeigh  ▼.  Oreen,  193  IT.  &  79,  24  Sup.  Ot.  Bep.  390. 
Mr.  Justiee  Day  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court  as  follows: 

''The  facts  essential  to  the  determination  of  this  case  are  briefly 
summarized  as  follows:  Irwin  Davis  was  the  owner  of  certain  lands  in 
Knox  county,  Nebraska.    On  the  twenty-fourth  day  of  November, 
1880,  an  action  was  begun  by  Algernon  S.  Patrick  against  Davis,  in 
the  district  court  of  the  county,  and  an  attachment  was  issued  and 
levied  upon  the  lands.    The  ease  was  afterward  removed  to  the  cir- 
cuit court  of  the  United  States  for  the  district  of  Nebraska,  on  Oc- 
tober 18,  1882,  where  on  January  21^  1890,  an  order  for  the  sale  of 
the  lands  in  question  was  made  for  the  satisfaction  of  the  judgment, 
and  the  same  were  sold  on  May  15,  1894,  by  the  United  States  mar- 
shal to  Lionel  C.  Burr.    Burr  afterward  conveyed  the  lands  to  Craw- 
ford and  Peters.    On  June  23,  1894,  Crawford  and  Peters  conveyed 
the  premises  to  Alvin  L.  Ldigh,  the  plaintiff  in  error  in  the  present 
•case. 

"Pending  said  attachment  proceedings,  on  December  28,  1882,  a 
-deed  was  filed  for  record  in  the  clerk's  office  of  Knox  county,  pur- 
porting to  convey  the  lands  to  Henry  A.  Boot  on  October  8, 1880.  Af- 
terward, on  May  12,  1894,  a  decree  was  rendered  in  the  district  court 
of  Douglass  county,  Nebraska,  in  a  cause  wherein  said  Patrick  was 
plaintiff  and  Davis  and  others  were  defendants,  setting  aside  the 
deed  from  Davis  to  Boot  as  fraudulent  and  void  as  against  the  said 
Patrick. 

"In  1891  actions  were  brought  in  the  district  court  of  Knox  county, 
wherein  the  Farmers'  Loan  and  Trust  Company  was  plaintiff  and 
Henry  A,  Boot  and  different  subdivisions  of  the  lands  were  defend- 
ants, for  the  foreclosure  of  certain  tax  liens,  which  actions,  taken 
together,  cover  the  lands  in  controversy  in  the  present  suit. 

"In  the  same  year,  1891,  decrees  were  entered  in  those  eases,  and 
orders  made  directing  the  sale  of  the  lands  for  the  satisfaction  of 
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the  amounta  found  due  by  the  deereea.  In  pnrauanee  of  said  deerees 
the. lands  were  sold  by  the  sheriif  to  Henry  S.  Green,  defendant  b 
error  in  the  present  action*  The  deeds  of  conveyance  were  made  and 
delivered  to  him  by  the  sheriff.  Plaintiff  in  error  claims  title  be- 
cause of  the  attachment  proceedings,  and  defendant  in  error  bases 
his  claim  to  title  upon  the  proceedings  had  for  the  f oreeloaure  of  the 
tax  liens.  This  suit  was  brought  by  the  plaintiff  in  error  Ijeigh,  in 
the  district  court  of  Knox  county,  to  quiet  title  to  the  lands  in  con- 
troversy. 

''In  that  court  a  decree  was  rendered  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff  is 
error  Leigh,  which  decree  was  reversed  by  the  supreme  eourt  of 
Nebraska,  and  the  cause  remanded  with  directions  to  render  a  de- 
cree in  favor  of  the  defendant  Green. 

"This  writ  of  error  is  prosecuted  to  review  the  judgment  of  the 
supreme  court  of  Nebraska. 

"A  motion  is  made  to  dismiss  because  th«  claim  of  impairment  of 
a  right  secured  by  the  fourteenth  amendment  was  not  made  in  the 
courts  of  Nebraska  until  the  motion  for  rehearing  waa  filed  in  the 
supreme  eourt.  We  are  unable  to  discover  a  specific  claim  of  this 
character  made  prior  to  the  motion  for  rehearing.  In  the  motion 
reference  is  made  to  the  failure  of  the  Nebraska  supreme  court  to 
decide  the  claim  heretofore  made,  that  the  statute  of  Nebraska  was 
unconstitutional  because  of  the  allege.d  violation  of  the  right  to  due 
process  of  law  guaranteed  by  the  fourteenth  amendment  to  the  con- 
stitution of  the  United  States.  Be  this  aa  it  may,  the  supreme  court 
of  Nebraska  entertained  the  motion  and  decided  the  federal  ques- 
tion raised  against  the  contention  of  the  plaintiff  in  error.  In  such 
case  the  question  is  reviewable  here,  although  first  presented  in  the 
motion  for  rehearing:  Mallett  v.  North  Carolina,  181  U.  8.  589,  21 
Sup.  Ct.  Eep.  730,  45  L.  ed,  1015. 

''The  federal  question  presented  for  our  consideration  is  briefly 
this:  Is  the  Nebraska  statute  under  which  the  sale  was  made  anl 
under  which  the  defendant  in  error  claims  title^  in  failing  to  make 
provision  for  service  of  notice  of  the  pendency  of  the  proceedings 
upon  a  lienholder,  such  as  Patrick,  a  deprivation  of  property  of  the 
lienholder  without  due  process  of  law  within  the  protection  of  the 
fourteenth  amendment  f 

''The  statutes  of  Nebraska  under  which  the  conveyances  were 
made  to  the  Farmers'  Loan  and  Trust  Company  are: 

'  *  '  Sec.  1.  That  any  person,  persons,  or  corporation  having  by  virtue 
of  any  provisions  of  the  tax  or  revenue  laws  of  this  state  a  lien  upon 
any  real  property  for  taxes  assessed  thereon,  may  enforce  such  Hen 
by  an  action  in  the  nature  of  a  foreclosure  of  a  mortgage  for  the 
sale  of  80  much  real  estate  as  may  bd  necessary  for  that  purpose  aa<^ 
costs  of  suit.' 

"  'Sec.  4.  Service  of  process  in  causes  instituted  under  this  chap- 
ter shall  be  the  same  as  provided  by  law  in  similar  causes  in  the  dit- 
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triet  conrtSy  and  where  the  owner  of  the  land  ia  not  known  the  ac- 
tion may  be  brought  against  the  land  itself,  but  in  such  ease  the 
service  must  be  as  in  the  ease  of  a  nonresident;  if  the  action  ia 
eommeneed  against  a  person  who  disclaims  the  land,  the  land  itself 
may  be  substituted  hj  order  of  court  for  the  defendant,  and  the  ac- 
tion continued  for  publication.' 

"  'Sec.  6.  Deeds  shall  thereupon  be  executed  by  such  sheriif,  which 
shall  Yost  in  the  purchaser  the  same  title  that  was  vested  in  the  de- 
fendant to  the  suit  at  time  of  the  assessment  of  the  tax  or  taxes 
against  the  same;  and  such  deed  shall  be  an  entire  bar  against  the 
defendant  to  such  suit,  and  against  all  parties  or  heirs  claiming  un- 
der such  defendants;  and  in  case  the  land  itself  is  made  defendant  in 
the  suit,  the  deed  shall  be  an  absolute  bar  agsinst  all  persons,  unless 
the  court  proceedings  are  void  for  want  of  jurisdiction;  the  object 
and  intent  of  this  action  being  to  create  a  new  and  independent  title, 
by  virtue  of  the  sale,  entirely  unconnected  with  all  prior  titles.' 

''The  evident  purpose  of  section  4,  where  the  owner  of  the  land 
is  unknown,  is  to  permit  a  proceeding  in  rem,  against  the  land  itself, 
with  a  provision  for  service  as  in  case  of  a  nonresident.  By  section 
6  it  is  provided  that  in  cases  where  the  land  itself  is  made  defend- 
ant the  deed  shall  be  an  absolute  bar  against  all  persons,  unless  the 
court  proceedings  are  void  for  want  of  jurisdiction.  The  object  and 
intent  of  the  action  is  defined  to  be  'to  create  a  new  and  inde- 
pendent title,  by  virtue  of  the  sale,  entirely  unconnected  with  all 
prior  titles.' 

''The  supreme  court  of  Nebraska  has  held  that  the  term  'owner,' 
as  used  in  the  fourth  section,  applies  to  the  owner  of  the  fee,  and 
does  not  include  a  person  holding  a  lien  upon  the  premises.  It  is 
thjs  section  (4)  and  section  6  which  are  alleged  to  be  in  conflict  with 
the  fourteenth  amendment.  The  argument  for  the  appellant  con- 
cedes that  the  state  may  adopt  summary  or  even  stringent  measures 
for  the  collection  of  taxes  so  long  as  they  are  'administrative'  in 
their  character;  and  it  is  admitted  that  such  proceedings  will  not 
devest  the  citizen  of  his  property  without  due  process  of  law,  al- 
though had  without  notice  of  assessments  or  levy,  or  of  his  delin- 
quency and  the  forfeiture  of  his  lands.  But  the  argument  is,  that 
when  the  state  goes  into  court  and  invokes  judicial  power  to  give 
effect  to  a  lien  upon  property,  although  created  to  secure  the  pay- 
ment of  taxes,  the  same  principles  and  rules  prevail  which  govern 
private  citizens  seeking  judicial  remedies,  and  require  service  on  all 
interested  parties  within  the  jurisdiction.  The  right  to  levy  and 
collect  taxes  has  always  been  recognized  as  oue  of  the  supreme  powers 
of  the  state,  essential  to  its  maintenance,  and  for  the  enforcement 
of  which  the  legislature  may  resort  to  such  remedies  as  it  chooses, 
keeping  within  those  which  do  not  impair  the  constitutional  rights  of 
the  citizen.  Whether  property  is  taken  without  due  process  of  law 
depends  upon  the  nature  of  each  particular  case.    If  it  be  such  an  ex- 


606  American  State  Reports,  Vol.  101.     [NebraakB, 

ereise  of  power  'as  the  settled  maxims  of  law  permit  and  saActioa, 
and  under  snch  safegnards  for  the  protection  of  individiial  rights  u 
those  maxims  prescribe  for  the  classes  to  which  the  one  in  qnestioa 
belongs/  it  is  due  process  of  law:  Gooley's  Gonstitntional  Ldmitatioiis, 
7th  ed.,  506. 

"The  most  summary  methods  of  seizure  and  sale  for  the  satisfae^ 
tion  of  taxes  and  public  dues  have  been  held  to  be  authorized,  and 
not  to  amount  to  the  taking  of  property  without  due  proeen  of  law, 
as  a  seizure  and  sale  of  property  upon  warrant  issued  on  ascertain- 
ment of  the  amount  due  by  an  administratire  oficer  (Murray  ▼. 
Hoboken  Land  etc.  Improv.  Co.,  18  How.  272,  15  L.  ed.  372),  the  seii- 
nre  and  forfeiture  of  distilled  spirits  for  the  payment  of  the  tax: 
Henderson's  Distilled  Spirits,  14  Wall.  44,  20  L.  ed.  815.  The  sub- 
ject underwent  a  thorough  examination  in  the  case  of  Davidson  v. 
New  Orleans,  96  XT.  S.  97,  24  L.  ed.  616,  in  which  Mr.  Jnstiee  Miller, 
while  recognizing  the  difficulty  of  defining  satisfactorily  due  process  of 
law  in  terms  which  shall  apply  to  aU  cases,  and  the  desirability  of 
judicial  determination  upon  each  ease  as  it  arises,  used  this  lan- 
guage: 'That  whenever,  by  the  laws  of  a  state,  or  by  state  au- 
thority, a  tax,  assessment,  servitude,  or  other  burden  is  imposed  upon 
property  for  the  public  use,  whether  it  be  for  the  whole  state  or  of 
some  limited  portion  of  the  community;  and  those  laws  provide  for 
a  mode  of  confirming  or  contesting  the  charge  thus  imposed,  in  the 
ordinary  courts  of  justice,  with  such  notice  to  the  person,  or  such 
proceeding  in  regard  to  the  property,  as  is  appropriate  to  the  nature 
of  the  case — the  judgment  in  such  proceedings  cannot  be  said  to 
deprive  the  owner  of  his  property  without  due  process  of  law,  how- 
ever obnoxious  it  may  be  to  other  objections.' 

"In  the  present  case,  the  argument  is  that  as  the  state  has  not 
seen  fit  to  resort  to  the  drastic  remedy  of  summary  sale  of  the  land 
for  delinquent  taxes,  but  has  created  a  lien  in  favor  of  a  purchaser, 
at  tax  sale,  after  permitting  two  years  to  elapse  in  which  the  owner 
or  lienholder  may  redeem  the  property,  it  has,  in  authorizing  a  fore- 
closure without  actual  service,  taken  property  without  due  proeeai 
of  law,  because  the  proceedings  and  sale  to  satisfy  the  tax  Uen  do  not 
require  all  lienholders  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court  to  be  served 
with  process.  If  the  state  may  proceed  summarily,  we  see  no  reason 
why  it  may  not  resort  to  such  judicial  proceedings  as  are  authorized 
in  this  case.  And  if  the  state  may  do  so,  is  the  property  owner  in- 
jured by  a  transfer  of  such  rights  to  the  purchaser  at  the  tax  sale, 
who  is  invested  with  the  authority  of  the  state  f  In  Davidson  v. 
New  Orleans,  96  U.  8.  97,  24  L.  ed.  616,  the  objection  was  made  that 
the  state  could  not  delegate  its  power  to  a  private  corporation  to  do 
certain  public  work,  and  by  statute  Ht  the  price  at  which  the  work 
should  be  done.  In  t}iat  connection,  speaking  of  the  Slaughter- 
house Cases,  16  Wall.  36,  21  L.  ed.  394,  Mr.  Justice  Miller  said: 
'The  right  of  the  state  to  use  a  private  corporation  and  confer  upon 
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it  the  neceosary  powers  to  cany  into  eifeet  ianitary  Teg^ations  was 
affirmedy  and  the  deeisioii  is  applicable  to  a  similar  objeetion  in  the 
ease  now  before  na.' 

"In  the  statute  nnder  eoBsideration,  for  the  purpose  of  eolleeting 
the  public  revenue,  the  state  has  provided  for  the  enforcement  of 
a  lien  by  the  purchaser  at  a  tax  sale,  and  authorized  him  to  proceed 
against  the  land  subject  to  the  tax,  to  enforce  the  right  conferred 
by  the  state.     The  state  has  a  right  to  adopt  its  own  method  of  col- 
lecting its  taxes,  which  can  only  be  interfered  with  by  federal  au- 
thority when  necessary  for  the  protection  of  rights  guaranteed  by 
the  federal  constitution.     In  authorizing  the  proceedings  to  enforce 
the  payment  of  the  taxes  upon  lands  sold  to  a  purchaser  at  tax  sale, 
the  state  is  in  exercise  of  its  sovereign  power  to  raise  revenues  es- 
sential to  earry  on  the  affairs  of  state  and  the  due  administration  of 
the  laws.     This  fact  should  not  be  overlooked  in  determining  the 
nature  and  extent  of  the  powers  to  be  exercised.    'The  process  of 
taxation  does  not  require  the  same  kind  of  notice  as  is  required  in 
a  suit  at  law,  or  even  in  proceedings  for  taking  private  property 
under  the  power  of  eminent  domain.    It  involves  no  violation  of  due 
process  of  law  when  it  is  executed  according  to  customary  forms  and 
established  usages,  or  iu  subordination  to  the  principles  which  under- 
lie them':  Bell's  Gap  B.  Go.  v.  Pennsylvania,  134  U.  8.  232,  239,  83 
li.  ed.  892,  896,  10  Sup.  Gt.  Bep.  533,  535. 

"In  authorizing  the  proceedings  under  the  statute  to  enforce  the 
Hen  of  the  purchaser,  who  has  furnished  the  state  its  revenue  in 
reliance  upon  the  remedy  given  against  the  land  assessed,  the  state 
is  as  much  in  the  exercise  of  its  sovereign  power  to  collect  the  pub- 
lie  revenues  ss  it  is  in  a  direct  proceeding  to  distrain  property  or 
subject  it  to  sale  in  summary  proceedings. 

''Kor  is  the  remedy  given  in  derogation  of  individual  rights,  as 
long  recognized  in  proceedings  in  rem,  when  the  fourteenth  amend- 
inent  was  adopted.    The  statute  undertakes  to  proceed  in  rem,  by 
making  the  land,  as  such,  answer  for  the  public  dues.    Of  course, 
merely  giving  a  name  to  an  action  as  concerning  the  thing  rather 
than  personal  rights  in  it  cannot  justify  the  procedure  if  in  fact  the 
property  owner  is  deprived  of  his  estate  without  due  process  of 
^w.    But  it  is  to  be  remembered  that  the  primary  object  of  the 
Btatute  is  to  reach  the  land  which  has  been  assessed.    Of  such  pro- 
ceedings, it  is  said  in  Gooley  on  Taxation,  second  edition,  527:  'Pro- 
ceedings of  this  nature  are  not  usually  proceedings  against  parties; 
i^or,  in  the  case  of  lands  or  interests  in  lands  belonging  to  persons 
iinknown,  can  they  be.    They  are  proceedings  which  have  regard  to 
the  land  itself  rather  than  to  the  owners  of  the  land;  and  if  the 
owners  are  named  in  the  proceedings,  and  personal  notice  is  pro- 
dded for,  it  is  rather  from  tenderness  to  their  interests,  and  in  order 
to  make  sure  that  the  opportunity  for  a  hearing  shall  not  be  lost 
to  them,  than  from  any  necessity  that  the  ease  shall  assume  that 
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form.'    And  see  Winona  etc.  Land  Co.  ▼.  Minneeota,  159  U.  8.  S37, 
40  L.  ed.  247,  16  Sup.  Ct.  Bep.  83. 

"Such  being  the  character  of  the  proceedings,  and  those  interested 
having  an  opportunity  to  be  heard  upon  application,  the  notice  'was 
in  such  form  as  was  reasonably  calculated  to  bring  the  same  to  tlie 
attention  of  those  interested  in  the  lands. 

''This  notice  was  to  all  persons  interested  in  the  property.  The 
lienholder,  the  Nebraska  court  has  held,  may  appear  in  court  and 
set  up  his  claim.  The  notice  was  good  as  against  the  worlds  and  all 
that  is  necessary  when  the  proceedings  are  in  renu  'Laws  exist  un- 
der which  property  is  responsible  for  damages  done  by  it,  for  taxes 
imposed  upon  it These  same  laws  often  authorize  thb  obliga- 
tion by  them  imposed  upon  the  property  to  be  enforced  by  proceed- 
ings in  which  the  property  is  the  defendant  and  in  which  no  service 
of  process  is  required  except  upon  such  property.  The  judgment  r^ 
suiting  from  such  a  proceeding  is  in  rem,  and  satisfaction  thereof  is 
produced  by  an  execution  authorizing  the  sale  of  the  property.  The 
sale  acts  upon  the  property,  and,  in  so  acting,  necessarily  affects  all 
claimants  thereto':  Freeman  on  Judgments,  see.  606. 

''When  the  proceedings  are  in  personam  the  object  is  to  bind  the 
rights  of  persons,  and  in  such  cases  the  person  must  be  served  "with 
process;  in  proceeding  to  reach  the  thing,  service  upon  it  and  such 
proclamation  by  publication  as  gives  opportunity  to  those  interested 
to  be  heard  upon  application  is  sufficient  to  enable  the  court  to  ren- 
der judgment:  Gross  v.  Armstrong,  44  Ohio  St.  613,  624,  10  N.  E. 
160.  Where  land  is  sought  to  be  sold,  and  is  described  in  the  no* 
tice,  a  technical  service  upon  it  would  add  nothing  to  the  procedure 
where  the  owner  is  unknown.  The  publication  of  notice  which  de- 
scribes the  land  is  certainly  the  equal  in  publicity  of  any  seizure 
which  can  be  made  of  it. 

"In  Tyler  v.  Registration  Court  Judges,  175  Mass.  71,  51  L.  B.  A. 
433,  55  N.  £.  812,  the  supreme  judicial  court  of  Massachusetts  up- 
held as  constitutional  an  act  providing  for  registering  and  confirm- 
ing titles  to  lands,  in  which  the  original  registration  deprived  all 
persons,  except  the  registered  owner,  of  any  interest  in  the  land, 
and  the  act  gave  judicial  powers  to  the  recorder  after  the  original 
registration  although  not  a  judicial  officer,  and  there  was  no  pro- 
vision for  notice  before  registration  of  transfer  or  dealings  sub- 
sequent to  the  original  registration.    The  majority  opinion  was  de- 
livered by  Mr.  Justice  Holmes,  then  chief  justice  of  Massaehusetta 
In  the  course  of  the  opinion,  speaking  of  the  Massachusetts  Bill  of 
Bights  and  the  fourteenth  amendment,  he  said:  'Looked  at  either 
from  the  point  of  view  of  history  or  of  the  necessary  requirements 
of  justice,  a  proceeding  in  rem,  dealing  with  a  tangible  res,  may  be 
instituted  and  carried  to  judgment  without  personal  service  upos 
claimants  within  the  state  or  notice  by  name  to  those  outside  of  it, 
and  not  encounter  any  provision  of  either  constitution.    Jurisdiction 
is  secured  by  the  power  of  the  court  over  the  res.' 
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''In  Huling  v.  Kaw  Valley  B.  etc.  Co.,  130  U.  8.  559,  9  Sup.  Ct. 
Bep.  603,  32  L.  ed.  1045,  it  was  held  that  notice  by  publication  in  pro- 
ceedings to  condemn  land  for  railway  purpoBOB  was  sufficient  notice 
to  nonresident  owners,  and  was  due  process  of  law  as  to  such  owners. 
So  as  to  adjudications  ot  titles  of  real  estate  within  the  limits  of 
the  state  as  against  nonresident  owners,  brought  in  by  publication 
only:  Amdt  v.  Griggs,  134  U.  S.  316-327,  10  Sup.  Ct.  Bep.  557,  38 
L.  ed.  918-922;  Hamilton  ▼.  Lewis,  161  U.  S.  256-274,  16  Sup.  Ct.  Bep. 
bus,  40  L.  ed.  691-699. 

"The  principles  applicable  which  may  be  deduced  from  the  au- 
thorities we  think  lead  to  this  result:  Where  the  state  seeks  directly 
or  by  authorization  to  others  to  sell  land  for  taxes  upon  proceedings 
to  enforce  a  lien  for  the  payment  thereof,  it  may  proceed  directly 
against  the  land  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court,  and  a  notice 
which  permits  all  interested,  who  are  'so  minded,'  to  ascertain  that 
it  is  to  be  subjected  to  sale  to  answer  for  taxes,  and  to  appear  and 
be  heard,  whether  to  be  found  within  the  jurisdiction  or  not,  is  due 
process  of  law  within  the  fourteenth  amendment  to  the  constitution. 

"In  the  case  under  consideration  the  notice  was  sufficiently  clear 
as  to  the  lands  to  be  sold;  the  lienholders  investigating  the  title 
could  readily  have  seen  in  the  public  records  that  the  taxes  were 
unpaid  and  a  lien  outstanding,  which,  after  two  years,  might  be  fore- 
closed and  the  lands  sold  and,  by  the  laws  of  the  state,  an  indefeasible 
title  given  to  the  purchaser.  Such  lienholder  had  the  right  for  two 
years  to  redeem,  or,  had  he  appeared  in  the  foreclosure  case,  to  set 
up  his  rights  in  the  land.  These  proceedings  arise  in  aid  of  the 
right  and  power  of  the  state  to  collect  the  public  revenue,  and  did 
not,  in  our  opinion,  abridge  the  right  of  the  lienholder  to  the  pro- 
tection guaranteed  by  the  constitution  against  the  taking  of  property 
without  due  process  of  law. 

''The  judgment  of  the  supreme  court  of  Nebraska  is  affirmed.'' 

The  ConstituiionaJity  of  statutes  providing  for  proceedings  against 
unknown  owners  is  discussed  in  the  monographic  note  to  McClymond 
V.  Noble,  87  Am.  St.  Bep.  358-368.  A  statute  declaring  that  upon 
the  nonpayment  of  taxes  land  shall  be  forfeited  to  the  state  without 
judicial  proceedings  is  unconstitutional  as  depriving  the  owner  of 
property  without  due  process  of  law:  Parish  v.  East  Coast  Ceda»  Co., 
133  N.  C.  478,  45  S.  £.  768,  98  Am.  St.  Bep.  718,  and  see  the  cases 
cited  in  the  cross-reference  note  thereto. 
Am.  8t.  Bep.,  Tol.  101—89 
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COUNTY  OF  HARLAN  v.  WHITNEY. 

[66  Neb.  105,  90  N.    W.  993.] 

SUBETYSHTP— SacoTity  for  Indemnity.— A  Creditor  Is  &i- 
tltled  to  enforce  for  his  own  benefit  any  securities  which  the  principal 
debtor  has  given  his  surety  by  way  of  indemnity,     (p.  611.) 

SUBETYSHIP— Bight  of  Obligee  to  Assigned  Secoritles.' 
If  sureties  on  the  bond  of  a  county  treasurer  assign  to  the  county 
securities  given  them  by  the  principal  by  way  of  indemnity,  the 
county  may  enforce  them,  although  the  sureties  might  not  have  done 
so  without  first  discharging  the  obligation,     (p.  611.) 

MOBTOAOE — Consideration. — The  Contingent  Idability  of  a 
principal  to  his  sureties  is  sufficient  consideration  for  a  mortgage 
given  to  indemnify  tbem  after  the  execution  and  delivery  of  tbe 
bond,  and  before  any  breach,     (p.  611.) 

MOBTGAGE — ^Parol  Evidence  to  Explain.— If  a  deed  recites 
that  the  grantee  is  trustee  for  the  sureties  on  the  bond  of  the  grantor, 
parol  evidence  is  admissible  to  identify  the  sureties  and  the  obliga- 
tion referred  to.     (p.  612.) 

MOBTGAGE  to  Indemnify  Snretiefr— Validity.— A  mortgage 
given  by  a  county  treasurer  to  indemnify  the  sureties  on  his  bond 
is  not  void  because  at  the  time  of  its  execution  he  was  suspected  of 
embezzlement,  and  it  was  given  to  protect  tbem  against  consequent 
liability,     (p.  612.) 

SUBETYSHIP— Subrogation. — ^A  Ooanty,  after  default  in  the 
conditions  of  the  bond  of  its  treasurer,  may  take  advantage  of  se- 
eureties  given  by  him  to  bis  sureties,  either  by  way  of  subrogation 
or  by  procuring  an  assignment  from  the  sureties,     (p.  613.) 

DEED  FOB  SECXJBITY— Liability  not  I^lmited  by  Considsn- 
tion  Beclted. — The  security  of  a  deed,  in  form  absolute,  given  to  in- 
demnify sureties,  is  not  limited  to  the  nominal  money  eonsideratioa 
recited,  but  extends  to  the  full  amount  for  which  tlie  sureties  ulti- 
mately prove  liable,     (p.  613.) 

John  Everson^  for  the  appellants. 

A.  M.  Beresford^  for  the  respondents. 

^^  POUND,  0.  Ezra  S.  Whitney,  as  treaeuier  ol  the 
ccuMy  of  Harlan,  had  given  the  required  bond,  with  several 
sureties,  for  due  performance  of  the  duties  ol  his  oflSce.  To- 
vrard  the  end  of  his  term  a  suspicion  arose  that  he  was  short 
in  his  accounts.  Thereupon,  in  order  to  indemnify  said  sure- 
ties, he  and  his  wife  executed  deed  conveying  the  lands  in  con- 
troversy to  one  Roberts  as  trustee,  reciting  expressly  that  he 
was  trustee  for  the  sureties  on  said  Whitney^s  official  bond. 
A  shortage  having  occurred  as  anticipated,  the  successor  of  the 
trustee  conveyed  said  property  to  the  county,  which  brought 
this  suit,  alleging  that  the  deed  was  intended  as  a  mortgage 
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to  secure  said  suretieB  and  the  countj  against  loesy  and  pray* 
ing  foreclosture.  A  decree  was  rendered  accordingly,  from 
which  this  appeal  has  been  taken. 

It  is  argued  that  there  is  no  evidence  to  sustain  the  decree 
because  the  proof  shows  clearly  that  said  conveyance  was  in« 
tended  to  secure  the  sureties  only,  and  there  is  no  evidence  in 
support  of  the  allegation  that  it  was  intended  for  sclcurity  of 
the  county  as  well,  nor  is  it  shown  that  the  sureties  have  paid 
the  amount  due  on  the  bond.    But  it  is  elementary  that  a 
creditor  is  entitled  to  enforce  for  his  own  benefit  any  pecurities 
which  the  principal  debtor  has  given  his  surety  by  way  of  in- 
demnity.    In  equity,  such  securities  are  considered  as  held  by 
the  surety  *^^  in  trust  for  payment  of  the  principal  obligation. 
In  a  sense  they  belong  to  the  creditor^  and  proof  that  they 
were  given  to  indemnify  the  surety  would  be  sufficient  to  sup- 
port the  allegation  that  they  were  given  for  further  security 
of  the  creditor,  if  sudi  an  allegation  were  necessary:  Blair 
State  Bank  v.  Stewart,  67  Neb.  68,  63,  77  N.  W.  370;  Long- 
fellow V.  Barnard,  68  Neb.  612,  617,  76  Am.  St.  Eep.  117,  79 
K.  W.  256.    In  the  latter  case  it  was  held  that  *'a  mortgage 
given  to  indemnify  a  surety  or  guarantor  is  in  legal  efiEect  a 
security  to  the  owner  of  the  debt,  even  though  he  did  not  origi- 
nally rely  on  it  or  know  of  its  existence.'*    It  follows  that  when 
the  sureties,  through  their  trustee,  assigned  the  security  to  the 
county  by  conveyance  of  the  land,  the  county  could  enforce  it, 
although  the  sureties  might  not  have  done  so  themselves  with- 
out first  discharging  the  obligation.     The  security  is  regarded 
as  given  for  discharge  of  that  obligation,  and  must  be  applied 
thereon,  either  directly,  or  by  satisfying  those  who  have  dis- 
charged it.     Equity  does  not   insist  upon  the  circuitous  pro- 
cedure of  payment  by  the  sureties  and  enforcement  by  fhem.    It 
looks  to  the  substance,  and  will  permit  or  even  require  an  ap- 
plication upon  the  debt  directly  at  suit  of  the  creditor:  Meeker 
V.  Waldron,  62  Neb.  689,  87  N.  W.  639. 

Several  points  have  been  urged  against  the  vafidity  of  the 
deed,  which  require  brief  notice. 

It  is  said  that  there  was  no  consideration,  since  the  deed  was 
made  long  after  execution  and  delivery  of  the  bond  and  before 
•ny  breach.  But  it  is  clear  that  the  contingent  liability  of  the 
principal  to  his  sureties  was  sufficient  consideration  for  a  mort- 
gage: Longfellow  v.  Barnard,  68  Neb.  612,  618,  76  Am.  St 
Hep.  117,  79  N.  W,  265,  and  cases  cited.  The  authorities  re- 
lied upon  by  counsel  have  reference  only  to  promises  and  con- 
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tracts  for  indemnity,  which  are  obviously  governed  by  a  different 
rule. 

It  is  claimed,  further,  that  the  deed  is  void  for  uncertainty, 
for  the  reason  that  it  does  not  sufficiently  designate  or  describe 
the  beneficiaries.  The  deed  recites  expressly  that  the  property 
is  conveyed  to  the  grantee  *'as  trustee  *^^  for  the  sureties  on 
tlie  official  bond  of  the  said  Ezra  S.  Whitney/*  It  was  cer- 
tainly competent  to  show  by  extrinsic  evidence  that  Whitney 
was  county  treasurer^  that  he  had  given  an  official  bond  as  such, 
and  that  his  intention  in  executing  and  delivering  the  deed  was 
to  secure  the  sureties  thereon.  Counsel  argues  that  ft  appears 
Whitney  held  the  office  for  two  terms,  and  gave  two  bonds,  and 
that  there  is  nothing  to  show  which  bond  was  referred  to.  But 
the  obvious  purpose  is  to  secure  those  sureties  who  stood  in 
need  of  indemnity,  and  the  evidence  introduced  by  plaintiff 
shows  that  such  was  the  grantor's  intent  Parol  evidence 
was  admissible  to  show  who  were  the  sureties  referred  to  as  bene- 
ficiaries (Johnson  v.  Calnan,  19  Colo.  168,  41  Am.  St.  Sep. 
224,  34  Pac.  905 ;  Lee  v.  Methodist  Episcopal  Church  of  Pt 
Edward,  52  Barb.  (N.  Y.)  116;  Cole  v.  Satsop  Ey.  Co.,  9  Wash. 
487,  43  Am.  St.  Rep.  858,  37  Pac.  700;  Bartlett  v.  Eemington, 
59  N.  H.  364;  Bayles  v.  Crossman,  5  Ohio  Dec.  354),  and  also 
to  identify  the  debt  or  obligation  intended  to  be  secured :  Jones 
V.  New  York  Guaranty  etc.  Co.,  101  U.  S.  622,  25  L.  ed.  1030; 
Clark  V.  Houghton,  12  Gray  (Mass.),  38;  Douglas  v.  Town  of 
Chatham,  41  Conn.  211 ;  Cutler  v.  Steele,  93  Mich.  204,  63  N, 
W.  521 ;  Paine  v.  Benton,  32  Wis.  491. 

Next  it  is  argued  that  the  deed  is  void  because  at  the  time 
it  was  made  the  grantor  was  suspected  of  having  embezzled 
public  funds,  and  the  parties  contemplated  embezzlement  or 
defalcation,  and  sought  to  protect  themselves  against  the  conse- 
quent liability.  But  the  deed  was  not  intended  to  permit 
Whitney  to  embezzle,  or  to  protect  him  in  so  doing.  The  sure- 
ties did  not  agree  to  save  their  principal  harmless  in  case  he 
embezzled  public  funds.  They  were  indemnified,  not  he.  He 
gave  them  security  against  liability  upon  the  bond  which  they 
had  signed  to  permit  him  to  enter  upon  his  ofBce.  The  purpose 
was  to  insure  that  the  county  get  the  moneys  due  it,  not  that 
its  moneys  should  be  abstrsuited  with  impunity. 

Finally,  it  is  said  that  a  county  may  not  demand  of  a  county 
treasurer  any  other  or  further  security  than  the  *^  bond  ro- 
quired  by  law.  Granting  this  proposition,  we  are  unable  to  see 
any  reason  why,  after  default  in  the  conditions  of  such  bond. 
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the  county  may  not  take  advantage  of  securities  given  by  the 
treasurer  to  the  sureties  thereon,  whether  by  way  of  suit  for 
subrogation  or  by  procuring  an  assignment  from  the  sureties, 
ai!  any  other  creditor  might  do. 

Counsel  complains  of  the  decree  rendered  for  two  further 
reasons :  That  the  liability  of  the  land  mortgaged  was  not  lim- 
ited to  the  consideration  recited  in  the  deed,  and  that  there 
was  no  sufiBcient  proof  that  proceedings  at  law  had  not  been 
taken  to  collect  the  amount  due.    Neither  point  is  well  taken. 
The  recital  of  a  comparatively  trivial  money  consideration  is  ob- 
viously a  mere  form.    The  deed  states  and  the  evidence  shows 
that  it  wai«  given  to  indemnify  the  sureties.    It  was  not  in- 
tended to  indenmify  them  to  the  extent  of  one  thousand  dollars 
only,  but  for  the  full  amount  for  which  they  might  ultimately 
prove  to  be  Uable^  which  was  over  eleven  thousand  dollars. 
There  is  nothing  on  the  face  of  the  deed  or  in  the  evidence  to 
indicate  an  intention  to  limit  its  securitv  to  the  sum  recited 
as  consideration,  and  the  recital,  of  itself,  being  clearly  formal, 
could  not  have  that  effect    The  petition  contains  the  required 
allegation  that  no  proceedings  have  been  had  at  law.    It  ap- 
pears in  evidence  tiiat  the  sureties  turned  their  security  over 
to  the  county  in  settlement  of  the  balance  for  which  they  were 
liable  on  the  bond.    Aiter  doing  so  they  could  not  sue  Whitney 
for  anything  secured  by  the  deed,  because,  so  far  as  they  were 
concerned,  the  deed  had  already  settled  the  liability  it  secured. 
The  county  could  not  sue  at  law  on  the  bond>  because  it  had 
taken  the  security  in  settlement  thereof.    In  the  absence  of 
any  evidence  to  the  contrary,  a  prima  facie  showing  is  enough : 
President  etc.  Ins.  Co.  of  North  America  v.  Parker,  64  Neb. 
411,  89  N.  W.  1040. 

The  decree  is  sustained  by  the  evidence  and  is  in  accordance 
with  law.    We  recommend  that  it  be  affirmed. 

Barnes  and  Oldham^  CC,  concur. 

*»^  By  the  COUHT.    For  the  reasons  stated  in  the  foregoing 
opinion,  the  judgment  of  the  district  court  is  affirmed. 


A  Creditor,  in  ease  of  the  default  of  his  debtor,  may  avail  himself 
of  securities  given  by  the  debtor  to  his  surety  to  indemnify  the  latter 
against  liability  for  the  debt.  This  is  the  corollary  of  the  doctrine 
tb»t  a  surety  is  entitled  to  the  benefit  of  any  security  the  creditor 
may  have  taken  from  the  principal:  8ee  the  monographic  note  to 
American  Bonding  Co.  v.  National  etc.  Bank,  99  Am.  St.  Bep.  609, 
510,  on  the  right  to  subrogation. 
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TESKE  T.  DITTBERNEE. 

[65  Neb.  167,  91  N.  W.  188.] 

WILL^  WHAT  IS  — Convayuice  in  Ctonalderatioii  of  fluppoit^ 

An  oral  agreement  between  a  son  and  hia  parents  that  he  shall,  ia 
eonsideration  of  carrying  on  their  business  and  providing  for  their 
mpporty  become  Tested,  npon  their  death,  with  the  title  to  the 
family  homestead,  is  testamentary  in  ehameter.     (p.  615.) 

WIUv  WHAT  IS.--  The  Solo  Tost  by  WUdi  to   Aflooartala 

whether  an  instniment  or  agreement  purporting  to  affect  the  title 
to  land  is  testamenary,  is  to  inquire  whether  it  undertakes  to  Test 
any  present  interest  to  title  therein,     (p.  615.) 

HOMESTEAD — Oral  Tranafor  in  OonslderatiQn  of  Snppoit. — 

An  oral  agreement  between  a  son  and  his  parents  that  he  shall,  in  eon* 
aideration  of  carrying  on  their  business  and  proTiding  for  their  support, 
become  vested,  upon  their  death,  with  the  title  to  the  family  home- 
stead, contravenes  the  statute  of  frauds  and  the  statute  of  wills;  bat, 
if  fairlv  made  and  sttbstanti&lly  performed  by  the  son,  equity  may 
grant  him  relief  in  case  the  parents  repudiate  the  agreement,  (p- 
filS.) 

It  appears  from  the  former  decision  of  this  case  in  63  Neb. 
607,  88  N.  W.  658,  that  the  parmts  of  Carl  Teske  entered  into 
an  agreement  with  him  that  he  should,  in  consideration  of  car- 
rying on  th^r  business  and  providing  for  their  support^  become 
Tested,  upon  their  death,  with  the  title  to  the  family  homestead* 
He  performed  this  agreement  up  to  the  time  of  his  nK>ther'0 
death,  and  for  sc«ne  time  thereafter,  when  the  father  left  the 
homestead,  took  up  his  residence  with  his  daughter,  Martha 
Dittbemer,  and  conveyed  the  property  to  her. 

William  B.  Allen  and  Willis  E.  Beed,  for  the  appellants. 

McKillip  &  McAllister  and  Beeder  &  Hobart,  for  the  respond- 
ent. 

*®®  AMES,  C.  This  case  comes  before  us  upon  a  rehear- 
ing granted  from  a  former  decision  of  this  court  pubished  in 
Teske  v.  Dittbemer,  63  Neb.  607,  88  N.  W.  658.  Reference  is 
made  to  that  opinion  for  a  suflBcient  statement  of  the  facts  in- 
volved in  the  litigation.  Upon  the  reargument  considerations 
and  authorities  were  urged  upon  us  which,  on  account  of  the 
hurried  and  insuflScient  manner  in  which  the  cause  was  pre- 
sented on  the  former  hearing,  escaped  our  attention  at  that 
time,  and  which  have  convinced  us  that  we  fell  into  grievous 
error  in  the  disposition  which  we  made  of  the  case.  We  at  that 
time  labored  under  the  impression  that,  inasmuch  as  the  prem- 
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xses  sought  to  be  recovered  were  admittedly  the  homestead  of 
'the  defendant  Frederick  Teske^  and  the  agreement  in  contro- 
'versy  was  confessedly  not  in  writing,  the  plaintiff  was  pre- 
cluded from  obtaining  the  reUef  prayed  by  section  4  of  chap- 
ter 36  of  the  Compiled  Statutes,  which  enacts  that  ^^the  home- 
stead of  a  married  person  cannot  be  conveyed  or  encumbered 
unless  the  instrument  by  which  it  is  conveyed  or  encumbered 
is  executed  and  acknowledged  by  both  husbsjid  and  wif e/^    By 
section  1  of  the  .act  a  homestead  is  defined  as  consisting  of  the 
dwelling-house  in  which  the  claimant  resides  and  its  appurte- 
nances, and  the  land  on  which  the  same  is  situated,  not  ex- 
ceeding one  hundred  and  sixty  acres  in  all  to  the  value  of  not 
exceeding   two  thousand  dollars.    By  the   seventeenth   section 
it  is  enacted  that  wh^i  the  claimants  are  married  persons,  the 
person  from  whose  property  the  homestead  was  selected  may 
dispose  of  it  by  will,  subject  to  a  life  estate  of  the  survivor 
therein.    The  right,  therefore,  of  Frederick  Teske  to  make  a 
testamentary  disposition  ^^  of  the  property  in  question,  sub- 
ject to  the  inchoate  life  estate  therein  of  his  wife  (now  de- 
ceased), is  expressly  preserved  to  him  by  the  statute.    It  is 
quite  likely  that  he  should  not  have  been  held  to  have  been  de- 
prived of  that  right  in  the  absence  of  the  express  words  of 
the  act :  Ferguson  v.  Mason,  60  Wis.  377,  19  N.  W.  420 ;  Gee 
T.  Moore,  14  CaL  472;  Stewart  v.  Mackey,  16  Tex.  66,  67 
Am.  Dec.  609. 

It  cannot,  we  think,  be  successfully  contended  that  the  agree- 
ment which  the  referee  has  found  to  have  been  made  between 
Carl  Teske  and  his  parents  was  not  testamentary  in  its  char- 
acter, nor  can  it  well  be  disputed  that  he  has  fully  performed 
and  offered  to  perform  on  his  part  The  decision  of  the  ques- 
tion does  not  depend  upon  the  choice  of  any  particular  words 
or  the  use  of  any  special  form  of  expression,  but  "the  doctrine 
of  the  cases  is  that  whatever  the  form  of  the  instrument,  if 
it  vests  no  present  interest,  but  only  appoints  what  is  to  be  done 
after  the  death  of  the  maker,  it  is  a  testamentary  instrument'^' 
Turner  v.  Scott,  61  Pa.  St.  126;  Eeed  v.  Hazleton,  37  Kan. 
321,  15  Pac.  177;  Hazleton  v.  Eeed,  46  Kan.  73,  26  Am.  St 
Hep.  86,  26  Pac.  450;  Sutton  v.  Hayden,  62  Mo.  101.  These 
cases  establish  the  doctrine  that  the  sole  test  by  whicli  to  as- 
certain whether  an  instrument  or  agreement  purporting  ^p  af- 
fect the  title  to  land  is  testamentary,  is  to  inquire  whether  it 
imdertakes  to  vest  any  present  interest  or  title  therein.  If  il 
does  not,  but  the  title  is  to  remain  unaffected  until  the  death 
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of  the  owner^  and  an  interest  is  then  to  accrue  to  the  oibfir 
party  to  the  agreement^  the  contract  is  testamentary,  and  in  or- 
dinary cases  revocable. 

The  only  remaining  questions  are  whether  an  oral   agree- 
ment to  make  a  testamentary  disposition  of  real  estate,  made 
in  consideration  of  services  substantially  performed,  such  as 
were  rendered  by  the  appellee,  Carl  Teske,  will  be  enforced 
by  the  court,  and,  if  so,  what,  under  circumstances  Eke  fhoee 
in  the  case  at  bar,  should  be  the  form  of  the  relief  granted. 
The  former  of  these  questions  seems  to  have  been  definitely  an- 
swered in  the  aiBrmative  by  this  court  in  Eofka  v.  Rosicky,  41 
KTeb.  328,  43  Ara.  St.  Rep.  635,  59  N.  W.  788,  25  L.  R.  A.  207. 
See,  also,  Svenburg  ^'^^  v.  Fosseen,  75  Minn.  350,  74  Am.  St. 
Rep.  490,  78  N.  W.  4,  43  L.  R.  A.  427.    In  the  opinions  in 
these  two  cases  a  large  nimiber  of  previous  decisions  to  the  same 
effect  are  collated,  which  apparently  fortify  the  doctrine  beyond 
the  possibility  of  successful  assault    In  all  these  cases  it  is 
held  that  part  performance  takes  the  transaction  out  of  the 
operation  of  the  statute  of  frauds,  and  that  when,  as  in  this 
case,  such  performance  is  of  such  nature  as  that  it  cannot  be 
m.easured  or  adequately  compensated  in  damages,  equity  will 
interfere  for  the  purpose  of  protecting  the  rights  of  the  party 
injured.     In  Hazleton  v.  Reed,  46  Kan,  73,  26  Am.  St.  Rep. 
86,  26  Pac.  450,  the  relief  sought  seems  to  have  been  denied 
for  the  sole  reason  that  in  the  opinion  of  the  court  the  services 
rendered  in  that  case  were  not  of  such  a  nature  that  they  could 
not  be  adequately  recompensed  by  the  ordinary  legal  procedure. 
We  do  not  think  that  the  circumstances  of  this  case  bring  it 
within  the  exception. 

It  does  not  seem  to  be  an  obstacle  to  the  granting  of  relief 
in  such  cases  as  this  that  the  testator,  if  he  may  properly  be 
BO  called,  who  has  conveyed  away  his  property  in  violation  of 
his  agreement,  is  still  living.  Specific  performance,  strictly 
so  called,  cannot  be  decreed  because  the  father  is  still  living, 
and  until  his  death  the  right  of  the  son  to  have  the  title  vested 
in  himself  will  not  have  accrued.  But  such  a  situation  has  al- 
ready been  considered  by  the  courts,  and  the  diflSculty  thence 
arising  has  been  solved  to  our  satisfaction.  In  Van  Dyne  v. 
Vreeland,  11  N.  J.  Eq.  370,  followed  and  affirmed  in  Davison 
V.  Davison,  13  N.  J.  Eq.  246,  approved  in  Gupton  v.  Gupton, 
47  Mo.  37,  and  in  Sutton  v.  Hayden,  62  Mo.  101,  it  was  held 
that  in  instances  of  this  kind  the  grantee,  with  notice  and  in 
fraud  of  the  testamentary  agreement,  will  be  decreed  to  hold 
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the  title  in  tmst  until  the  happening  of  the  event  Testing  a 
present  right  thereto  in  the  complainant^  and  will  then  be  re- 
quired to  convey  it  to  the  latter.  The  conclusion  thus  arrived 
at  is  in  contravention  of  the  letter  both  of  the  statute  of  frauds 
and  of  the  statute  of  wills^  and  beyond  doubt  transactions  of 
the  kind  in  question  should  be  closely  scrutinized^  or  else  they 
may  open  the  door  to  the  ^^  exercise  of  the  grossest  kind  of 
undue  influence  and  to  frauds  and  abuses  of  the  most  serious 
descriptions;  but  the  rules  of  equity  applicable  to  them,  when 
free  from  any  of  these  objections,  are  well  established  by  a 
large  number  of  decisions,  many  of  which  have  received  the 
express  approval  of  this  court  There  is  nothing  in  the  record 
to  indicate  that  the  appellee,  Carl  Teske,  has  been  guilty  of 
any  objectionable  practices,  and  it  is  beyond  question  that  he 
has  spent  many  of  the  best  years  of  his  life  in  the  performance 
in  good  faith  of  the  testamentary  agreement,  which  the  referee 
has  found  upon  sufficient  evidence  to  have  been  entered  into  be- 
tween himself  and  his  parents.  It  does  not  appear  to  us  that 
for  a  repudiation  of  the  agreement  by  his  father  he  could  be 
adequately  compensated  in  damages.  The  father  is  very  old 
and  feeble,  both  in  mind  and  body,  so  that  it  is  not  unlikely 
that  his  conveyance  to  his  daughter,  if  not  unduly  influenced, 
was  made  in  response  to  some  temporary  whim  or  resentment 
That  it  was  not  the  result  of  any  fixed  determination  on  his 
part  is  indicated  by  the  f€u;t  that  he  has  dismissed  his  appeal  in 
this  court,  and  manifested  a  desire  that  the  judgment  of  the 
district  court  be  affirmed.  At  or  before  the  conveyance  to  the 
appellant,  Martha  Dittbemer,  she  parted  with  no  consideration 
on  account  thereof,  and  she  had  full  knowledge  of  the  claims 
of  her  brother,  who  was  in  occupancy  of  the  premises.  There 
is  therefore  no  fact  or  circumstance  disclosed  by  the  record  to 
raise  in  equity  in  her  behalf.  If  at  the  death  of  her  father  she 
shall  be  entitled  to  compensation  for  his  care  and  support  dur- 
ing the  term  of  his  residence  with  her,  she  may  demand  the 
same  from  his  estate,  which  will  apparently  be  considerable 
in  amount  In  any  case,  the  old  gentleman  is  entitled  to  com- 
fortable care  and  subsistence  out  of  his  estate  or  the  avails  of 
it,  nor  is  he  bound  to  reside  with  his  son,  if  he  desires  to  abide 
elsewhere,  and  it  is  not  likely  that  even  the  testamentary  agree- 
ment might,  under  conceivable  circumstances,  be  required  to 
yield  so  far  as  may  be  requisite  for  ministering  to  his  necessi- 
ties. But  whether  this  be  so  or  not,  it  is  the  ^"^  clear  duty 
of  the  court  to  protect  the  rights  of  the  son  by  maintaining 
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the  present  statud,  bo  far  as  possible;  during  the  remainder 
of  the  old  man's  life. 

It  is  recommended  that  the  former  decision  of  this  conit  be 
overniled  and  set  aside;  and  that  the  judgment  of  the  distrii^ 
court  be  so  modified  that  the  appellee^  Carl  Teske^  be  decreed 
to  be  entitled  upon  giving  a  bond  such  as  is  tendered  in  hid 
petition^  if  one  has  not  already  been  given^  to  retain  the  oc-« 
cupancy  of  the  premises  in  controversy  during  the  lifetime  of 
his  father,  Frederick  Teske^  subject  to  the  terms,  conditiona 
and  stipulations  of  the  testamentary  agreement  set  forth  in 
the  report  of  the  referee  in  this  action;  and  that  until  the 
death  of  said  Frederick  Teske  the  appellant,  Martha  Dittbemer, 
be  adjudged  to  hold  the  legal  title  to  said  premises  in  trusty 
for  the  satisfaction  of  the  tenns  and  conditiona  of  said  agree- 
ment, free  from  any  estate  or  interest  of  h^  husband^  the 
appellant,  Frederick  Dittbemer,  as  tenant  by  the  curtesy  or 
otherwise;  and  that  she  be  perpetually  restrained  and  enjoined 
from  conveying  or  encumbering  Ihe  same  except  aa  herein  di- 
rected; and  that  upon  the  death  of  said  Frederidc  Teake,  and 
full  compliance  with  and  performance  of  said  agreement  by 
said  Carl  Teake,  a  conveyance  of  said  premiaes  to  him  be  made 
by  said  Martha  Dittbemer;  and  that  the  said  decree,  when  00 
modified,  be  afiirmed. 

Duffie,  C,  concurs. 

Albert,  C,  not  present  at  the  hearing  and  took  no  part  in  the 

decision. 

By  the  COUBT.  For  the  reasons  stated  in  the  foregoing 
opinion  it  is  ordered  that  the  former  decision  of  this  court  be 
overruled  and  set  aside;  and  that  the  judgment  of  the  district 
court  be  so  modified  that  the  appellee,  Carl  Teske,  be  decreed 
to  be  entitled  upon  giving  a  bond  such  as  is  tendered  in  hia  pe- 
tition, if  one  has  not  already  been  given,  to  retain  the  occu- 
pancy of  the  premises  in  controversy  during  the  lifetime  of 
his  father,  Frederick  Teske,  subject  to  the  terms,  conditiona  and 
stipulations  of  the  testamentary  agreement  set  forth  in  the  re- 
port of  the  referee  ^'^  in  this  action;  and  that  until  the  death 
of  said  Frederick  Teske  the  appellant,  Martha  Dittbemer,  be 
adjudged  to  hold  the  legal  title  to  said  premises  in  trusty  for 
the  satisfaction  of  the  terms  and  conditions  of  said  agreement, 
free  from  any  estate  or  interest  of  her  husband,  the  appellani^ 
Frederick  Dittbemer,  as  tenant  by  the  curtesy  or  otinerwise; 
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and  that  she  be  perpetually  restrained  and  enjoined  from  con- 
veying or  encumbering  the  same^  except  as  herein  directed; 
and  that  upon  the  death  of  said  Frederick  Teake^  and  full  com- 
pliance with  and  performance  of  said  agreement  by  Carl  Teske, 
a  conveyanee  of  said  premises  to  him  be  made  by  said  Martha 
Dittbemer;  and  that  the  said  decree,  so  modified,  be  affirmed. 
Judgment  accordingly. 

What  Con9titute8  a  Testamentary  Writing  is  tbe  Bnbjeet  of  a  mono* 
graphic  note  to  Faxris  y.  Neville,  89  Am.  St.  Bep.  486-500.  A  refer- 
ence to  this  note  wiU  show  that  the  form  of  any  infltrument  is  of 
little  consequence  in  determining  whether  it  is  a  will;  if  it  is  exe- 
cuted with  the  formalities  prescribed  by  statute,  and  is  to  operate 
only  after  the  death  of  the  maker,  it  is  a  will:  See,  also,  MeCloskey 
T.  l^emey,  141  CaL  101,  99  Am.  St.  Bep.  33,  74  Pae.  699. 

The  Effect  of  Oral  Agreements  testamentary  in  character  are  con- 
sidered in  Orth  ▼.  Orth,  145  Ind.  184,  57  Am.  St.  Bep.  185,  22  K  E. 
277,  44  N.  B.  17,  32  Ii.  B.  A.  298;  MoiHn  r.  Moran,  104  Iowa,  216,  66 
Am.  St.  Bep.  443,  73  N.  W.  617,  39  L.  B.  A.  204;  Simons  ▼.  BedeU, 
122  Cal.  341,  GB  Am.  St  Bep.  35,  55  Pac.  8:  Manning  y.  Pippen,  86 
Ab.  357,  11  Am.  St.  Bep.  46,  5  South.  572;  bicken  t.  McKinley,  163 
lU.  318,  54  Am.  St.  Bep.  471,  45  N.  E.  134.  And  the  righ|  to  reeoyer 
for  services  rendered  under  an  oral  contract  to  make  a  will  is  con- 
eidered  in  Grant  y.  Grant,  63  Conn.  530,  38  Am.  St.  Bep.  379,  29  AtL 
15;  Hudson  v.  Hudson,  87  Ga.  678,  27  Am.  St.  Bep.  270,  13  S.  E.  583; 
Ellis  V.  Gary,  74  Wis.  176,  17  Am.  St.  Bep.  125,  42  N.  W.  252,  4  L. 
B.  A.  55;  Estate  of  Kessler,  87  Wis.  6(90,  41  Am.  St.  Bep.  74,  59  N. 
W.  129.  A  parol  gift  or  conveyance  of  land  will,  under  some  circum- 
stances, support  a  decree  for  specillc  performance:  Oauble  v.  Wor- 
Bliam,  96  Tex.  86,  70  S.  W.  737,  97  Am.  St.  Bep.  871,  and  cases  cited 
in  the  cross-reference  note  thererto;  Crim  v.  England,  46  W.  Ya.  480, 
76  Am.  St.  Bep.  826,  33  S.  E.  251. 
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W  Neb.  291,  96  N.  W.  1021.] 

MOBTOAOE — ^EfTect  of  Transferring  Note  Seenxed. — A  retl 
estate  mortgage  given  to  secare  a  negotiable  note  ia  a  mere  incident 
to  tbe  debt,  and  paraes  with  a  transfer  of  the  note.     (p.  620.) 

MOBTOAOE  and  Note  Should  be  Ckmstmed  Together. — A  note 
and  mortgage  executed  and  delivered  as  one  transaction  will  be  eon- 
strned  together;  provisions  in  the  mortgage  relating  to  the  indebted- 
ness itself  and  attempting  to  modify-  the  terms  of  the  note  will  he 
construe  with  the  note.     (p.  621.) 

MOBTOAOE  and  Note  Seenred— Notice  to  Fnrehaaer. — When  a 
note  and  the  mortgage  securing  it,  together  with  an  assignment  of 
the  mortgage,  are  sold  and  delivered,  the  purchaser  must  take  notice 
of  the  provisions  in  the  papers,     (p.  622.) 

BILLS  AND  NOTES. — ^Payment  to  the  Original  Payee  of  a 
non-negotiable  note,  without  notice  of  any  transfer  thereof,  discharges 
the  paper,     (p.  623.) 

For  a  Btatement  of  the  facts  involved  in  this  case,  see  tbe 
note  whicb  follows  it,  post,  page  623. 

Willis  L.  Hand,  for  the  appellant. 

Flansburg  &  Williams,  for  the  respondent. 

2^  SEDGWICK,  J.    After  the  decision  of  Gamett  v.  Mey- 
ers, 66  Neb.  287,  94  N.  W.  803,  a  rehearing  was  granted  in  thw 
case,  and  in  others  involving  the  same  questions.    Upon  this 
hearing  the  plaintiff's  attorney  has  furnished  us  an  able  and 
exhaustive  argument  upon  the  questions  involved,  which  has 
been  of  great  assistance  to  us.     Questions  involving  the  negp- 
tiability  of  notes  secured  by  mortgages  and  other  collaterals 
have  frequently  been  considered  by  this  court     As  early  as 
1876  it  was  determined  in  Webb  v.  Hoselton,  4  Neb.  308,  19 
Am.  Rep.  638,  that  "a  bona  fide  purchaser,  for   value,    of  a 
negotiable  promissory  note,  secured  by  mortgage,  before  ma- 
turity and  ^^  without  notice,  takes  iiie  mortgage  as  he  does 
the  note,  discharged  of  all  equities  which  may  exist  between  the 
original  parties,^'  and  also  that  ''the  mortgage  is  a  mere  inci- 
dent to  the  debt  and  passes  with  if    These   principles  hare 
been  since  adhered  to,  and  so  it  was  said  in  the  first  opinion 
of  Gamett  v.  Meyers:  "The  long  established  and  general  rule 
is  that  if  the  note  is  in  form  negotiable,  a  sale  and  transfer 
of  the  note  transfers  the  mortgage.^'  In  Webb  v.  Hoselton.,  4 
Neb.  308,  19  Am.  Bep.  638,  the  security  was  in  the  form  of 
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a  deed  of  trust.  Its  sole  object  was  to  secure  the  payment  of  the 
note.  It  does  not  appear  to  have  contained  any  provisions  af- 
fecting or  limiting  the  indebtedness  itself,  and  the  effect  of 
such  provisions  when  incorporated  in  the  mortgage  or  deed  se- 
curing the  note  was  not  considered. 

2.  That  the  note  and  mortgage^  when  executed  and  deliv- 
ered together  as  one  transaction,  will  be  construed  together,  is 
not  a  new  doctrine  in  this  state:  Grand  Island  Savings  etc. 
Assn.  ▼.  Moore,  40  Neb.  686,  69  N.  W.  115,  and  Seieroe  v. 
First  Nat.  Bank  of  Kearney,  60  Neb.  612,  70  N.  W.  220,  were 
cited  as  establishing  the  proposition  as  the  doctrine  of  this 
court.  In  the  former  case  there  is  a  somewhat  extensive  dis- 
cussion of  the  question,  and  the  conclusion  is  that  the  provision 
in  the  mortgage  that  '^if  the  mortgagors  should  fail  to  pay  the 
money  when  due  .  •  •  .  the  plaintiff  might  elect  to  pay  the 
same  and  declare  the  whole  amount  due  and  payable  at  onoe^^ 
gave  the  holder  of  the  papers  the  right  upon  such  failure  "to 
elect  to  declare  the  whole  debt  due,  not  only  for  the  purpose 
of  foreclosing,  but  also  for  the  purpose  of  enforcing  the  per- 
Bonal  liability.'*  The  conclusion  is  fortified  by  the  considera- 
tion and  discussion  of  authorities  from  this  and  other  courts, 
and  is  considered  as  settling  the  law  of  this  state  upon  that 
question.  In  the  course  of  the  opinion  it  is  said :  *'The  writer 
was  at  first  of  the  impression  that  where  the  note  is  absolute 
and  the  mortgage  contains  such  a  provision,  the  provision  should 
be  restricted  to  the  remedy  by  foreclosure,  rendering  the  debt 
due  for  the  purpose  of  foreclosure  only,  but  leaving  the  ma- 
turity of  the  debt  for  the  purpose  of  enforcing  the  *®®  per- 
sonal liability  to  be  determined  by  the  note  itself.  The  adju- 
dications do  not,  however,  bear  out  this  view.  In  this  state  it 
has  been  determined  that  in  deciding  such  questions  the  note 
and  mortgage  should  be  construed  together :  Fletcher  v.  Daugh- 
erty,  13  Neb.  224,  13  N.  W.  207;  Lantry  v.  French,  33  Neb. 
624,  50  N.  W.  679.  This  principle  alone  would  not  be  decisive 
of  tiie  question,  for  the  reason  that,  construing  the  two  instru- 
ments together,  the  fact  that  the  stipulation  referred  to  was 
contained  in  the  mortgage  and  not  in  the  note,  might  be  taken 
as  an  evidence  of  the  intention  of  the  parties  to  restrict  the 
effect  of  the  stipulation  to  the  enforcement  of  the  mortgage. 
....  First  Nat.  Bank  of  Sturgis  v.  Peck,  8  Kan.  660,  was  a 
suit  upon  notes  under  similar  conditions.  The  court  there 
held,  in  an  opinion  by  Brewer,  J.,  that  the  notes  and  mort- 
gage were  to  be  construed  together,  that  all  the  notes  became 
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due  npon  the  failure  to  pay  one,  and  tiiat  the  statute  of  limita- 
tionfi  ran  against  all  from  that  time/'    It  may   be   said  that 
this  opinion  determines  the  law  of  this  state  to  be  that  condi- 
tions inserted  in  the  contemporaneous  mortgage  which  clearly 
and  necessarily  relate  to  the  indebtedness  itself,  and  manifesilj 
constitute  an  attempt  to  modify  or  enlarge  the  terms  of  the 
note  will  be  construed  with  the  note,  and  parties  chargeable 
with  notice  of  such  provisions  will  be  bound  thereby.     This  de- 
cision, so  far  as  the  writer  is  aware,  has  not  been  criticised  by 
this  court,  but,  on  the  other  hand,  has  been  followed  as  au- 
thority, and  it  is  not  perceived  that  parties  dealing  with  com- 
mercial paper  have  cause  to  complain  of  such  a  rule.     The  rule 
itself  does  not  trench  upon  the  sacredness  of  commercial  paper 
under  the  law  merchant.    The  parties  who  attempt  to  make  a 
promissory  note  mean  one  thing  to  one   person   and   another 
thing  to  other  persons;  who  want  to  hold  the  note  out  to  the 
world  to  be  that  which  they  have  expressly  agreed  it  shall  not 
be;  who  seek  to  set  it  afloat  with  a  string  attached  which  may  or 
may  not  be  used  to  control  the  note  as  their  interests  may  there- 
after demand,  are  responsible  for  the  uncertainty  that  attaches 
to  such  securities.    If    doubtful,  *^  conflicting,    and   unce^ 
tain  provisions  in  the  contract  result  in  rendering  such  papers 
non-negotiable,  the  remedy  is  to  limit  the  provisions  of  the 
mortgage  to  their  proper  functions  of  securing  the  indebted- 
ness, and  define  the  terms  of  the  indebtedness  in  the  note  which 
is  given  for  that  purpose :  See,  also,  Seieroe  v.  First  Nat.  Bank 
of  Kearney,  50  Neb.  612,  70  N.  W.  220 ;  1  Randolph  on  Com- 
mercial Paper,  198. 

3.  The  note  and  mortgage,  together  with  an  assignment  of 
the  mortgage,  were  sold  and  delivered  to  the  plaintiff.  It  is 
idle  to  argue  that  under  such  circumstances  the  plaintiff  wa« 
not  bound  to  take  notice  of  the  provisions  of  the  papers  which 
he  purchased. 

4.  The  provision  of  the  mortgage  which  was  held  to  affect 
the  negotiability  of  the  note  is  copied  in  full  in  the  first  opin- 
ion in  Gamett  v.  Meyers,  65  Neb.  280,  91  N.  W.  400.  The 
note  and  mortgage  in  this  case  were  identical  in  their  provi- 
sions with  the  papers  involved  in  Gamett  v.  Meyers.  Upon 
this  hearing  it  was  strenuously  contended,  and  is  ably  and  ex- 
haustively argued  in  the  brief,  that  these  provisions  were  not 
intended  to  and  did  not  affect  the  indebtedness  itself,  but  relate 
only  to  the  security,  and  ought  not,  therefore,  to  render  the 
note  non-negotiable. 
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The  question  thus  presented  is  not  free  from  diiBculty,  but 
"we  are  inclined  to  adhere  to  the  construction  placed  upon  these 
provisions  upon  the  second  hearing  of  Oamett  y.  Meyers^  65 
Neb.  287,  94  N.  W.  803. .  After  fully  providing  for  the  pro- 
tection of  the  securities,  other  conditions  are  inserted  which 
seem  to  have  no  meaning,  unless  they  are  construed  to  protect 
the  holder  of  the  securities  against  taxes  that  may  be  imposed 
upon  these  securities.  If  this  is  their  meaning  and  intention, 
there  can  be  no  doubt  that  such  conditions  render  the  amoimt 
that  the  mortgagor  may  be  compelled  to  pay  upon  the  indebt- 
edness, as  a  part  thereof,  uncertain;  which  would  clearly  ren- 
der the  paper  non-negotiable.  The  papers  being  non-negotia- 
ble, payment  to  the  original  payee  without  notice  to  the  payor 
of  any  transfer  of  the  papers  will  discharge  the  paper. 

The  brief  and  argument  of  appellant  are  mostly  employed 
^^^  in  the  consideration  of  questions  of  fact  as  disclosed  by 
the  evidence.  But  these  considerations  are  unimportant  in 
view  of  the  conclusion  reached  in  the  foregoing  discussion 
which  requires  a  reversal  of  the  judgment  below. 

The  judgment  heretofore  rendered  is  vacated,  tiie  judgment 
of  the  district  court  is  reversed,  and  the  cause  remanded  with 
instructions  to  dismiss  the  case. 


The  Principal  Case  was  first  before  the  supreme  court  In  65  Neb. 
291,  91  N*.  W.  399,  on  an  appeal  by  the  defendant  from  a  decree  f ore- 
dosing  a  mortgage.  The  following  is  a  part  of  the  opinion  rendered: 
''The  note  and  mortgage  were  executed  by  the  defendant  Thomas 
£.  Moore  and  wife  to  the  Globe  Inyestment  Company.  The  defend- 
ant, Bank  of  Miller,  afterward  bought  the  mortgaged  property  sub- 
ject to  the  mortgage,  and  now  defends  in  this  case.  Soon  after  the 
note  and  mortgage  were  executed  and  delivered  the  payee,  the  Globe 
Investment  Company,  sold  the  papers  to  parties  who  afterward,  and 
before  the  note  became  due,  sold  and  assigned  them  to  the  plaintiif 
Afterward  the  defendant  bank  paid  the  mortgage  note  in  full  to  the 
original  payee,  the  Globe  Investment  Company,  but  ];>ayment  has  not 
been  made  to  this  plaintiif.  •  •  •  • 

"The  appellant  in  his  brief  urges  that  the  note  was  not  negotiable 
because  of  agreements  contained  in  the  mortgage  that  the  maker 
should  pay  insurance  premiums  and  taEkes  on  the  mortgaged  premises, 
and  that  if  the  maker  failed  to  pay  in  accordance  with  the  terms  of 
the  paper,  the  mortgagee  or  his  assigns  might  declare  the  whole 
debt  due  and  payable  at  once,  or  might  elect  to  pay  the  taxes  and  in* 
Buranee,  and  even  in  such  case  might  declare  the  whole  debt  due. 

"The  note  and  mortgage,  having  been  executed  at  the  same  time, 
and  having  been   transferred  together  must  be  construed  together; 
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aDd  the  provisions  of  the  mortgage  relating  to  the  indebtedness  it- 
self would  have  the  same  effect  as  though  they  were  incorporated  in 
the  note;  but  the  provisions  referred  to  relate  only  to  the  security, 
which  is  collateral  to  the  indebtedness,  and  such  provisions  do  not 
affect  the  negotiability  of  the  note.  There  is  no  agreement  to  pay 
the  taxes  that  might  be  assessed  upon  the  indebtedness  itself,  nor 
any  other  provision  which  would  render  the  amount  of  the  indebted- 
ness or  the  time  of  the  payment  uncertain  within  the  rule  adopted 
by  this  court.  In  Stark  v.  Olsen,  44  Neb.  646,  63  N.  W.  37,  it  was 
held  that  neither  the  provision  to  pay  attorney's  fee,  nor  that  if  de- 
fault be  made  in  the  payment  of  any  interest  coupon,  the  principal  sum 
may  at  the  option  of  the  holder  become  due  and  payable  without 
further  notice,  would  affect  the  negotiability  of  the  note;  and  the 
provisions  of  this  note  are  within  the  same  rule." 

The  Case  of  Oamett  v.  Meyers;  65  Neb.  280,  287,  91  N.  W.  400,  94 
N.  W.  803,  referred  to  in  the  principal  case,  was  an  appeal  by  the 
plaintiff  from  a  decree  rendered  in  a  suit  to  foreclose  a  mortgage 
given  to  secure  a  note.  On  the  original  hearing  of  the  ease,  the 
supreme  court  said  in  part: 

"It  is  insisted  that  the  contract  upon  which  this  action  was 
brought  is  not  negotiable,  and  that,  as  the  mortgagor  had  no  notice 
of  the  assignment,  payment  to  the  original  mortgagee  is  a  satisfac- 
tion of  the  claim.  The  note,  otherwise  in  the  usual  form  of  a  promia- 
sory  note,  has  the  following  memorandum  upon  its  face:  'This  note  is 
secured  by  a  firbt  mortgage  on  the  N.  W.  %  sec.  7,  tp.  23,  B.  6  west, 
(Tth  P.  M.,  Antelope  county,  Nebraska.'  And  the  mortgage  contains 
among  other  things,  the  following  provision:  'The  said  parties  of 
the  first  part  hereby  agree  to  pay  all  the  taxes  and  assessments  levied 
upon  the  said  premises  and  all  taxes  and  assessments  levied  upon  the 
holder  of  this  mortgage  for  and  on  account  of  the  same  ....  when 
the  same  are  respectively  due;  and  if  not  so  paid,  the  said  party  of 
the  second  part,  or  the  legal  holder  or  holders  of  said  note  may,  with- 
out further  notice,  declare  the  whole  debt  hereby  secured  due  and 
payable  at  once,  or  may  elect  to  pay  such  taxes,  assessments  .... 
and  the  amount  so  paid  shall  be  secured  by  this  mortgage  and  may 
be  collected  in  the  same  manner  as  the  principal  debt  hereby  secured, 
with  interest  at  the  rate  of  ten  per  cent  per  annum.  But  whether 
the  legal  holder  or  holders  of  said  note  elect  to  pay  such  taxes,  as- 
sessments ....  or  not,  it  is  distinctly  agreed  that  the  legal  holder 
or  holders  of  said  note  may  declare  the  debt  thereby  secured  due  and 
immediately  cause  this  mortgage  to  be  foreclosed.'  •  •  •  • 

"The  agreement  to  pay  taxes  on  the  lands  mortgaged  or  to  keep 
up  the  improvements,  or  not  permit  or  suffer  waste  thereon,  or  pro- 
visions of  like  nature,  contained  in  the  mortgage,  do  not  destroy  the 
negotiability  of  the  note,  because  they  do  not  relate  to  the  principal 
indebtedness,  and  do  not  render  the  amount  thereof  uncertain.  Such 
provisions  relate  to  the  security,  which  is  collateral  to  the  principal 
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indebtedneaB;  and  are  proper  provisions  of  the  mortgage  as  such  to 
insure  the  maintenance  of  the  security  as  originally  given.'' 

On  A  rehearing  of  the  case,  however,  the  court  reached  a  different 
conclusion.    The  following  is  the  opinion  rendered: 

"In  the  former  opinion  in  this  case  it  was  held  that  the  provisions 
there  quoted  from  the  note  and  mortgage  did  not  destroy  the  nego- 
tiability of  the  note.  A  rehearing  was  allowed  mainly  for  the  con- 
sideration of  that  question.  The  oral  arguments  on  this  hearing  were 
largely  devoted  to  two  propositions: 

"1.  Should  the  conditions  of  the  mortgage  as  distinguished  from 
those  in  the  note  itself  be  held  to  aifect  the  negotiability  of  the 
notef    Upon  this  question  wo  are  entirely  satisfied  with  the  views 
expressed   in  the  former  opinion.    If  the  terms  and  conditions  of 
the  mortgage  are  limited  to  the  proper  province  of  the  mortgage-* 
that  is,  to  provide  security  for  the  indebtedness — its  provisions  re- 
lating solely  to  the  security  will  not  affect  the  negotiability  of  the 
note.    If  the  holder  of  the  note  is  compelled  to  pay  the  taxes  or 
insurance  on  the  mortgaged  property  to  protect  the  security,  and  is 
afterward  allowed  to  recover  the  amount  so  paid  In  addition  to  the 
principal  indebtedness,  this  does  not  affect  the  amount  of  the  in« 
debtedness  itself.    The  mortgagee  has  no  interest  in  the  mortgaged 
property  except  a  collateral  and  contingent  one.    The  liability  for 
these  expenses  is  upon  the  mortgagor.    If  he  shirks  this  responsibility 
and  compels  the  mortgagee  to  assume  it,  equity  allows  the  mortgagee 
to  add  the  payment  so  made  to  his  mortgage.    This  right  has  long 
been  established  as  an  essential  element  of  the  mortgage  itself.    It 
cannot  be  held  to  destroy  the  negotiability  of  the  note,  unless  the 
fact    that    the    execution    of    the    note    is    accompanied    by    the 
execution    of    a    mortgage    securing    it    is    to    have    that    effect. 
This    principal    applies    to    all    agreements    of    the    mortgagor    to 
preserve   the  collateral  security.    It  does  not  affect  the  rule  that 
the  two  instruments  when  executed  at  the  same  time  must  be  con- 
strued together.    The  provisions  contained  in  the  mortgage  to  protect 
the  securities,  which  would  be  implied  and  enforced  upon  settled  prin- 
ciples of  equity,  whether  expressed  in  the  mortgage  or  not,  cannot  be 
held  to  render  the  note  non-negotiable.    As  shown  in  the  former 
opinion,  provisions  as  to  the  indebtedness  itself  should  properly  be, 
aod  generally  are,  expressed  in  the  note.    If  agreements  in  regard  to 
the  indebtedness  are  inserted  in  the  accompanying  paper  executed 
at  the  same  time  with  the  note,  and  as  a  part  of  the  same  transaction, 
they  must  be  construed  with  the  note.    If  such  agreements  rendered 
the  amount  that  the  holder  of  the  note  can  demand  on  the  indebted- 
.   ness  itself  uncertain,  the  note  is  non-negotiable  in  the  hands  of  one 
who  takes  it  with  notice.    The  reasonableness  of  this  rule  would 
probably  not  be  doubted  in  case  the  accompanying  paper  was  not  a 
mortgage,  but  was  executed  for  the  sole  purpose  of  modifying  the 
terms  of  the   note,   or   to  make   its   payment   depend   upon   condi« 
Am.  St.  Bep.,  Vol.  101-40 
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tions  expressed  in  the  aeeompanying  paper.  The  reason  seems  to  b« 
equally  apparent  when  modifleations  of  the  terms  of  the  note 
or  limitations  imposed  npon  the  colleetion  of  the  indebtedness  itself 
are  inserted  in  the  accompanying  mortgage.  Bneh  provisions  in  the 
nortgage  are  to  be  construed  with  the  note.  If  the  contract^  so  eon- 
struedy  renders  the  amount  that  may  be  demanded  upon  the  indebted- 
ness itself  uncertain,  one  who  takes  the  note,  with  notice  of  the 
limitations  in  the  mortgage,  is  not  entitled  to  protection  as  an  inno- 
cent holder. 

''It  is  said  by  the  plaintiff  that  there  are  two  causes  of  action— 
'one  at  law  upon  the  bond,  seeking  personal  liability  regardless  of 
the  lien;  the  other  a  proceeding  to  enforce  the  security  regardless 
of  the  personal  liability.'  This  is  true,  but  in  an  action  at  law  upon 
the  note,  and  without  seeking  to  enforce  the  security,  the  plaintiff 
no  doubt  might  allege  that  in  a  writing  executed  with  the  note,  and 
as  a  part  of  the  same  transaction,  it  was  agreed  that  the  maker 
of  the  note  should  pay  taxes  that  might  be  assessed  against  the  holder 
of  the  note  by  reason  thereof,  and  that  such  taxes  were  assessed  and 
had  been  paid  by  the  note  holder;  and  there  is  no  doubt  that  saeh 
taxes  80  paid  might,  in  such  an  action,  be  included  in  the  recovery.  If 
such  recovery  could  be  had  when  the  agreements  to  pay  such  taxes 
were  in  an  accompanying  paper  executed  for  that  purpose  alone,  no 
reason  is  perceived  why  recovery  might  not  also  be  had  in  the  same 
manner  if  such  agreements  were  contained  in  a  mortgage  exeented  mi 
the  same  time  with  the  note  and  as  a  part  oj^  the  same  transaction. 

*'2.  Do  the  provisions  of  this  mortgage  relating  to  the  indebted- 
ness itself  render  the  amount  that  may  be  demanded  thereon  by  the 
holder  uncertain  f  Upon  this  hearing  we  have  been  assisted  by  a 
strong  brief  and  able  argument  upon  this  question.  We  quote  from 
the  brief:  'It  is  said  in  the  body  of  the  opinion  that  the  provision 
was  "plainly  intended  to  meet  the  conditions  which  obtain  in  scmie 
jurisdiction,  where  the  taxes  chargeable  against  lands  are  assessed 
against  both  mortgagor  and  mortgagee  in  proportion  te  their  several 
estates  in  the  land."  By  what  process  of  reasoning  is  this  made  so 
plainly  to  appear  f  The  mortgagors  had  already  positively  agreed 
in  the  following  language:  ''The  said  parties  of  the  first  part  hereby 
agree  to  pay  all  taxes  and  assessments  levied  upon  said  premises ''" 
meaning  the  real  estate  covered  by  the  mortgage.  This  provision 
seems  to  be  as  broad  as  language  can  make  it,  and  certainly  would 
be  construed  to  cover  any  part  of  the  taxes  against  the  real  estate 
that  the  mortgagee  might  become  liable  for.  All  cannot  be  constmed 
to  mean  less  than  the  whole.  It  would  seem,  then,  to  be  the  duty 
of  the  court  to  give  some  meaning  and  force  to  the  further  agree- 
ment to  pay  all  taxes  and  assessments  levied  npon  the  holder  of 
the  mortgage  for  and  on  account  of  the  same.  It  seems  perfectly 
plain  to  the  writer  that  the  latter  provision  was  intended  to  cover 
the  tax  for  which  the  holder  of  the  mortgage  would  thereafter  be- 
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eome   liable  on  account  of  the  ownership  of  the  eredit  represented 
by  the  mortgage  and  note.' 

"This  reasoning  seems  to  ns  to  be  sonnd.    To  eonstrae  the  pro- 
irisions  in  question  to  mean  that  the  mortgagor  should  pay  all  taxes 
levied  on  the  premises  including  taxes  charged  against  the  holder 
of   the  mortgage  on  'account  of  the  mortgaged  property,  is  not  so 
obvious  and  natural  as  to  treat  the  word  'same'  as  relating  to  the 
^roTd  'mortgage/  as  its  near  position  in  the  sentence  would  indicate, 
Tatlier  than  to  the  more  remote  'premises.'    If  the  former  meaning 
irere    intended,    the    expression  'including  all    taxes  leviedy'    etc., 
iroold  have  been  more  apt  than  the  expression  used.    Giving  the  ordi- 
nary and  natural  meaning  to  all  the  words  used  in  the  provisions,  it 
seems  to  us,  upon  further  consideration,  that  the  intention  was  that 
the  mortgagor  should  not  only  pay  the  taxes  assessed  against  the 
mortgaged  property,*  but  also  the  taxes  that  the  mortgagee  might 
become  liable  for  as  the  owner  of  the  credit  represented  by  the 
paper.    Such  credits  are  taxable  under  the  laws  of  this  state,  and 
therefore  presumably  so  in  other  jurisdictions.    When  levied  they 
are  not  a  lien  upon  the  mortgaged  property,  but  are  collectible  from 
the  holder  of  the  credit  as  any  other  personal  taxes.    The  amounty 
then,  that  may  be  demanded  upon  the  note  would  depend  upon  uncer- 
tain conditions  'that  cannot  be  controlled  by  the  holder  of  the  paper,' 
and  as  pointed,  out  in  the  former  opinion,  would  destroy  the  negotia- 
bility of  the  paper.    The  note  not  being  negotiable,  the  plaintiff, 
"who  purchased  and  took  the  mortgage  with  the  note,  must  be  held  to 
have  had  notice  of  its  conditions,  and  is  not  an  innocent  purchaser, 
lender  such  circumstances,  payment  to  the  original  payee  by  the  mort- 
gagor, who  had  no  notice  of  the  transfer  of  the  papers,  would  satisfy 

the  mortgage. 

"Tlie  former  judgment  of  this  court  is  vacated  and  the  judgment  of 

the  district  court  aifiirmed." 

A  Mortgage  and  the  Note  secured,  executed  at  the  same  time  and 
as  one  transaction,  are  to  be  construed  together:  Swearingen  v. 
Lahner,  93  Iowa,  147,  57  Am.  St.  Bep.  261,  61  N.  W.  431,  26  L.  B. 
A.  765;  Schultz  v.  Plankinton  Bank,  141  HI.  llff,  33  Am.  St.  Bep. 
290,  30  N.  B.  346. 

A  Mortgage  and  the  Notes  secured  are  negotiable:  Cox  v.  Cayan, 
117  Mich.  599,  72  Am.  St.  Bep.  585,  76  N.  W.  96.  See,  too,  Valley 
Nat.  Bank  v.  CroweU,  148  Pa.  St.  484,  83  Am.  St.  Bep.  824,  23  Atl. 
1068,  16  li.  B.  A.  49;  Alberston  v.  Laughlin,  173  Pa.  St.  525,  51  Anu 
St.  Bep.  777,  34  AtL  216. 
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CITY  OP  GENEVA  v.  BURNETT. 

[65  Neb.  4/U,  91  N.  W.  275.] 

HBOUGEKOB— Petition  Omitting  the  Word  ^'Kegllgaioe."-^ 

If,  in  an  axstion  for  personal  injuries,  thei  inference  of  negligence  la 
inevitable  from  the  facts  narrated  in  the  petition,  the  omission  of 
the  word  ''negligence"  in  the  pleadiog  does  not  render  it  defeetive. 
(p.  6&&) 

EVIDEKOE. — ^X-Say  Pictnres  are  Admlasible  in  evidence,  in 
an  action  for  personal  injuries,  to  show  the  condition  of  the  interior 
tissues  of  the  injured  member,     (p.  629.) 

J.  D.  Hamilton  and  Charles  H.  Sloan^  for  the  plaintiff  in  error. 
Bobert  J.  Sloan,  for  the  defendant  in  error. 

^•*  AMES,  C.    The  defendant  in  error,  plaintiff  below,  al- 
leged in  her  petition  that  on  the  twelfth  day  of  December,  1898, 
she  suffered  personal  injury  from  a  loose  board  forming  part 
of  the  structure  of  one  of  the  sidewalks  in  the  city  of  (Geneva, 
and  ^'that  said  board  was  lying  loose  across  the  stringers   in 
said  sidewalk,  not  being  nailed  to  any  of  them.    And  that  said 
board  was  loose  and  that  said  sidewalk  was  in  ^"^  bad  condi- 
tion and  repair,  was  well  known  to  the  mayor  and  council  of 
said  city  and  to  the  officers  whose  duties  it  was  to  repair  and 
oversee  the  same.    And  that  for  a  long  time  previous  to  the 
twelfth  day  of  December,  1898,  and  ever  since  said  date  the  au- 
thorities above  mentioned  allowed  said  sidewalk  to  be  and  re- 
main in  a  dangerous  condition.''    A  general  demurrer   was 
interposed  to  this  petition,  supported  by  the  argument  that  it 
does  not  sufficiently  allege  that  the  city  authorities  were  negli- 
gent with  respect  to  the  matter  complained  of.    The  demurrer 
was  properly  overruled.    If  the  circumstances  were  such  as  the 
petition  narrates,  the  inference  of  negligence  is  inevitable.    The 
use  of  the  word  ^^negligence"  would  not  have  made  the  charge 
any  more  specific  or  emphatic.    Its  omission  from  the  plead- 
ing, therefore,  did  not  render  the  document  defective.    The  an- 
swer denied  ^^that  the  said  walk  was  unsafe  and  dangerous,  or 
that  it  had  any  notice  of  such  defect  in  the  walk  and  that  the 
defect,  if  any,  which  caused  the  injury  was  latent  and  unknown 
to  it,  although  it  had  used  diligence  in  the  premises.''    This 
is  an  admission  of  the  defect  charged,  coupled  with  a  denial  of 
notice  and  negligence.     It  is  like  a  denial  that  a  note  is  gen- 
uine, coupled  with  an  allegation  that,  if  genuine,  it  was  ob- 
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tained  by  fraud.  A  party  cannot  deny  and  confess  and  avoid 
the  same  cause  of  action  in  the  same  pleading:  Dinsmore  v. 
Stimbert,  12  Neb.  433,  11  N.  W.  872.  The  answer  also  alleged 
that  if  the  plaintiff  had  suffered  any  injury  it  was  incurred 
by  her  own  carelessness,  without  the  fault  or  negligence  of  the 
defendant.  The  reply  was  a  general  denial.  The  evidence 
concerning  all  matters  in  issue  was  conflicting.  The  plaintiff 
recovered  a  verdict  and  judgment,  which  the  defendant  seeks 
to  Bet  aside  by  this  proceeding. 

The  plaintiff  testified  that  her  foot  and  ankle,  which  were  in- 
jured by  the  accident,  were  previously  thereto  in  a  sound  and 
healthy  condition,  and  that  the  injury  had  produced  a  perma- 
nent, or  at  least  prolonged  disability.  Some  medical  men  tes- 
tified that  one  of  the  consequences  ^^^  of  the  injury  was,  or 
might  probably  be,  a  calcareous  deposit  in  the  tissues  of  the 
foot,  and  that  they  had  examined  the  foot  of  the  plaintiff,  who 
was  a  young  person,  by  means  of  an  apparatus  for  making  or 
taking  what  are  called  "X-ray  pictures**  of  it,  which  disclosed 
the  presence  of  such  a  deposit,  and  that,  in  their  opinion,  the 
deposit  was  the  result  of  the  injury.  Plaintiff  in  error  objects 
because  some  of  the  pictures  so  obtained  were  admitted  in  evi- 
dence. There  was  a  very  thorough  and  complete  explanation 
of  the  time,  manner  and  circumstances  of  the  taking  of  the 
pictures,  and  of  the  condition  of  the  foot  which  they  were  sup- 
posed to  indicate;  but  it  is  insisted  that  they  were  secondary 
evidence,  and  so  not  admissible.  From  the  testimony  of  the 
witnesses,  we  are  convinced  that  no  better  evidence  of  the  con- 
dition of  the  interior  tissues  of  the  foot  could  have  been  ob- 
tained, without  a  surgical  operation,  to  which  the  plaintiff 
was  not  called  upon  to  submit.  We  do  not  think  that  the  rul- 
ing complained  of  was  erroneous. 

Complaint  is  also  made  of  the  refusal  by  the  court  to  give 
certain  instructions  requested  by  the  plaintiff  in  error,  but  we 
think  they  are  all  of  them  substantially  embodied  in  a  series 
of  instructions  given  by  the  court  of  its  own  motion,  which 
fairly  stated  the  law,  and  submitted  the  issues  to  the  jury. 

The  verdict  and  judgment  are  moderate  in  amount,  and  we 
recommend  that  they  be  affirmed. 

Duffie  and  Albert  CC,  concur. 

By  the  COURT.  For  reasons  stated  in  the  foregoing  opin- 
ion, it  is  ordered  that  the  verdict  and  judgment  of  the  district 
court  be  affirmed* 
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That  X'Ray  Pictures  are  admisBible  in  evidence  in  actions  for 
personal  injuries,  see  the  monographic  note  to  Banstian  v.  Yonng^ 
75  Am.  St.  Bep.  474;  Be  Forge  ▼.  New  York  etc.  B.  B,  Co^  178 
59,  86  Am.  St.  Bep.  464,  59  N.  £.  669. 


SHELBY  ▼.  CBEIQHTON. 

[06  Neb.  485,  91  N.  W.  369.] 

JUDGMENT— Estoppel  Extends  to  Premises.— If  m  judgment 
is  necessarily  drawn  from  certain  premises,  the/  are  as  eoneliisiya 
as  the  judgment  itself,     (p.  635.) 

TBUSTS.— A  Purchase  of  Trust  Property  of  the  Tnifltee  is 
not  necessarily  void;  the  cestui  que  trust  has  a  right  to  affirm  the 
sale,  and  an  affirmance  will  be  implied  from  an  unreasonable  delay 
in  making  an  election,     (p.  636.) 

WHEBE  AN  ABMINISTBATOB  Purchases  Part  of  Hia  De- 
cedent's Property,  a  final  order  approving  his  accounts  and  dis- 
charging him  is  condusiye  on  all  parties  of  every  matter  involredf 
including  the  validity  of  the  sale.     (p.  637.) 

JUDGMENT— Vacation  for  Frand  and  Imposition. — ^A  anit  in 

equity  to  set  aside  a  decree  for  fraud  and  imposition  cannot  be  main- 
tained where  the  evidence  fails  to  show  that  the  plaintiff  was  not 
as  fully  cognizant  of  thie  manner  in  whi^  the  decree  was  obtained 
at  the  time  of  its  entry  as  she  was  when  the  suit  for  reUef  was 
commenced,     (p.  638.) 

ADMINISTBATOB'S  SALE  —Ladies.— The  Bi^t  to  Question 
the  validity  of  a  sale  of  a  decedent's  property,  on  the  ground  that 
the  administrator  purchased  thereat,  may  be  barred  by  laehes,  (p» 
638.) 

William  D.  Beckett  and  J.  W.  Woodrough,  for  the  plaintiff  in 
error. 

James  W.  Woolworth  and  William  D.  McHugh,  for  the  de- 
fendant in  error. 

*s«  ALBERT,  C.  On  the  fifth  day  of  November,  1874, 
Edward  Creighton  died  intestate  at  Omaha,  leaving  a  large 
estate,  consisting  of  both  real  and  personal  property.  He 
left  no  issue,  and  his  personal  estate  descended  to  his  wife, 
whom  we  shall  •  hereafter  refer  to  as  Mrs.  Creighton.  On 
the  twentieth  day  of  March,  1875,  the  defendant  was  ap- 
pointed administrator  of  the  estate  of  the  intestate  by  the 
county  court  of  Douglaa  county.  At  the  time  of  his  death 
the  intestate  was  a  member  of  the  firm  of  E.  Creighton  ft 
Co.,  which  owned  a  herd  of  cattle  ranging  in  Nebraska  and 
Wyoming,   and   in   the   possession   of   T.    A.    McShane.    In 


r 


July,  1902.]  Shelby  v.  Creighton.  631 

January,   1875,   Charles  Hutton  was  appointed   administlra- 
tor  of  the  estate  of  the  intestate  in  Wyoming  by  the  probate 
court  of  ^^  Albany  county.    Under  the  laws  of  that  territory 
in  force  at  that  time  the  administrator  was  required  to  include 
the  whole  of  the  partnership  property  in  his  inventory,  ap- 
praised at  its  true  value,  carrying  out  in  the  footings  an  amount 
equal  to  the  intestate's  interest  therein.    A  surviving  partner 
was  then  permitted  to  retain  possession  of  such  property  upon 
giving  the  bond  required  by  law,  and  to  close  the  partnership 
affairs.    He  was  required  to  account  to  the  probate  court  after 
the  manner  of  an  administrator.    In  pursuance  of  these  pro- 
visions, on  the  twenty-fourth  day  of  July,  1875,  T.  A.  Mc- 
Shane,  having  made  a  showing  to  the  effect  that  he  was  a  sur- 
viving partner  of  the  intestate  in  said  firm,  gave  the  statutory 
bond,  and  from  that  time  until  1877,  administered  on  the  part- 
nership estate.    On  the  twenty-third  day  of  January,  1876, 
Mrs.  Creighton  died,  leaving  a  will,  whereby  she  bequeathed  a 
specific  sum  and  interest  in  the  residuum  of  her  estate  to  her 
executors,   to   be   held   and   invested   by  them,   the   interest 
thereon  to  be  paid  to  Joseph  Creighton,  during  his  lifetime, 
and  thereafter  to  his  children  until  the  youngest  surviving 
him  should  have  attained  its  majorilgr,    when    the    principal 
sum  should  be  divided   and  distributed  among  theni.    Her- 
man Kountze,  James  Creighton  and  the  defendant  were  named 
in  the  will  as  executors.    The  will  was  admitted  to  probate 
in  the  county  court  of  Douglas  county,  and  the  executors  named 
therein  duly  qualified  and  acted  as  such  until  the  final  settle- 
ment of  the  estate,  except  James  Creighton,  who  resigned  be- 
fore the  estate  was  closed.     On  the  sixteenth  day  of  January, 
1877,  the  probate  court  of  Albany  county  made  an  order  di- 
recting the  surviving  partner,  administering  the  firm  property 
as  aforesaid,  to  dispose  of  the  cattle  at  public  auction  on  the 
twenty-fifth  day  of  January,   1877.     In    pursuance    of    this 
order,  the  surviving  partner  offered  the  property  for  sale  at 
the  place  and  in  the  manner  directed  by  said  order,  and  sold 
it  to  the  defendant.     On  the  twenty- seventh  day  of  January 
thereafter  he  made  report  of  the  sale  to  the  court  directing 
same,  which  was  duly  approved  and  confirmed;  and  ^®^  on 
the  same  day  he  was  appointed  administrator  de  bonis  non  of 
the  estate  of  the  intestate  in  Wyoming,  the  letters  granted  to 
Charles  Hutton  having  been  revoked.     On  the  sixth  day  of 
March,  1877,  his  final  account  as  surviving  partner  was  ap- 
proved by  the  probate  court,  and  the  amoimt  thereby  shown  to 
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be  due  the  estate^  in  pursuance  of  an  order  of  that  oonrty  passed 
from  his  hands  as  such  partner,  to  him  as  administrator  of  the 
estate,  and,  subsequently,  to  the  defendant  as  administrator  of 
the  domicile.    The  defendant  as  administrator  of  the  domicile, 
having  received  the  money,  acting  under  an  order  of  the  county 
court  of  Douglas  county,  paid  the  same  to  the  executors  of  the 
will  of  Mrs.  Creighton,  who  distributed  it  with  the  other  as- 
sets of  the  estate,  in  accordance  with  the  terms  of  the  wilL 
On  the  twelfth  day  of  March,  1883,  the  final  account  of  the 
defendant  as  administrator  of  the  estate  of  Edward  Creighton 
was  approved,  and  on  the  fourteenth  day  of  March  thereafter, 
he  was  discharged  from  his  trust    On  the  sixteenth  day  of 
October,  1893,  Joseph  Creighton  died,  leaving  the  plaintiff, 
his  only  child,  surviving  him.     On  the  eleventh  day  of  Novem- 
ber, 1893,  Herman  Kountze,  and  the  defendant  herein  deliv- 
ered to  plaintiff  in.  this  case  certain  bonds  and  notes,  and  paid 
her  a  sum  of  money,  which  she  acknowledged  to  be  in  full 
satisfaction  and  discharge  of  all  liabilities  due  her  as  daughter 
and  heir  of  Joseph  Creighton,  as  well  as  of  all  liabilities  due 
her  in  the  estate  of  Edward  Creighton,  deceased,  under  the 
will  of  Mrs.  Creighton.     By  writing  under  her  hand  of  that 
date  she  released  and  discharged  the  defendant  and  Herman 
Kountze,  as  executors  of  the  will  of  Mrs.  Creighton  and  as 
trustees  of  the  fund  hereinbefore  mentioned.    The  other  execu- 
tor had  resigned  before  that  time.     On  the  fifteenth  day  of 
February,  1894,  some  question  having  arisen  as  to  the  regular- 
ity of  the  sale  of  the  cattle  in  Wyoming  to  the  defendant, 
Herman  Kountze,  and   the  defendant  commaiced  an  action 
in  the  district  court  for  Douglas  county  against  the  plaintiff 
in  this  case  and  her  husband,  praying  that  an  account  might  be 
taken  of  their  dealings  and  transactions  *®®  in  respect  to  their 
said  trust,  and  asking  that  the  accounting  between  them  and 
the  defendant  be  ratified  and  confirmed  and  they  be  discharged 
from  all  liability  on  account  of  the  said  trust.     The  defendants 
in  the  cause  just  referred  to  made  default  and  a  decree  was  ren- 
dered in  accordance  with  the  prayer  of  the  petition.    Prom  the 
foregoing  it  will  be  seen  that  the  sale  of  the  cattle  of  the  firm 
of  E.  Creighton  &  Co.  to  the  defendant  by  T.  A.  McShane,  as 
a  surviving  partner  of  the  intestate,  was  in  pursuance  of  an 
order  of  the  probate  court  of  Albany  county,  Wyoming,  from 
which  letters  of  administration  on  the  estate  of  the  intestate 
in  that  jurisdiction  had  issued  and  that  at  the  time  of  such 
sale  the  defendant  was  administrator  of  the  estate  of  the  intes- 
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tate  in  Nebraska^  and  one  of  the  executors  and  trufitees  tinder 
the  will  of  Mrs.  Creighton,  to  whom  the  whole  of  the  personal 
estate  of  her  husband,  the  intestate,  had  descended. 

This  action  was  brought  and  prosecuted  on  the  theory  that 
the  sale  of  the  cattle  to  the  defendant  was  invalid  and  inop- 
eratiye  to  change  his  trust  relations  to  the  property^  because 
T.  A.  MeShane  was  not  in  fact  a  surviving  partner  of  the  in- 
testate in  said  firm,  and,  because  of  defendant's  trust,  he  could 
not  become  a  purchaser  of  the  trust  property  in  his  own  be- 
half. The  plaintiff,  therefore,  as  one  of  those  in  whose  favor 
the  trust  was  created  by  the  terms  of  the  will  of  Mrs.  Creigh- 
ton, asks,  among  other  things,  that  the  defendant  be  required  to 
account  for  her  share  of  all  the  said  cattle,  and  the  proceeds 
and  profits  arising  therefrom. 

The  defense  was  conducted  on  the  following  lines:  1.  That 
the  order  of  the  probate  court  of  Albany  county,  Wyoming, 
whereby  T.  A.  McShane  was  permitted  to  administer  on  the 
partnership  estate  and  to  wind  up  its  affairs  as  surviving  part- 
ner, is  conclusive  in  this  case  on  the  question  of  his  relation 
to  said  firm;  2.  That  his  relations  to  the  estate  in  Nebraska 
did  not  render  him  incompetent  to  purchase  at  a  sale  of  its 
property  in  another  jurisdiction  by  another  administrator;  3. 
That  by  the  *®®  orders  of  the  probate  courts,  and  the  decree  of 
the  district  court,  the  plaintiff  is  estopped  to  question  the  va- 
lidity of  the  sale;  4.  That  the  plaintiff  is  bound  by  her  settle- 
ment with  the  defendant  and  his  cotrustees ;  6.  That  the  plain- 
tiff has  been  guilty  of  laches  in  the  premises;  6.  That  the  ac- 
tion is  barred  by  the  statute  of  limitations.  The  trial  court 
foimd  for  the  defendant,  and  decreed  accordingly.  The  plain- 
tiff brings  the  case  here  on  error. 

On  the  question  whether  T.  A.  McShane  was  a  member  of 
the  firm  of  E.  Creighton  &  Co.,  in  our  opinion,  the  plaintiff  is 
concluded  by  the  proceedings  had  in  the  probate  court  of  Wy- 
oming. Chapter  47  of  the  Compiled  Laws  of  Wyoming  of  1876 
i^lates  to  the  settlement  of  the  estates  of  decedents,  and  was  in 
force  when  such  proceedings  were  had.  Five  sections  of  that 
chapter  are  as  follows: 

'^Sec.  45.  The  executor  or  administrator  on  the  estate  of 
ftny  deceased  member  of  a  copartnership  shall  include  in  the 
inventory,  which  he  is  required  by  law  to  return  to  the  probate 
court,  the  whole  of  the  partnership  estate,  goods  and  chattels, 
rights  and  credits,  appraised  at  its  true  value,  as  in  other  cases, 
but  the  appraisers  shall  carry  out  the  footing  an  amount  equal 
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only  to  the  deceased's  proportional  part  of  the  copartnership 
interest 

^^Sec.  46.  The  property  thus  appraised  shall  remain  with 
the  executor  or  administrator^  or  be  delivered  over,  as  the  case 
may  be^  to  the  surviving  partner^  who  may  be  disposed  to  un- 
dertake the  management  thereof,  agreeably  to  the  conditions 
of  abond,  which  he  shall  be  required  to  give  to  the  territory 
of  Wyoming,  in  such  sum,  and  with  such  securities  as  is  re- 
quired in  other  cases  of  administration. 

*'Sec.  47.  The  condition  of  such  bond  shall  be,  in  substance, 
as  follows:  'The  condition  of  the  above  bond  is,  that  if  A  B^ 
surviving  partner  of  the  late  firm  of >  shall  use  due  dili- 
gence and  fidelity  in  closing  the  affairs  of  tiie  late  copartner- 
ship, apply  the  property  thereof  toward  the  payment  of  the 
partnership  debts^  render  an  account,  upon  oath  to  the  probate 
court,  whenever  by  it  ***  thereunto  required,  of  all  the  partr 
nership  affairs,  including  the  property  owned  by  the  late  firm, 
and  the  debts  due  thereto,  as  well  as  what  may  have  been  paid 
by  the  survivor  toward  the  partnership  debts,  and  what  may 
still  be  due  and  owing  therefor,  and  pay  over,  within  one  year, 
unless  a  longer  time  be  allowed  by  the  probate  court,  to  Ihe 
executor  or  administrator,  the  excess,  if  there  be  [any]  be- 
yond satisfying  the  partnership  debts,  then  the  above  bond  to 
be  void,  otherwise  to  remain  in  full  force.' 

"Sec.  48.  The  probate  court  shall  have  the  same  authority 
to  cite  such  survivor  to  account,  and  to  adjudicate  upon  such 
account,  as  in  case  of  an  ordinary  administrator,  and  the  par- 
ties interested  shall  have  the  like  remedies,  by  means  of  such 
bond,  for  any  misconduct  or  neglect  of  such  survivor,  as  may 
be  had  against  administrators. 

''Sec.  49.  In  case  the  surviving  partner,  having  been  duly 
<;ited  for  that  purpose,  shall  neglect  or  refuse  to  give  the  bond 
required  in  the  forty-sixth  and  forty-seventh  sections  of  this 
title,  the  executor  or  administrator  on  the  estate  of  such  de- 
•ceased  partner,  in  giving  a  bond,  as  provided  in  the  following 
sections,  shall  forthwith  take  the  whole  partnership  estate, 
goods  and  chattels,  rights  and  credits,  into  his  own  possession, 
and  shall  be  authorized  to  use  the  name  of  the  survivor  in 
collecting  the  debts  due  the  late  firm,  if  necessary;  and  shall 
with  the  partnership  property  pay  the  debts  due  from  the  lata 
firm,  with  as  much  expedition  as  possible,  and  return  or  pay 
to  the  surviving  partner  his  proportion  of  the  excess,  if  there 
he  any.'* 


July,  1902.]  Shelby  v.  Ceeiqhton.  635 

From  the  foregoing  it  appears  that  the  probate  courts  of 
that  territory,  in  addition  to  the  jurisdiction  ordinarily  exer- 
<!ised  by  such  courts  in  probate  matters,  had  jurisdiction  to 
adjust  the  account  between  a  surviving  partner  and  the  estate 
of  his  deceased  copartner,  and  to  supervise  the  winding  up  of 
the  partnership  affairs.    To  thai  end,  a  surviving  partner, 
upon  compliance  with  the  provisions  of  sections  46  and  47, 
«upra,  was  permitted  to  administer  on  the  partnership  estate 
and  was  held  to  account  after  the  manner  of  an  administrator. 
While  the  cattle  in  '*•*  question  sometimes   crossed  the  Ne- 
i)Taska  line,  it  sufficiently  appears  that  such  instances  were  rare 
and  accidental,  and  that  their  real  situs  was  in  Wyoming,  and 
within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  probate  court  which  granted  ad- 
ministration on  the  estate  in  that  territory.    Administration 
was  granted  on  an  application  made  in  due  form,  and  after 
service  of  process  according  to  law.    T.  A.  McShane,  who  was 
in  possession  of  the  cattle,  claiming  the  right  of  possession  as 
surviving  partner  of  the  intestate,  was  also  within  the  jurisdic- 
tion of  that  court.    The  jurisdiction  of  the  probate  court  in 
the  premises  was  therefore  complete,  not  only  for  the  ordinary 
purposes  of  administration,  but  also  for  the  purpose  of  adjust- 
ing the  accounts  of  the  said  firm,  and  supervising  the  winding 
up  of  its  affairs.    After  the  jurisdiction  of  the  probate  court 
was  complete  and  administration  had  been  granted  on  the  es- 
tate, T.  A.  McShane,  made  a  showing  to  the  court  that  the 
property  in  question  was  the  property  of  the  firm  of  E.  Creigh- 
tou  &  Co. ;  that  he  was  a  surviving  partner  of  the  intestate  in 
^nich  firm^  and  as  such,  made  application  to  administer  the 
finn  property,  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  the  statute 
hereinbefore  quoted.     His    application    was    granted.     Subse- 
quently, his  final  account  of  his   administration   as   surviving 
partner  was  settled  and  allowed  by  the  probate  court,  and  he 
was  discharged  from  his  said  trust.    The  decree  of  the  pro- 
bate court  of  Albany  county,  Wyoming,  settling  and  allowing 
the  account  of  T.  A.  McShane  as  surviving  partner,  is  anal- 
ogous to  a  decree  settling  and  allowing  the  final  account  of 
an  administrator.     Such  decrees  are  conclusive,  upon  all  par- 
ses, of  every  matter  involved,  until  reversed  or  set  aside  in  a 
direct  proceeding:.    1  Herman  on  Estoppel,  p.  392;  2  Black 
on  Judgments,  sec  644.    An  estoppel  by  judgment  or  decree 
extends  to  all  matters  upon  which  it  must  have  been  founded. 
In  other  words,  the  judgment  is  a  conclusion,  and,  if  neces- 
fiarily  drawn  from  certain  premises,  such  premises  are  conclu- 
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sive  as  the  judgment  itself:  Bnrlen  v.  Shannon^  99  Mass.  200, 
96  Am.  Dec.  733;  Perkins  v.  Walker,  19  Vt  144;  -«»  Hayes 
V.  Shattuck,  21  Cal.  61 ;  Tuska  v.  O'Brien,  68  N.  Y.  446.  The 
decree  settling  and  allowing  the  final  accotmt  of  T.  A.  McShane 
as  surriving  partner,  while  a  part  of  the  probate  proceedings, 
was  in  effect  an  adjustment  of  partnership  accounts,  and  nec- 
essarily inyolved  the  question  of  his  relation  to  the  firm.  That 
he  was  a  member  of  such  firm  is  a  proposition  necessarily  in- 
yolved in  the  decree.  In  our  opinion,  the  decree  is  as  condu- 
sive  upon  that  proposition  as  one  adjusting  the  accounts  be- 
tween partners,  entered  by  a  court  of  equity,  in  a  suit  between 
partners  brought  for  that  purpose  would  be. 

It  is  next  urged  by  the  plaintiff  that  the  defendant,  by  rea- 
son of  his  trust  relations  to  the  property,  was  not  competent 
to  purchase^  and  consequently  that  the  sale  to  him  was  void. 
The  argument  on  this  point  proceeds  on  the  assumption  that 
a  purchase  by  a  trustee  of  trust  property  is  void  at  all  times 
and  under  all  circumstances.  Loose  expressions  of  some  courts 
and  text-writers  would  appear  to  warrant  that  assumption,  but 
the  weight  of  authority  is  against  it:  Hammond  v.  Hopkins, 
143  U.  S.  224,  12  Sup.  Ct  Hep.  418,  36  L.  ed.  134;  Van  Dyke 
V.  Johns,  1  Del.  Ch.  93,  12  Am.  Dec  76;  Litchfield  v.  Cud- 
worth,  15  Pick.  (Mass.)  23;  Munn  v.  Burges,  70  111.  604; 
Boyd  y.  Blankman,  29  Cal.  19,  87  Am.  Dec.  146;  Musselman 
V.  Eshleman,  10  Pa.  St  394,  61  Am.  Dec.  493;  Foxworth  v. 
White,  72  Ala.  224;  In  re  Patterson  (N.  J.),  20  Atl.  486;  Mor- 
gan V.  Fisher,  82  Va.  417.  The  rule  appears  to  be  that,  on 
the  purchase  of  property  by  a  trustee,  the  cestui  que  trust  has 
the  option  to  take  the  benefit  of  such  purchase,  or  to  treat  the 
sale  as  valid,  but  his  decision  must  be  made  within  a  reasonable 
time.  An  affirmance  of  the  sale  will  be  implied  from  an  un- 
reasonable delay.  In  addition  to  the  foregoing  cases,  see  Wis- 
waJl  V.  Stewart,  32  Ala.  433,  70  Am.  Dec.  649 ;  Davoue  v.  Fan- 
ning, 2  Johns.  Ch.  (N.  Y.)  252;  Jackson  v.  Walsh,  14  Johns. 
(N.  Y.)  407;  PoUansbe  y.  Kilbreih,  17  111.  622,  66  Am.  Dea 
691.  Assuming,  then,  that  the  defendant  stood  in  the  rela- 
tion of  trustee  to  the  property  in  question — a  point  we  do  not 
decide — still  the  sale  to  him,  at  most,  was  voidable,  and  one 
which  the  plaintiff,  or  others  bearing  the  relation  of  cestui  que 
trust  *^  to  the  property  had  the  unquestionable  right  to  af- 
firm. The  final  accounts  of  the  defendant  as  administrator  of 
the  estate  of  Edward  Creighton  were  approved  and  allowed  by 
the  county  court  of  Douglas  county  in  1883,  and  the  adminis- 


July,  1902.]  Shelby  v.  CRBiaHXOK.  637 

trator  discharged.    Before  that  tiine  it  was  a  matter  of  record 
in  that  court  that  he  was  the  purchaser  at  the  sale  of  the  prop- 
erty  in  question.    The  proceeds  were  accounted  for  by  him, 
and  distributed  as  part  of  the  assets  of  the  estate^  under  an 
order  of  the  court.    Mrs.  Greighton  was  sole  heir  to  the  personal 
estate.     Her  interest  therein,  and  the  amount  thereof  she  would 
have  received,  had  she  lived,  would  have  been  measured  by  the 
decree  of  distribution,  based  on  the  approved  accounts  of  the 
administrator.    On  her  death,  her  interest  passed  to  her  execu- 
tors, but  would  still  be  measured  by  the  same  standard.    The 
plaintiff  claims  under  the  will  of  Mrs.  Creighton,  and  of  ne- 
cessity, her  claim  must  be  for  a  share  of  the  interest  thus  ascer- 
tained.   In  other  words^  in  the  absence    of   special    circum- 
stances which  do  not  appear  in  this   case,  the  decree  of  the 
county  court  is  as  binding  on  the  plaintiff  as  it  woiQd  have  been 
on  Mrs.  Creighton,  had  she  lived.    The   jurisdiction   of   the 
county  court  of  Douglas   county   over  the  estate  of  Edward 
Creighton  is  unquestioned.    Due  notice  of  the  time  and  place 
of  the  hearing  on  the  final  settlement  of  the  administrator  was 
given.    Personal  service  of  such  notice  was  had  on  the  plain- 
tiff in  this  case.    No  objection  was  lodged  by  her  against  the 
accounts  of  the  administrator,  nor  was  any  complaint  made 
by  her  of  the  sale  in  question.     She  was  under  no  disability. 
The  final  decree  of  the  counl^  court  in  the  premises  has  never 
been  reversed,  vacated  or  set  aside.    Such  decree  necessarily  in- 
volves an  approval  of  the  accounts  of  the  administrator,  and  as 
such  accounts  included  the  proceeds  of  the  sale  of  the  prop- 
erty in  lieu  of  the  property  itself,  and  were  approved  by  the 
court  with  full  knowledge  of  the  fact  that  the  sale  had  been 
made  to  the  defendant,  the  approval  of  such  accounts  was  an 
approval  and  affirmance  of  such  sale.     Such  a  decree  is-  con- 
clusive on  all  parties  to  i<^  of  every  *®*  matter  involved,  and 
constitues  a  bar  to  further  proceedings  concerning  the  same 
matter,  not  only  in  courts  of  probate  jurisdiction,  but  in  all 
other  courts:  Hartman^s  Appeal,  36  Pa.  St.    70;    Baker    v. 
Bunkle,  41  Mo.  391,  392 ;  Bulkley  v.  Andrews,  39  Conn.  623, 
624;  McWilliams  v.  Kalbach,   66   Iowa,    110,  7   N.  W.  463; 
Waring  v.  Lewis,  63  Ala.  616.    Acquiescence  in  such  decree 
by  the  plaintiff  must  be  held  to  amount  to  an  election  on  her 
part  to  affirm  the  sale.    In  our  opinion,  the  plaintiff  is  con- 
cluded, on  the  question  of  the  validity  of  the  sale  to  the  defend- 
ant, by  the  final  decree  in  the  matter  of  the  estate  of  Edward 
Creighton. 


63S  Ameeicax  Statb  Ekportb^  Vol.  101-     [NAradOy 

But  it  is  insisted  on  behalf  of  the  plaintiff  that  audi  decieB 
was  obtained  by  fraud  and  imposition.    Were  that  conceded, 
still  the  decree  would  not  be  yoid^  but  binding  until  set  aside  in 
a  proper  proceeding :  Christmas  v.  Bussell,  5  .WalL  290,  18  li- 
ed. 476;  McRae  v.  Mattoon,  13  Pick.   (Masa)   53;  Smith  ▼. 
Smith,  23  Iowa,  616.     If  it  be  urged  that  a  part  of  the  relief 
sought  in  this  action  is  to  set  aside  that  decree  the  answer  is  that 
the  evidence  fails  to  show  that  the  plaintiff  was  not  as  fully 
cognizant  of  the  manner  in  which  the  decree  was  obtained  at 
the  time  it  was  entered,  as  she  was  when  this  suit  was  com- 
menced.   Therefore,  she  has  not  shown  herself  entitled  to  sucb 
relief,  and  the  decree  stands  a  bar  to  her  recovery  in  this  ac- 
tion.   The  foregoing,  we  think,  di^oses  of  this  case.     It  msj 
not  be  out  of  place  to  add  that  the  sale  took  plaoe  more  than 
twenty-five  years  ago.    It  stood  unchallenged  by  the  plaintiff 
for  more  than  twenty  years.    For  fifteen  years  of  that  time  the 
fact  of  the  sale  and  that  it  had  been  made  to  the  defendant  was, 
as  we  have  seen,  a  matter  of  record,  in  a  proceeding  to  which 
the  plaintiff  was  a  party,  and  of  which  she  had  notice  by  per- 
sonal service  of  process.    The  sale  was  before  the  probate  court 
in  Wyoming,  in  1877.    It  was  before  the  county  court  of  Doug- 
las county  in  the  settlement  of  the  estate  of  Edward  Creighton 
in  1883.    It  was,  at  least  incidentally,  before  the  same  court 
in  the  matter  of  the  estate  of  Mrs.  Creight<m.    Plaintiff's  at- 
tention, in  the  nature  of  things,  must  have  been  invited  *^  to 
it  in  her  settlement  with  the  defendant  and  his  cotrustee  in 
1893.    Investigation  was  again  invited  by  the  action  brought 
by  the  defendant  and  his  cotrustee  in  the  district  court  of  Doug- 
las county  in  1894  against  the  plaintiff  for  the  re-examination 
and  approval  of  their  accounts  as  trustees  under  the  will  of 
Mrs.  Creighton,  in  which,  acting  on  the  advice  of  counsel,  the 
plaintiff  in  this  case,  suffered  default    Her  first  complaint  of 
the  sale  appears  to  have  made  in  1898  when  this  action  was 
commenced.     It  is  not  shown  that  she  was  under  any  disabil- 
ity during  any  portion  of  this  time.     She  was  not  examined  as 
a  witness  in  this  case.     In  view  of  the  circumstances,  ignorance 
of  the  facts  during  all  these  years  can  not  be  imputed  to  her. 
While  we  have  put  the  decision  on  other  grounds,  it  seems  to  ua 
that,  in  the  light  of  all  the  facts,  the  fijiding  of  the  district 
court  that  the  plaintiff's  cause  of  action  is  barred  by  her  own 
laches,  as  well  as  by  the  statute  of  limitations^  is  amply  war- 
ranted. 
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It  is  lecommended  that  the  decree  of  the  district  court  be  af- 


Duffie  and  Ames^  CC.^  concar. 

By  the  COUBT.    For  the  reasons  stated  in  the  foregoing 
opinion^  the  decree  of  the  district  court  is  affirmed. 


The  Purehaae  of  trost  property  by  the  tmsteo  is  not  neeessarfly  or 
Absolutely  void:  See  the  monographic  note  to  Tyler  ▼.  Herring,  19 
Am.  St.  Rep.  289.  8ee,  also,  ^cramento  Bank  v.  Copsey,  133  Gal. 
663,  85  Am.  St.  Bep.  242,  60  Pae.  8,  205;  Gilbert  ▼.  Hewetson,  79 
Minn.  S26,  79  Am.  St.  Bep.  480,  82  N.  W.  655.  And  a  purchase  by 
an  executor  or  administrator  of  the  estate  of  the  decedent  is  merely 
voidable:  Mehns  ▼.  Pabst  Brewing  Co.,  93  Wis.  153,  57  Am.  St.  Bep. 
899,  66  N.  W.  518.  See,  also,  Houston  ▼.  Bryan,  78  Qa.  181,  9  Am. 
8t.  Bep.  252, 1  S.  E.  252;  Ck>megy  ▼.  Emeriek,  134  Ind.  148,  39  Am.  St. 
Bep.  245,  33  N.  E.  899;  linman  y.  Biggins,  40  La.  Ann.  761,  8  Am. 
St.  Bep.  549,  5  South.  49. 


HABBISON  NATIONAL  BAltK  v.  AUSTIN. 

[05  Neb.  632,  91  N.  W.  540.] 

AGENT,  PAYMENT  TO — Evidence  of  the  Xndebtedness. — 
That  a  person  to  whom  money  due  another  is  paid  is  not  in  possession 
of  the  instrument  by  which  the  indebtedness  is  evidenced,  is  not 
eonelusive  of  his  authority,  or  lack  of  it,  to  collect  the  money,  (p. 
643.) 

AGENT,  PAYMENT  TO — ^Estoppel  of  Principals— Where  a 
principal  has  placed  his  agent  in  such  a  position  with  reference  to 
a  note  and  mortgage  that  a  person  of  ordinary  prudence,  conversant 
with  business  usages,  is  justified  in  presuming  him  authorized  to 
collect  the  amount  due,  payment  to  hun  discharges  the  obligation. 
(p.  644.) 

AGENT,  AITTHOBITT  OF,  Inferred  ftom  Other  Transae- 
tiona.— The  authority  of  an  agent  to  do  a  particular  act  in  eon- 
nectioik  with  a  transaction  may  be  inferred  from  proof  that  his 
principal  authorized  or  ratified  similar  acts  in  connection  with  past 
transactions  intrusted  to  him  under  similar  circumstances,     (p.  644.) 

Abbott,  SeUeck  &  Lane  and  John  S.  Bishop^  for  the  appel- 
lant, 

Charles  G.  Byan,  Charles  W.  Meeker  and  William  O^Connor, 
for  the  respondent 

«8«  KIBKPATBICE:,  C.  This  is  a  suit  brought  in  the  dis- 
trict court  for  Chase  county  by  appellant,  Harrison  National 
Bank,  against  Gyrus  0.  Austin  and  others  to  foreclose  a  mort- 
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gage  given  by  AuBtin  to  C.  C.  Burr  on  May  31  1890>  due  June 
1,  1895,  which  note  and  mortgage  was  by  Burr  indorsed,  as- 
signed and  delivered  to  appellant  long  before  maturity.  The 
petition  is  in  the  usual  form.  The  answer  admits  the  execu* 
tion  and  delivery  of  the  note  and  mortgage,  and  pleads  pay- 
ment of  the  sum  by  Edward  Kuse,  who  purchased  the  premises 
subject  to  the  mortgage  to  Burr,  who,  it  is  alleged,  was  the 
agent  of  appellant  bank,  and  that  such  money  had  been  paid 
by  Burr  to  the  bank.  To  this  answer  was  filed  by  way  of  re- 
ply a  general  denial.  Trial  was  had,  which  resulted  in  a  find- 
ing and  judgment  for  appellee  Kuse,  holding  that  the  note 
and  mortgage  had  been  satisfied  by  the  payment  to  Burr,  and 
decreeing  the  mortgage  to  be  no  lien  upon  the  premises.  The 
case  is  brought  to  this  court  on  appeal  by  the  Harrison  National 
Bank,  and  the  only  question  •**  presented  by  the  record  i3 
whether  or  not  the  decree  of  the  trial  court  is  sustained  by  sufli- 
cient  competent  evidence. 

It  is  disclosed  by  the  record  that  appellee  Euse  paid  to  C.  C. 
Burr,  on  the  seventh  day  of  January,  1893,  long  before  the  note 
was  due,  the  face  of  thfe  note  and  mortgage,  with  interest  ac- 
crued up  to  that  time.  Burr  executed  a  release  in  satisfaction 
of  the  mortgage,  which  he  delivered  to  appellee,  who  placed 
it  of  record  in  Chase  county.  It  is  clearly  established  by  the 
evidence  that  C.  C.  Burr  was  the  agent  for  appellant  in  the 
matter  of  negotiating  farm  loans  in  Nebraska,  and  that  dur- 
ing the  time  he  acted  as  such  agent,  he  placed  farm  loans  upon 
land  in  various  counties  in  the  state  to  a  sum  amounting  to 
about  two  hundred  and  fifty  thousand  dollars.  The  meUiod 
which  seems  to  have  prevailed  in  the  transaction  of  the  busi- 
ness between  Burr  and  appellant  was  as  follows:  Appellant, 
by  J.  M.  Sharon,  its  cashier,  would  write  a  letter  to  Burr,  di- 
recting him  to  send  them  a  certain  amount  of  farm  loans;  e.  g.» 
from  three  to  ten  thousand  dollars*  worth.  Agents  for  Burr  in 
different  counties  in  the  state,  on  being  notified  to  do  so,  would 
take  applications  for  farm  loans,  and  send  them  to  Burr  at 
Lincoln!  Such  as  were  satisfactory  to  him  were  accepted,  and 
he  would  thereupon  prepare  notes  and  mortgages  to  be  sent  to 
the  agent  to  be  signed  and  executed  by  the  borrowers.  The 
mortgage,  when  executed,  would  be  placed  of  record,  abstracts 
prepared,  and  the  note  and  mortgage  of  the  borrower,  and  the 
abstract  showing  the  recording  of  the  mortgage  would  be  fo^ 
warded  to  Burr,  who  would  send  the  papers,  accompanied  by 
a  sight  draft,  through  the  First  National  Bank  at  Lincoln  to 
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appellant  at  Cadiz,  Ohio.  The  testimony  shows  that  so  far  as 
the  business  agency  of  Burr  with  appellant  is  concerned,  the 
former  did  not  take  these  applications  for  loans  and  make  the 
loans  thereon  except  upon  orders  coming  to  him  from  appel- 
lant. All  of  the  business  was  transacted  by  Burr,  and  while, 
as  appears  from  the  letters  written  by  the  ofBcers  of  appellant 
bank.  Burr  was  admonished  to  take  only  good,  first-class  farm 
®®*  loans,  yet  it  does  not  appear  that  in  any  instance  loans 
sent  in  by  him  in  pursuance  to  such  orders  were  rejected  by 
appellant.  Burr  indorsed  the  notes,  and  usually  assigned  the 
mortgages.  The  notes  were  payable  at  the  First  National  Bank 
of  Lincoln,  Nebraska.  It  is  contended  by  appellant  that  it 
purchased  these  notes  and  mortgages  in  the  usual  course  of 
business,  and  that  Burr  was  not  in  any  sense  acting  as  its  agent 
in  placing  the  loans.  The  transactions  between  the  parties  re- 
garding the  placing  of  loans  will  not  bear  the  construction 
placed  on  their  relations  contended  for  by  appellant.  It  does 
not  appear  that  Burr  had  any  money  invested  in  any  of  the 
loans;  but  that  uniformly,  after  drawing  a  sight  draft  on  ap- 
pellant bank,  would  give  his  check  to  the  party  to  whom  the 
money  was  loaned.  There  can  be  no  doubt  that  Burr  was  sim- 
ply acting  as  the  agent  of  appellant  in  placing  these  loans. 

The  transactions  between  Burr  and  appellant  amounted  to 
the  sum,  it  is  claimed,  of  two  hundred  and  fifty  thousand  dol- 
lars^ and  extended  over  a  period  of  many  years;  at  least  from 
the  spring  of  1888,  up  to  the  latter  part  of  1894,  and  for  a 
period  of  about  a  year  after  the  loan  in  question  was  paid.  Some- 
times, before  the  coupons  upon  the  loans  handled  by  Burr  came 
due,  he  woiQd  send  out  a  notice  to  the  mortgagors,  notifying 
them  of  the  amount  of  interest,  and  the  maturity  of  the  same, 
and  request  prompt  remittance  to  him  at  Lincoln.  The  same 
course  was  followed  at  the  maturity  of  the  principal  notes. 
There  seems  to  have  been  no  correspondence  and  no  business 
connections  of  any  description  between  the  borrowers  of  the 
money  and  appellant,  but  Burr  seems  to  have  had  exclusive 
charge  of  the  loan  business  in  Nebraska  for  appellant.  Burr 
kept  an  open  account  with  appellant  bank  in  the  name  of  J.  M. 
Sharon,  its  cashier,  which  account  he  credited  with  all  coupons 
and  principal  notes  collected,  and  in  which.he  charged  appellant 
for  all  items  remitted.  Burr  testified  that  he  collected  more 
than  seventy-five  thousand  dollars  in  the  manner  indicated,  all 
of  which  belonged  to  appellant.  When  mortgages  became  due 
and  were  not  paid.  Burr,  in  many  instances,  proceeded  to  fore- 
Am.  St.  B«p.,  Vol.  101-41 
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close,  and  took  title  in  his  own  ®^  name^  and  executed  to  ap- 
pellant a  mortgage  and  note  for  the  amount  of  the  original 
note,  with  interest.  When  mortgages  matured  and  parties  were 
not  able  to  pay,  in  many  instances  Burr  granted  eztensioDs, 
taking  coupons  signed  by  the  parties,  representing  the  accruing 
iilterest  during  the  period  of  extension,  and  sending  ihem  to 
appellant.  No  objection  was  made  by  appellant  to  any  of  ihese 
transactions. 

In  Burr's  testimony,  he  stated  that  he  had  received  as  many 
as  three  thousand  letters  from  the  officers  of  appellant  bank, 
regarding  the  loan  business  being  transacted  for  them  by  him. 
A  number  of  these  letters  appear  in  the  record,  among  which 
is  the  following,  which  is  set  out  in  order  to  explain  the  char- 
acter of  the  business  relations  which  appear  to  have  existed 
between  Burr  and  appellant? 

"Cadiz,  Ohio,  ApL  2l8t,  1894. 
"C.  C.  Burr,  Esq.,  Lincoln,  Nebr. 

"Dear  Sir :  Your  favor  of  the  17th  inst.  is  received,  contain- 
ing New  York  draft  for  $36,  which  pays  the  balance  due  on  the 
Thos.  Murray  $400  loan,  collected  by  you,  and  I  enclose  you 
the  note,  mort,  rel.  and  abst.  in  same. 

"You  say  in  payment  of  balance  due  on  Murray  and  the  Mifl- 
ner  loans.  If  you  will  refer  to  my  letter  of  April  13,  you  will 
see  that  I  said  balance  due  on  the  Murray  loan  $36,  and  balance 
due  on  the  Misner  loan  $20,  making  $56  on  the  two.  I  see 
this  bal.  should  be  $61.40.  The  $122  credit  reported  was  part 
of  the  T.  D.  Moulton  $250  note.  Moulton  haa  not  yet  paid 
all  of  this  note. 

"On  another  sheet  I  enclose  you  list  of  the  loans  you  collected 
and  showing  credits  on  the  same.  [The  accompanying  list 
showing  seventeen  loans  which  had  been  collected  by  Burr,  and 
payments  credited  thereon.]  .  .  •  • 

'TTouTB  truly, 

"[Signed]     J.  M.  SHAEON,  Gas.*' 

From  the  correspondence  in  the  record,  and  from  other  testi- 
mony, it  is  quite  clearly  established  that  Burr  was  permitted 
by  appellant  to  manage  these  loans,  collect  both  principal  and 
interest,  in  all  respects  as  though  they  were  his  own,  appellant 
having  apparently  neither  knowledge  ^^'^  nor  concern  about 
the  borrowers  themselves.  The  officers  of  appellant  bank  testi- 
fied that  these  coupons  and  notes  were  sent  to  Burr  for  pay- 
ment on  account  of  his  indorsement,  and  not  for  collection.  It 
is  suggested  by  counsel  for  appellee,  and,  we  think,  aptly,  that 
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ffais  claim  of  appellant  is  not  consistent  with  sound  business 
principles^  nor  is  it  the  usual  method  pursued  by  banks  haying 
paper  for  collection.    These  notes  and  mortgages  were  made 
payable  at  the  First  National  Bank  at  Lincoln,  and  the  uni- 
form custom  of  appellant  in  sending  them  to  Burr  instead  of 
the  bank  cannot  be  reconciled  with  reason  and  sound  business 
methods  if  the  contention  of  appellant  that  they  were  sent  to 
Burr  as  indorser  or  guarantor  is  to  be  credited.     The  fact  that 
they  were  uniformly  sent  to  Burr,  taken  in  connection  with 
the  letters    from   appellant  to  Burr  appearing  in  the  record, 
showing,  as  they  do,  the  custom  of  looking  to  Burr  for  the  collec- 
tion of  overdue  paper,  quite  conclusively  establishes  the  conten- 
tion of  counsel  for  appellee  that  Burr  was  the  agent  of  appel- 
lant, and  was  so  regarded  by  it    Appellant   seems   to   have 
availed  itself  of  Burr's    services  in  making  these  collections, 
placing  loans  and  foreclosing  mortgages,  until  it  was  discov- 
ered that  Burr  was  in  ffiiling  circumstances;  and  this,  it  ap- 
pears from  the  record,  was  a  discovery  made  about  a  year  after 
the  note  and  mortgage  in  suit  had  been  paid«    It  was  then  that 
appellant  made  an  investigation  of  its  business  in  Burr's  hands, 
and  found  that  he  had  misappropriated  some  sixteen  thousand 
dollars.     Burr  testified  that  the  officers  of  appellant  bank  were 
in  Lincoln  on  different  occasions,  staying  in  some  instances  sev- 
eral days,  visiting  at  his  office,  and  tiiat  they  must  have  known 
of  the  manner  in  which  he  was  doing  business  for  them.    It  is 
true  that  Burr  did  not  have  the  note  and  mortgage  in.  suit  in 
his  possession  at  the  time  he  made  the  collection;  nor  did  he 
have  them  again  after  sending  them  to  appellant;  but  this  is 
only  one  of  the  circumstances  which  are  to  be  taken  into  con- 
sideration in  determining  whether  or  not  Burr  was  in  fact  the 
agent  of  appellant  in  the  collection  of  the  note  and  mortgage  in 
•**  suit    In  the  case  of  Phoenix  Ins.  Co.  v.  Walter,  61  Neb. 
182,  70  N.  W.  938,  this  court  said :  "That  the  party  to  whom 
money  due  another  is  paid  is  not  in  possession  of  the  instru- 
ments by  which  the  indebtedness  is  evidenced,  is  not  conclu- 
«ive  of  the  question  of  the  authority,  or  lack  of  it,  in  the  party 
receiving  the  money  to  collect  if    To  the  same  effect  is  Estey 
▼.  Snyder,  76  Wis.  624,  45  N.  W.  416,  and  Dunn  v.  Hornbeck, 
^2  N.  Y.  80,  87.    Altiiough  this  note  and  mortgage,  as  well 
«s  other  farm  mortgages  handled  by  Burr  on  behalf  of  appel- 
lant, were  made  payable  at  the  First  National  Bank  of  Lincoln, 
appellant  saw  fit  to  send  the  note  and  mortgage  direct  to  Burr 
for  collection,  and  allowed  him  to  deal  with  the  borrowers  for 
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a  number  of  years  in  all  respects  as  though  he  was  the  owner  of 
the  mortgages.  In  the  case  of  Johnston  v.  Milwaukee  etc.  Iny. 
Co.,  46  Neb.  480,  64  N.  W.  1100,  this  court  said:  'T¥here  a 
principal  has,  by  his  voluntary  act,  placed  an  agent  in  such  a 
situation  that  a  person  of  ordinary  prudence,  conversant  with 
business  usages  and  the  nature  of  the  particular  business,  is 
justified  in  presuming  that  such  agent  has  authority  to  perform 
a  particular  act,  and  therefore  deals  with  the  agent,  the  prin- 
cipal is  estopped  as  against  such  third  person  from  denying  the 
agenf  s  authority" :  Holt  v.  Schneider,  67  Neb.  623,  77  N.  W. 
1086.  In  the  case  at  bar,  the  apparent  authority  with  which 
appellant  clothed  Burr,  even  if  he  was  not  in  fact  its  agent, 
and  the  acceptance  by  appellant  of  all  the  benefits  of  his  acts 
on  its  behalf,  is  such  that  justice  requires  that  in  this  case  ap- 
pellant should  sustain  the  loss.  It  conclusively  appears  from 
the  exhibits  in  this  case  that  Burr  did  frequently  collect  both 
principal  and  interest  at  the  times  when  he  did  not  have  the 
notes  or  the  coupons  in  his  possession,  remitting  tiie  amounts 
collected  to  appellant,  who  thereupon  returned  to  him  for  de- 
livery to  the  borrower  the  canceled  evidences  of  the  debts,  and 
who  in  no  instance  objected  to  this  course  on  the  part  of  Burr. 
In  First  Nat.  Bank  of  Wilber  v.  RidpatK,  47  Neb.  96,  66  N.  W. 
37,  this  court  said:  '^When  the  extent  of  an  agenfs  authority 
is  in  issue,  no  special  instructions  having  been  given  to  him, 
®^  his  actual  authority  to  do  a  particular  act  in  connection 
with  the  transaction  may  be  inferred  from  proof  that  the  prin- 
cipal had  authorized  or  ratified  similar  acts  in  connection  with 
past  transactions  of  the  same  character,  and  intrusted  to  the 
agent  under  similar  circumstances."  The  testimony  in  the 
record  is  sufficient  to  establish  the  fact  found  by  the  trial  court 
that  Burr  was  the  general  agent  of  appellant  in  Nebraska  for 
the  negotiation  and  collection  of  farm  loans  which  it  had  made 
through  Burr,  and  the  right  to  collect  the  note  before  due  suflS- 
ciently  appears  from  his  custom,  ratified  by  appellants,  of  grant- 
ing extensions,  and  renewals  of  other  loans.  This  he  appar- 
ently did  wholly  without  objection  on  the  part  of  appellant^  and 
his  acts  concerning  which  were  ratified  by  appellant  when  r 
brought  to  its  notice. 

It  appears  that  the  findings  and  judgment  of  the  trial  court 
are  sustained  by  sufficient  competent  evidence,  and  are  righl^ 
and  it  is,  therefore^  recommended  that  the  same  be  affirmed. 

Hastings  and  Day,  CO.,  concur. 
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By  the  COURT.  For  the  reasons  stated  m  the  foregoing 
opinion^  the  judgment  of  the  district  court  is  affirmed. 

One^  Who  Holds  Out  Another  as  Bis  Agent  to  aet  for  him  in  a  given 
capacity,  and  bj  his  habits  and  course  of  dealing  justifies  the  in- 
ference that  such  person  is  authorized  to  aet  as  his  agent,  will  not 
be  allowed  to  deny  the  agency  to  the  prejudice  of  an  innocent  party 
who  has  been  led  to  rely  upon  the  appearance  of  authority  in  the 
agent:  Union  Stockyard  etc.  Go.  v.  Mallory,  157  BL  554,  48  Am. 
St.  Bep.  341,  41  N.  K  888.  See,  too,  Adams  Express  Co.  ▼.  Gamahan, 
29  IndL  App.  606,  94  Am.  St.  Bep.  279,  68  N.  £.  245.  64  N.  E.  647. 


MEBEILL  T.  WEIGHT. 

[65  Neb.  794,  91  N.  W.  697.] 

A  WBn  OF  A8SI8TAN0E  WIU  Issue  Only  Against  Partias  to 
a  suit,  or  persons  in  privity  with  them,  who  have  been  concluded  by 
a  decree,  and  yet  refuse  to  permit  the  purchaser  at  judicial  sale 
thereunder  to  Utke  possession,    (p.  646.) 

WBIT  OF  AS8ISTANOE. — Questioiis  of  Title  are  not  to  be 
tried  on  an  application  for  a  writ  of  assistance,  as  against  persons  in 
possession  claiming  adversely  to  the  parties  and  not  bound  by  the 
decree,     (p.  046.) 

WBIT  OF  ASSISTANOE<— It  is  Error  to  Award  a  writ  of 
assistance  against  one  who  entered  upon  land  pendente  lite,  elaim- 
ing  an  independent  title  not  derived  from,  or  in  succession  to,  any  of 
the  parties  to  the  suit  or  their  privies,     (p,  646.) 

WBIT  OF  ASSISTANCE — ^Possession  Under  Void  Tsz  I>eed. — 
One  in  possession  in  ffood  faith  under  a  void  tax  deed  claims  by  an 
independent  title,  ana  will  not  be  dispossessed  under  a  writ  of  as- 
sistance,    (p.  647.) 

IJ8  PENDENS^ — The  Purpose  of  the  Bule  of  Lis  Pendens  is 

to  prevent  third  persons,  during  the  pendency  of  the  litigation,  from 
acquiring  interests  in  the  land  which  would  preclude  the  court  from 
granting  relief  sought,     (p.  647.) 

US  PENDENS — ^Independent  Titles. — The  rule  of  Us  pendens 
has  no  application  to  independent  titles  not  derived  from  any  of  the 
parties  to  the  suit  nor  in  succession  to  them.     (p.  647.) 

IJ8  PENDENS— Statutory  Scope  of. — Section  85  of  the  Ne* 
braska  Code  of  Civil  Procedure  does  not  extend  the  rule  of  lis 
pendens  so  as  to  include  all  interests  acquired  bj  third  persons  pend- 
ing suit,  whatever  their  nature  or  source,     (p.  648.) 

W.  A.  Saunders  and  J.  W.  Woodrongh,  for  the  appellant. 

H.  W.  Pennock,  for  the  respondent 

*••  POUND,  C.  In  one  form  or  another  this  canse  has  been 
before  this  conrt  several  times :  Merrill  v.  Wright,  41  Neb.  351, 
69  N.  W.  787,  64  Neb.  517,  74  N.  W.  955.    It  now  comes  np 
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on  appeal  from  an  order  granting  a  writ  of  assistance,  which 
presents  a  very  curious  state  of  facts.  The  suit  was  brought 
in  1892  to  foreclose  a  tax  lien.  The  owners  of  the  property 
and  those  in  possession  under  them  were  duly  made  parties. 

There  were  two  appeals^  and  sale  was  not  had  until  1902. 
Keanwhile  one  Scott  had  purchased  the  property  for  taxes  sub- 
sequently assessed^  and  afterward  taken  a  tax  deed  accordingly. 
Claiming  under  this  deed,  he  brought  an  action  of  ejectment 
against  the  owners  and  those  in  possession,  in  the  course  of 
which  he  obtained  a  judgment  No  direct  attack  seems  to  hare 
been  made  upon  this  judgment,  and  a  suit  in  equity  to  vacate 
it  and  set  it  aside  resulted  adversely  to  the  plaintiffs  therein: 
Scott  V.  Wright,  60  Neb.  849,  70  N.  W.  396.  After  that  suit 
was  determined,  Scott  obtained  possession  by  writ  of  restitution 
pursuant  to  the  judgment.  By  this  time  sale  had  been  had 
under  decree  of  foreclosure,  and  the  purchaser  demanded  pos- 
session by  virtue  of  Ms  deed.  Not  obtaining  it  on  demand,  ap- 
plication was  made  for  a  writ  of  assistance.  The  petition  for 
the  writ  and  the  answer  of  Scott  disclose,  substantially,  the 
facts  above  stated,  and  on  such  showing  the  writ  was  awarded. 

• 

We  are  of  opinion  that  this  is  not  a  case  for  a  writ  of  assist- 
ance.   That  writ  may  issue  only  against  parties  to  a  suit,  or 
persons  in  privity  with  them,  who  have  been  concluded  ''^^  by 
a  decree,  and  yet  refuse  to  permit  the  purchasei*  at  judicial 
sale  under  such  decree  to  take  possession:  Terrell  v.  Allison, 
21  Wall  289,  291,  22  L.  ed.  634;  Howard  v.  Bond,  42  Mich. 
131,  3  N.  W.  289.    Questions  of  titie  are  not  to  be  tried  on  an 
application  for  the  writ,  as  against  persons  in  possession,  claim- 
ing adversely  to  the  parties,  and  not  bound  by  the  decree :  Bar- 
ton V.  Beatty,  28  N.  J.  Eq.  412;  Eium  v.  Baker,  116  N.  C. 
242,  44  Am.  St  Rep.  449,  20  S.  E.  448.     It  is  error  to  award 
it  against  a  person  who  had  entered  upon  land  pendente  lite, 
claiming  an  independent  title,  not  derived  from  or  in  succession 
to  any  of  the  parties  to  the  suit  or  their  privies:  Exum  v. 
Baker,  115  N>  C.  242,  44  Am.  St  Bep.  449,  20  S.  E.  448; 
Ricketts  v.  Chicago  Permanent  Bldg.  etc.  Assn.,  67  111.  App. 
71 ;  Hagerman  v.  Heltzel,  21  Wash.  444,  68  Pac.  580 ;  Toll  v. 
Hiller,  11  Paige  (N.  Y.),  228;  Van  Hook  v.  Throckmorton,  8 
Paige  (N.  T.),  33.  Without  considering  the  merits  of  Scotfs 
claim,  the  nature  of  the  title  asserted  stamps  it  at  once  as  new 
and  independent.  What  rule  should  be  applied  if  his  possession 
under  the  tax  deed  and  judgment  in  ejectment  based  thereon  were 
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shown  to  be  fraudulent  and  collusive^  in  order  to  defeat  or  hin« 

der  the  foTeclosnre  case^  we  need  not  decide.    A  void  tax  deed 

is  color  of  title  and  as  gach  may  be  the  basis  of  an  adverse  po&- 

seesion :  Lantry  v.  Parker,  37  Neb.  353,  65  N.  W.  962.    The 

claim  of  title  acquired  nnder  it  is  adverse  to,  not  derived  from^ 

that  of  other  claimants.    The  nature  of  the  claim  under  the 

judgment  in  ejectment  must  depend  upon  the  issues  litigated 

therein;  and,  as  it  is  conceded  the  judgment  was  based  upon 

a  title  alleged  to  have  been  derived  from  the  state  under  its  rev« 

enue  laws,  it  is  manifest  that  there  was  not  a  mere  succession 

to  the  interest  of  the  Wrights,  as  in  case  of  an  action  f  oxmded 

on  a  conveyance  by  them,  or  on  a  sherifiCs  deed  upon  a  money 

judgment  recovered  against  them.    Even  though  the  tax  deed 

was  void,  a  party  in  possession  thereunder  in  good  faith  claims 

by  an  independent  title,  and  may  not  be  dispossessed  under  a 

writ  of  assistance:  Exum  v.  Baker,  115  N.  C.  242,  44  Am.  St 

Bep.  449,  20  S.  E.  448. 

'•^  It  is  claimed,  however,  that  Scott  acquired  whatever  in- 
terest he  may  have  in  the  land  pending  the  foreclosure  suit, 
and  subject  to  such  decree  as  might  afterward  be  rendered 
therein.     Had  he  taken  under  or  in  privity  with  any  of  the  par- 
ties to  the  suit,  that  would  be  the  result,  undoubtedly:  State 
V.  Nebraska  Distilling  Co.,  29  Neb.  700,  46  N.  W.  155 ;  Lin- 
cohi  Rapid  Transit  Co.  v.  Eundle,  34  Neb.  559,  52  N.  W.  563 ; 
Clark  V.  Charles,  55  Neb.  202,  75  N.  W.  563.    But  we  have 
seen  that  he  does  not  stand  in  such  a  position.    The  purpose 
of  the  rule  as  to  lis  pendens  is  to  prevent  third  persons,,  during 
the  pendency  of  the  litigation,  from  acquiring  interests  in  the 
land  which  would  preclude  the  court  from  granting  the  relief 
sought:  Bellamy  v.  Sabine,  1  De  Gex  &  J.  (Eng,)  566,  584; 
Murray  v.  Ballon,  1  Johns.  Ch.   (N.  T.)   566;  McClaskey  v. 
Barr,  48  Fed.  130;  State  v.  Nebraska  Distilling  Co.,  29  Neb. 
700,  46  N.  W.  155.    In  Bellamy  v.  Sabine,  1  De  Gex  &  J.  578, 
which  is  the  leading  case  upon  this  subject.  Lord  Cranworth 
said  that  the  basis  of  the  rule  was  the  principle  that  ''the  law 
does  not  allow  litigant  parties  to  give  to  others,  pending  the 
litigation,  rights  to  the  property  in  dispute,  so  as  to  prejudice 
fte  opposite  party.'*    In  Murray  v.  Ballon,  1  Johns.  Ch.  (N. 
Y.)  566,  Chancellor  Kent  said:  '^Without  it,  as  has  been  ob- 
Berved  in  some  of  the  cases,  a  man,  upon  the  service  of  a  sub- 
poena^ might  alienate  his  lands  and  prevent  the  justice  of  the 
^^art    Its  decrees  might  be  wholly  evaded*"    The  scope  of 
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the  rule  is  determined  by  ite  end  and  purpose.    Hence  it  has 
no  application  to  independent  titles,  not  derived  from  any  of 
the  parties  to  the  suit  nor  in  succession  to  them:  Irving  ▼. 
Cunningham,  77  Cal.  52,  18  Pac.  878 ;  2  Pomero/s  Equity  Ju- 
risprudence, sec.  637.    The  rulings  to  the  effect  that  one  tak- 
ing under  execution  on  a  money  judgment  against  one  of  the 
parties  to  a  pending  suit  holds  subject  to  the  decree,  in  no  way 
conflict  with  this  principle.     Sucb  a  person  succeeds  to  the 
title  of  the  execution  debtor,  and  takes  only  what  the  latter  had, 
subject  to  all  claims  which  existed  against  it  in  his  hands  of 
which  he  can  be  charged  with  notice.    But  where  an  independ- 
ent title  is  acquired  from  another  source,  such  fact  does  not 
^®  operate  to  prevent  the  court  from  granting  the  relief  sought 
in  the  pending  cause.    That  reUef  consists  in  subjecting  the 
title  of  some  of  the  parties  to  some  claim  or  lien  or  equity.     To 
whomsoever  that  title  passes  pending  suit,  the  relief  may  still 
be  granted  against  it    No  relief  is  sought,  however,  and  none 
is  obtainable,  in  that  suit  against  independent  titles  not  derived 
from  or  dependent  upon  those  of  any  parties  to  the  suit.    Deal- 
ings in  these  titles  pendente  lite  cannot  operate  prejudicially 
to  the  power  of  the  court  or  the  rights  of  the  litigants.    In  this 
state,  if  the  owners  of  land  subject  to  a  tax  lien  are  unknown, 
the  holder  of  the  lien  may  proceed  in  rem  against  the  land.     In 
such  case  any  interest  acquired  in  the  land  from  any  source 
pending  suit  would  interfere  therewith,  and  hence  must  be  sub- 
ject to  the  decree  therein.    But  if  the  owners  are  known,  the 
remedy  is  to  foreclose  by  an  ordinary  suit,  and  subject  the  in- 
terest of  such  owners  to  satisfaction  of  the  lien.    In  such  case 
the  scope  of  the  lis  pendens  rule  must  be  confined  to  the  inter- 
ests and  estates  sought  to  be  subjected,  and  cannot  extend  to 
independent  and  adverse  titles.    Counsel  contends  that  section 
85  of  the  Code  of  Civil  Procedure  is  broader  than  the  general 
rule,  and  must  constrain  us  to  extend  it  so  as  to  include  all  in- 
terests acquired  by  third  persons  pending  suit,  whatever  their 
nature  or  source.    While  the  language  of  that  section,  "no  in- 
terest can  be  acquired  by  third  persons  in  the  subject  matter 
thereof,  as  against  the  plaintiff's  title,^'  is  very  broad,  we  are 
satisfied  that  it  should  be  construed  with  reference  to  the  pre- 
existing equity  rule,  which  it  evidently  intended  to  adopt,  and 
the  obvious  reason  and  principle  behind  it.    To  hold  tiiat  no 
one  could  acquire  rights  by  adverse  possession  or  under  tax 
sales  pending  a  protracted  litigation  by  creditors'  bill  or  suit 
to  quiet  title  would  be  most  unfortunate  in  its  results. 
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We  therefore  recommend  that  the  order  appealed  from  be 
reversed  and  the  application  for  the  writ  of  aasifitance  dis- 
missed. 

Barnes  and  Oldham^  CC.^  concur. 

'••  By  the  COURT.  For  the  reasons  stated  in  the  foregoing 
opinion,  the  order  of  the  district  court  is  reversed  and  the  ap- 
plication for  a  writ  of  assistance  is  dismissed. 


When  a  Writ  of  A$si8iance  will  issue  is  discussed  in  the  monofi^apbie 
notes  to  Olaj  v.  Hammond,  9S  Am.  St.  Bep.  159-165.  and  Wilson  v. 
Polk,  51  Am.  Dee.  152-158.  A  purchaser  at  a  tax  sale^  not  claiming 
title  through  or  nnder  a  mortgagor,  mortgagee,  or  his  assignee,  and 
not  a  paitj  to  a  proceeding  to  foreclose  the  mortgage,  is  not  in 
privity  witii  them,  and  a  writ  of  assistance  will  not  issue  against 
him  at  the  instance  of  the  purchaser  at  the  foreclosure  sale:  Ezum 
V.  Baker,  115  N.  G.  242,  44  Am.  St.  Bep.  449,  20  S.  E.  448. 

The  Law  of  LU  Pendms  is  the  suhject  of  a  monographic  note  to 
Stout  ▼.  Phillippi  Mfg.  etc.  Co.,  56  Am.  St.  Bep.  853-878.  For  sub- 
sequent decisions  on  this  subject,  see .  Goff  v.  McLain,  48  W.  Va. 
445,  86  Am.  St.  Bep.  64,  87  S.  E.  566;  Olson  ▼.  Leibpke,  110  Iowa. 
594,  80  An.  St.  Bep.  327,  81  N.  W.  801;  Buth  v.  WeUs,  13  S.  Dak. 
482,  79  An.  St.  Bep.  902,  83  N.  W.  568;  Summenrille  ▼.  March,  142 
Cal.  554,  100  Am.  St.  Bep.  145,  76  Pac.  388.  The  general  'rule  is 
that  lis  pendens  is  notice  to  those  only  who  attempt  to  acquire  some 
interest  in  the  subject  matter  of  a  litigation  after  suit  is  begun, 
and  from  a  party  thereto:  Noyes  ▼•  Crawford,  118  Iowa,  15,  96  Am. 
St.  Bep.  363,  91  N.  W.  799. 
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INSUBAMCB,  UFE — ^Insurable  IntereBt. — ^InBuraiice  procured 
bj  one  person  upon  the  life  of  another  in  which  he  has  no  insnrabla 
interest,  is  against  public  policy  and  void  as  a  wager  contract,     (p. 

eei.)  

DIBUBAKOE,  LITE — ^Insurable  Interest. — Any  reasonable  ex- 
pectation of  pecuniary  benefit  or  advantage,  either  directly  or  indi- 
rectly, from  the  continued  life  of  another,  creates  an  insurable  in- 
terest in  such  life,  though  there  may  be  no  claim  upon  the  person 
whose  life  is  insured  that  can  be  recognized  in  law  or  in  equity, 
(pp.  651,  652.) 

INSTTBANCE,  IJFE — ^Insurable  Interest. — ^Insurance  upon  the 
life  of  the  manager  of  a  corporation,  procured  by  one  who  furnishes 
funds  to  carry  ou  the  business,  la  not  void  for  want  of  an  insurable 
interest,     (p.  653.) 

INSUBAKOE,  UFE— Insurable  Interest— Assignment. — ^A  pol- 
icy of  life  insurance  valid  in  its  inception  may  be  assigned  to  one 
having  no  insurable  interest  in  the  life  insured,  if  the  assignment  is 
bona  fide  and  not  a  device  to  evade  the  law  against  wager  policies, 
(p.  656.) 

INSUBAKOE,  UFE — ^Waiver  of  Ck)nditlon8 — ^Assignment. — ^A 
provision  in  a  policy  of  life  insurance  that  any  claim  thereunder  by 
an  assignee  shall  be  subject  to  satisfactory  proof  of  interest  in  the 
life  of  the  insured  is  for  the  protection  of  the  insurer,  and  waived  by 
a  formal  admission  of  liability  and  payment  of  the  money  due  into 
court,  and  is  not  available  to  one  who  asserts  a  claim  to  the  proceeds 
of  the  policy  adversely  to  an  assignee  thereof,     (p.  658b) 

STJBETYSHIP — ^Discharge  of  Security. — ^If  a  person  pledges  his 
property  as  security  for  the  performance  of  the  contract  of  a  third 
person,  the  property  stands  in  the  position  of  a  surety,  and  any 
change  in  the  contract  which  would  have  discharged  a  surety  upon 
the  contract  will  discharge  the  property  pledged  as  security,  (p. 
d58.) 

(650) 
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Streeter  &  Hollifl,  for  the  plaintiflPa, 

G.  M.  Fletcher  and  Sargent^  Niles  ft  Morrill,  for  fhe  defend- 
ants. 

^^  BEMICK,  J.  The  fundamental  contention  of  the  de- 
fendant 18  that  the  assignment  was  against  public  policy  and 
Toid,  because  the  plaintifib  to  whom  it  was  made  had  no  insur- 
able interest  in  the  life  of  George  T.  Comins^  the  subject  of 
the  policy  assigned* 

^^  It  is^  indeed,  firmly  established  Qiat  insurance  procured 
by  one  person  upon  the  life  of  another,  the  former  having  no 
insurable  interest  in  the  latter,  is  void  as  a  wager  contract, 
.against  public  policy^  which  condemns  gambling  speculations 
upon  human  life.    And  the  defendant  contends  that  a  policy 
can  no  more  be  assigned  than  originally  issued  to  a  person  hav- 
ing no  insurable  interest    To  this  contention  the  plaintiffs  re- 
ply: 1.  That   they   had   an   insurable  interest  in  the  life  of 
Oeorge  T.  Comins  at  the  date  of  the  assignment  by  reason  of 
being  a  heavy  creditor  of  the  George  T.  Comins  Company,  of 
vbich  George  T.  Comins  was  the  manager;  2.  That  the  pol- 
icy having  been  originally  issued  to  George  T.  Comins  under 
such  circumstances  as  to  constitute  it  a  good  and  valid  contract 
of  insurance  as  against  the  world,  its  subsequent  assignment 
to  them  in  the  regular  course  of  business  was  valid,  whether 
they  had  an  insurable  interest  in  the  life  of  George  or  not. 

1.  Did  the  plaintiffs  have  an  insurable  interest?  ^1t  is  not 
easy  to  define  with  precision  what  will  in  all  cases  constitute 
an  insurable  interest,  so  as  to  take  the  contract  out  of  the  class  of 

wager  policies But  in  all  cases  there  must  be  a  reasonable 

ground,  founded  upon  the  relations  of  the  parties  to  each  other, 
either  pecuniary  or  of  blood  or  aflBnity,  to  expect  some  bene- 
fit or  advantage  from  the  continuance  of  the  life  of  the  as- 
sured'^:  Wamock  v.  Davis,  104  U.  S.  776,  779,  26  L.  ed.  924; 
Adams  v.  Seed,  18  Ky.  Law  Rep.  868,  38  S.  W.  420,  421,  36 
!>•  R.  A.  692.    ''It  may  be  said  generally  that  any  reasonable 
expectation  of  pecuniary  benefit  or  advantage  from  the  contin- 
iied  life  of  another  creates  an  insurable  interest  in  such  life'' : 
Connecticut  etc  Ins.  Co.  v.  Schaefer,  94  U.  S.  457,  460,  24  L. 
ed.  251.    ''It  is  not  necessary  .  •  .  .  that  the  one  for  whose 
benefit  the  life  of  another  is  insured  should  be  a  creditor  of 
Uuit  other.    It  is  enough  that  in  the  ordinary  course  of  events 
k>tt  and  disadvantage  will  naturally  and  probably  arise  to  the 
V^  in  whose  favor  the  policy  is  written,  from  the  death  of 
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the  person  whose  life  is  insured":  Hoyt  v.  Insnranoe  Co.,  3 
Bosw.  440,  446 ;  Kentucky  Ins.  Co.  v.  Hamilton,  63  Fed-  93,  11 
C.  C.  A.  42.  ^^The  interest  need  not  be  such  as  to  constitate 
the  basis  of  any  direct  claim  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff  upon  the 
party  whose  life  is  insured;  it  is  8u£5cient  if  an  indirect  ad- 
vantage may  result  to  the  plaintiff  from  his  life'^ :  Trenton  etc. 
Ins.  Co.  V.  Johnson,  24  N.  J.  L.  676,  686.  The  tendency  of 
the  American  decisions  "is  to  hold  that  wherever  there  i^  any 
well-foxmded  expectation  of  or  claim  to  any  advantage  to  be 
derived  from  the  continuance  of  a  life,  there  is  an  insurable  in- 
terest in  the  life,  though  there  may  be  no  claim  upon  the  per- 
son whose  life  is  insured  that  can  be  recognized  in  law  or  in 
equity":  Bliss  on  Life  Insurance,  sees.  21-31;  May  on  Insur- 
ance, sees.  102-111.  "A  *•  person  has  an  insurable  interest 
in  the  life  of  another  when  there  is  a  reasonable  probability 
that  he  will  gain  by  the  latter's  remaining  alive,  or  lose  by  bis 
death":  3  Kent^s  Commentaries,  14th  ed.,  666,  note.  The  re- 
sult of  a  recent  review  of  the  American  cases  is  thus  stated: 
''An  insurable  interest  which  will  take  an  insurance  policy  out 
of  the  class  of  wager  policies  is  such  an  interest  arising  from 
ties  of  blood  or  other  relations  as  will  justify  a  reasonable  ex- 
pectation of  advantage  or  benefit  from  a  continuance  of  the 
life  of  the  assured.  This  rule,  it  would  appear,  does  not  dis- 
pense entirely  with  a  pecuniary  interest,  but  merely  permits 
that  interest  to  consist  of  a  mere  expectation  of  pecuniary  ben- 
efit, as  distinguished  from  the  requirement  of  the  other  rule, 
that  the  interest  must  amount  to  a  claim  recognizable  or  en- 
forceable in  law":  64  L.  S.  A.  234,  note.  In  short,  "the  es- 
sential thing  is  that  the  policy  shall  be  obtained  in  good  faith 
and  not  for  the  purpose  of  speculating  upon  the  hazards  of  a 
life" :  Connecticut  etc.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Schaefer,  94  U.  S.  467,  460, 
24  L.  ed.  261 ;  Kentucky  Ins.  Co.  v.  Hamilton,  63  Fed.  93,  101, 
11  C.  C.  A.  42 ;  Loomis  v.  Eagle  etc.  Ins.  Co.,  6  Gray,  396. 

If,  as  the  plaintiffs  concede,  there  is  no  case  in  point  with 
the  one  at  bar,  the  foregoing  quotations  from  so  many  different 
sources  of  the  highest  authority  leave  no  doubt  as  to  the  gen- 
eral principle  governing  it  In  accordance  with  this  principle, 
it  is  held  that  a  partner  has  an  insurable  interest  in  the  life 
of  his  copartner,  upon  whose  co-operation  he  relies  for  the  suc- 
cess of  the  business :  Connecticut  etc.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Luchs,  108  U. 
S.  498,  2  Sup.  Ct.  Bep.  949,  27  L.  ed.  800 ;  Morrell  v.  Trenton 
etc.  Ins.  Co.,  10  Cush.  282,  67  Am.  Dec.  92;  Valton  v.  Na- 
tional Fund  etc.  Co.,  20  N.  Y.  32;  Powell  v.  Dewey,  123  N. 
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C.  103,  68  Am.  St.  Hep.  818,  31  S.  B.  381,  18  Cent  L.  J.  347. 
So  when  one  f umisheB  the  capital  and  outfit  for  a  mining  ex- 
pedition, it  is  held  that  he  has  an  insurable  interest  in  the  life 
of  him  to  whom  he  conmiits  the  management  and  success  of 
the  enterprise.    It  is  hardly  necessary  to  say  that  the  success 
of  a  corporate  enterprise  may  be  so  interwoven  with  the  per- 
sonality of  its  manager  that  its  stock  is  taken,  and  money  is 
loaned  to  carry  it  on,  as  much  in  reliance  upon  that  personality 
at  upon  the  intrinsic  merit  of  the  enterprise;  and  no  good  rea- 
son appears  why  a  stockholder  or  creditor,  the  value  of  whose 
investment  may  be  reasonably  said  to  depend  upon  the  life  or 
health  of  the  man  at  the  helm,  should  not  have  an  insurable 
interest  in  his  life,  the  same  as  one  who  invests  money  in  a 
partnership,  relying  upon  the  skill  or  experience  of  his  copart- 
ner, has  an  insurable  interest  in  the  life  of  the  latter,  or  one 
who  equips  a  mining  expedition  has  an  insurable  interest  in  the 
life  of  him  to  whom  its  management  is  committed.    The  cred- 
itor or  stockholder  under  such  circumstances  would  seem  to 
have  that  '^reasonable  expectation  of  pecuniary  benefit  or  profit 
from  the  continuance  of  another's  life,"  ^'^  which  is  held  suffi- 
cient to  constitute  an  insurable  interest.    In  such  case  ''the 
essential    thing  .  .  .  •  Ihat  the  policy  should  be  obtained  in 
good  faith  and  not  for  the  purpose  of  speculating  upon  the 
hazards  of  life,'*  would  appear  to  be  present.    In  this  view  we 
are  not  prepared  to  say  as  matter  of  law  ( Wainewright  v.  Bland, 
1  Moody  &  R  481 ;  Swick  v.  Home  Ins.  Co.,  2  Dill.  160,  Fed. 
Cas.  No.  13,692,  2  Ins.  L.  J.  416 ;  Langdon  v.  Union  etc.  Ins. 
Co.,  14  Fed.  272,  274,  276 ;  Steinback  v.  Diepenbrock,  lB8  N. 
Y.  24,  31,  32,  70  Am.  St.  Rep.  424,  62  N.  B.  662,  44  L.  R.  A. 
417)  that  the  plaintiffs,  who  were  furnishing  the  funds  to  carry 
on  the  business  of  the  George  T.  Comins  Company  had  no  in- 
surable interest  in  the  life  of  (Jeorge  T.  Comins,  the  manager 
and  apparently  the  originating  and  directing  personality  in  the 
enterprise. 

2.  But  assuming  that  the  plaintiffs  had  no  such  insurable  in- 
terest in  George  T.  Comins  as  would  entitle  them  to  take  out  a 
policy  on  his  life,  it  does  not  follow  that  a  policy  previously 
taken  out  by  George  T.  Comins  upon  his  own  life,  with  no  ob- 
jectionable purpose,  but  under  the  full  sanction  of  the  law, 
could  not  afterward  be  assigned  by  him  to  the  plaintiffs,  with 
the  consent  of  the  beneficiary,  for  a-  sufficient  consideration  and 
bona  fide  object 
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In  Elliot  on  Insurance  (1902),  fbe  latest  treatise  upon  the 
subject,  the  state  of  the  law  is  thus  declared  (section  62) : 
^The  question  whether  a  policy  yalid  at  its  inception  may  after- 
ward, before  the  death  of  the  insured,  be  assigned  to  one  who 
has  no  insurable  interest  in  the  life  of  the  insured,  has  been 
much  discussed,  and  the  authorities  are  in  hopeless  conflict.'' 
"The  tendency  in  business  life  has  been  to  liberalize  the  rules 
governing  life  insurance  and  thus  to  broaden  its  scope.  It  was 
found  desirable  that  life  insurance  policies  should  pass  freely 
by  transfer  and  assignment;  and  so  long  as  this  was  with  the 
consent  of  the  parties,  it  was  felt  that  the  objections  on  the 
ground  of  public  policy  were  largely  illusory.  Thus  a  more 
liberal  rule  has  been  adopted  in  many  states,  where  it  is  held 
that  a  policy  supported  by  an  interest  in  its  inception  is  a  mere 
chose  in  action,  which  may  be  assigned  to  a  person  who  has  no 
insurable  interest  in  the  life.  Such  assignment  does  not  create 
a  new  contract,  but  merely  continues  the  old  contract  in  force. 
A  person  may  thus  insure  his  own  life,  and  eitiier  name  or  as- 
sign the  policy  to  whomsoever  he  chooses,  without  reference  to 
the  interest  of  such  beneficiary  in  his  life.  The  rule  tiiat  the 
assignee  of  a  valid  policy  need  not  have  an  insurable  interest  in 
the  life  prevails  in  CaUfomia,  Colorado,  Georgia,  Illinois,  In- 
diana, Maryland,  Massachusetts,  Mississippi,  New  York,  Ohio, 
Bhode  Island,  Vermont,  Wisconsin,  South  Carolina  and  in  Eng- 
land and  Canada.  The  doctrine  seems  to  be  supported  by  the 
weight  of  authority,  but  it  must  be  noted  that,  under  either 
rule,  the  essential  fact  is  that  the  transaction  must  be  bona  fide, 
and  not  a  mere  ^®  cover  for  a  wagering  or  speculative  insur- 
ance, or  a  device  to  evade  the  law.  In  fact,  many  of  the  cases 
which  hold  an  assignment  without  interest  void  will,  upon  dose 
examination,  be  found  to  rest  upon  the  fact  that  the  transaction 
in  question  was  merely  colorable,  and  an  attempt  to  obtain  spec- 
ulative insurance^^:  Elliot  on  Insurance  (1902),  sec.  63. 
"There  seems  to  be  a  clear  distinction  between  cases  in  which 
the  policy  is  procured  by  ttie  insured  bona  fide  of  his  own  mo- 
tion, and  cases  in  which  it  is  procured  by  another.  It  is  a  veiy 
different  thing  to  allow  a  man  to  create  voluntarily  an  inter- 
est in  his  termination,  and  to  allow  some  one  else  to  do  it  at 
their  wilL  The  true  line  is  in  the  activity  and  responsibility 
of  the  assured,  and  not  the  interest  of  the  person  entitled  to  the 
funds.  It  is  well  established  that  a  man  may  taJ^e  out  a  policy 
on  his  own  life,  payable  to  any  person  he  pleases;  and  it  is 
drawing  a  distinction  without  a  difference  to  hold  that  he  cannot 
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^ke  out  a  policy  and  afterward  transfer  its  'benefits'':  May  on 
Ilnsuraiice^  4tli  ed.^  sec.  398A. 

'^t  is  one  thing  to  say  that  a  man  may  take  insuranoe  upon 
the  life  of  another  for  no  purpose  except  as  a  speculation  or 
l>et  on  his  chance  of  life  and  may  repeat  the  act  ad  libitum^  and 
quite  another  thing  to  say  that  he  may  purchase  the  policy  as 
a  matter  of  business  after  it  has  once  been  duly  issued  under  the 
sanction  of  the  law,  and  is  therefore  an  existing  chose  in  action 
or  right  of  property,  which  its  owner  may  have  the  best  of  rea- 
sons for  wishing  to  dispose  of.  There  is  in  such  a  purchase, 
in  our  opinion,  no  inmiorality  and  no  imminent  peril  to  human 
life'':  Clark  v.  Allen,  11  R.  I.  439,  23  Am.  Eep.  496.  "It  is 
said  that  if  the  payee  of  a  policy  be  allowed  to  assign  it,  a  safe 
and  convenient  m'ethod  is  provided  by  which  a  wagering  con- 
tract can  be  safely  made.  The  insured,  instead  of  taking  out 
a  policy  payable  to  a  person  having  no  insurable  interest  in  his 
life,  can  take  it  out  to  himself  and  at  once  assign  it  to  such 
person.  But  such  an  attempt  would  not  prove  successful,  for 
a  policy  issued  and  assigned  under  such  circumstances  would 
be  none  the  less  a  wagering  policy  because  of  the  form  of  it 
The  intention  of  the  parties  procuring  the  policy  would  deter- 
mine its  character,  which  the  courts  would  unhesitatingly  de- 
clare in  accordance  with  the  facts,  reading  the  policy  and  as- 
signment together,  as  forming  part  of  one  transaction 

The  point  of  actual  separation  between  the  cases  asserting  the 
assignability  and  those  asserting  the  nonassignability  of  poli- 
cies of  insurance,  to  persons  not  interested  in  the  continuance 
of  the  life  of  the  assured,  seems  to  be  that  those  asserting  non- 
assignability proceed  on  the  assumption  that  the  question  is 
one  of  law,  and  that  if  a  policy  is  not  assignable  in  one  case^ 
it  cannot  be  in  any  case;  while  in  the  other  line  of  cases  the 
imderlying  principle  is  that  all  valid  contracts  are  assignable^ 
but  that  contracts  are  not  necessarily  ^^  valid  and  free  from 
the  taint  of  gambling  because  upon  their  face  they  appear  to 
be  regularly  and  properly  issued.  In  order  to  ascertain  the 
truth,  all  the  facts  and  circumstances  may  be  proved ;  and  if  it 
then  appears  that  the  parties  intended  by  the  contract  to  enable 
a  third  and  uninterested  party  to  speculate  upon  the  life  of  an- 
other, the  court  will  declare  such  contracts  invalid,  not  because 
of  <he  aasignmait,  but  in  spite  of  it :  Steinback  v.  Diepenbrock, 
158  N.  Y.  24,  31,  32,  70  Am.  St.  Eep,  424,  62  N.  B.  662,  44 
L.  E.  A.  417;  Swick  v.  Home  Ins.  Co.,  2  Dill.  160,  Fed.  Cas, 
No.  13,692,  2  Ins.  L.  J.  415;  Langdon  v.  Union  etc.  Ins.  Co., 
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14  Fed.  272;  Wainewright  v.  Bland,  1  Moody  &  R.  481.  See, 
also^  notes,  57  Am.  Dec.  103,  52  Am.  Bep.  143;  58  Am.  Bep. 
855 ;  16  Am.  St.  Rep.  906 ;  17  Am .  Law  Reg .  86 . 

We  think  both  reason  and  authority  sustain  the  conclusion 
that  a  life  policy  of -insurance,  valid  in  its  inception,  may  be 
assigned  to  one  having  no  insurable  interest  in  the  life  insured, 
if  the  assignment  is  bona  fide  and  not  a  device  to  evade  the  law 
against  wager  policies:  Fairchild  v.  Association,  51  Vt.  613; 
Mutual  Life  Ins.  Co.  v.  Allen,  138  Mass.  24,  52  Am.  Bep.  245; 
Clark  V.  Allen,  11  R.  L  439,  23  Am.  Rep.  496 ;  Fitzpatrick  v. 
Hartford  etc.  Ins.  Co.,  56  Conn.  116,  132,  133,  7  Am.  St  Rep. 
288, 13  Atl.  673, 17  Atl.  411 ;  Steinback  v.  Diepenbrock,  158  N. 
Y.  24,  29,  30,  31,  32,  70  Am.  St  Rep.  424,  52  N.  E.  662,  44 
L.  R.  A.  417;  Rittler  v.  Smith,  70  Md.  261,  265-269,  16  AtL 
890,  2  K  R.  A.  844 ;  Crosswell  v.  Connecticut  etc.  Asoi.,  51  S. 
C.  103, 105, 109,  28  S.  E.  200;  Bursinger  v.  Bank  of  Watertown, 
67  Wis.  75,  58  Am.  Rep.  848,  30  N.  W.  290.  Authorities  might 
be  multiplied,  but  as  they  are  fully  collected  on  both  sides 
of  the  question  in  the  foregoing  cases  and  notes,  it  would  be 
useless  to  do  so. 

The  defendant  relies  upon  Wamock  v.  Davis,  104  U.  S.  775, 
26  L.  ed.  924,  and  Lanouette  v.  Laplante,  67  N.  H.  118,  36 
Atl.  981.     Speaking  of  the  former  case,  and  of  the  earlier  case 
of  Cammack  v.  Lewis,  15  Wall.  643,  21  L.  ed.  244,  the  supreme 
court  of  Massachusetts,  in  Mutual  life  Ins.  Co.  v.  Allen,  138 
Mass.  24,  32,  52  Am.  Rep.  245,  said  they  'Vere  both  cases  in 
which  the  policies  were  taken  out  by  the  procurement  of  the 
assignees,  in  order  that  they  might  be  assigned  to  them,  under 
such  circumstances  as  that  they  will  be  held  to  be  in  evasion  of 
the   law   prohibiting   gaming   policies.     The   remark   of    Mr. 
Justice  Field  in  the  latter  case,  that  ^the  assignment  of  a  policy 
to  a  party  not  having  an  insurable  interest  is  as  objectionable 
as  the  taking  out  of  a  policy  in  his  name,^  was  not  neces- 
sary to  the  decision.'*    The  supreme  court  of  Connecticut  has 
also  said,  referring  to  Wamock  v.  Davis,  104  IT.  S.  775,  779,  26 
L.  ed.  924 :  "The  expressions  to  the  effect  that  the  law  permits 
a  transfer  only  to  a  person  who  has  an  insurable  interest  in  the 
life  insured,  were  doubtlessly  occasioned  by  the  belief  that  the 
contract   under   consideration   was   a   wager*':  Fitzpatrick   v. 
Hartford  etc.  Ins.  Co.,  56  Conn.  116,  133,  7  Am.  St  Rep.  288, 
13  Atl.  673 ,  17  Atl.  411.    That  they  were  not  intended  to  de- 
clare that  a  policy  valid  in  its  inception  could  not,  under  any 
circumstances,  be  transferred  to  one  having  no  insurable  inter- 
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est^  vould  ^^  seem  clear  from  the  later  expressions  of  the  same 
jndge  in  New  York  etc.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Armstrong,  117  U.  S.  691, 
597,  6  Sup.  Ct.  Bep.  877,  880,  29  L.  ei  997,  where  he  said : 
'*A  policy  of  life  insurance,  without  restrictive  words,  is  assign- 
able by  the  insured  for  a  valuable  consideration  equally  with 
any  other  chose  in  action,  where  the  assignment  is  not  made  to 
cover  a  mere  speculative  risk  and  thus  evade  the  law  against 
wager  policies.*'  The  earlier  decisions  of  the  same  tribunal  are 
afi  inconsistent  as  this  later  one  with  the  view  of  Wamock  v. 
Davis,  104  U.  S.  776,  26  L.  ed.  924,  contended  for  by  the  de- 
fendant. Thus,  in  Connecticut  etc.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Schaefer,  94  TJ. 
S.  467,  462,  24  L.  ed.  261,  the  court  said:  '^ut  supposing  a 
fair  and  proper  insurable  interest,  of  whatever  kind,  to  exist 
at  the  time  of  taking  out  the  policy,  and  that  it  be  taken  out  in 
good  faith,  the  jobject  and  purpose  of  the  rule  which  condemns 
wager  policies  is  sufficiently  attained.^'  The  headnote  is :  ''Any 
person  has  a  right  to  procure  an  insurance  on  his  own  Ufe,  and 
assign  it  to  another,  provided  it  be  not  done  by  way  of  cover  for  a 
wager  policy.'^  In  Aetna  Life  Ins.  Co.  v.  France,  94  IT.  S.  661, 
24  L.  ed.  287,  the  court  said:  ''As  held  by  us  in  the  case  of 
Connecticut  Mui  Life  Ins.  Co.  v.  Schaefer,  94  U.  S.  467,  462, 
24  L.  ed.  261,  •  •  .  .  any  person  has  a  right  to  procure  an  in- 
surance on  his  own  life  and  assign  it  to  another,  provided  it  be 
not  done  by  way  of  cover  for  a  wager  policy.'*  Wamock  v. 
Davis  is  reviewed  and  distinguished,  and  the  conclusion  is 
reached  in  tiie  present  case  ably  sustained,  in  Fitzpatrick  v. 
Hartford  etc.  Ins.  Co.,  66  Conn.  116,  132,  133,  7  Am.  St  Rep. 
288,  13  Atl.  673,  17  Atl.  411,  Steinback  v.  Diepenbrock,  168 
N.  Y.  24,  31,  32,  70  Am.  St.  Rep.  424,  62  N.  E.  662,  44  L.  R. 
A.  417,  Rittler  v.  Smith,  70  Md.  261,  266,  266,  267,  16  Atl. 
890,  2  If.  R.  A.  844,  and  Croswell  v.  Connecticut  etc.  Assn.,  61 
S.  C.  103,  106-109,  28  S.  E.  200. 

In  Lanouette  v.  Laplante,  67  N.  H.  118,  36  Atl.  981,  the  court 
said:  "The  transaction  in  a  legal  aspect  does  not  differ  from 
what  it  would  have  been  if  he  [the  beneficiary]  had  himself  pro- 
cured the  insurance  with  Mrs.  Lawrence^s  [the  subject  of  in- 
surance] assent'*  Thus  the  policy  was  treated  as  a  wager  con- 
tract in  its  inception.  The  case  therefore,  is  no  more  an  author- 
ity than  Wamock  v.  Davis,  for  the  proposition  for  which  the 
defendants  contend  here,  but  is  entirely  consistent  with  the 
conclusion  reached  in  the  present  case. 

American  Legion  of  Honor  v.  Sides,  67  N.  H.  696,  39  AtL 
1112,  was  not  a  case  of  assignment    The  policy  there  in  ques- 
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tion  WAS  payable  to  the  defendant  when  issued,  and  the  pre- 
miumfi  were  paid  by  him.  The  court  evidently  proceeded  upon 
the  idea,  as  in  Lanouette  y.  Leplante,  G7  N.  H.  118,  36  AtL  981, 
and  Wamock  y.  Davis,  10.4  TJ.  S.  775,  26  L.  ed.  924,  that  '^e 
transaction  in  a  legal  aspect  did  not  differ  from  what  it  would 
have  been  if  the  defendant  had  himself  procured  the  insurance,** 
and  that  it  was  a  wager  contract  in  its  inception.  The  fact  that 
the  case  was  disposed  of  without  comment,  upon  the  authority  of 
Lanouette  v.  Laplante,  67  N.  H.  118,  36  Atl.  981,  *^  confirmB 
this  view.  Like  Waraock  v.  Davis,  104  U.  S.  775,  26  L.  ei 
924,  and  Lanouette  y.  Laplante,  67  K  H.  118,  36  AtL  981,  it  is 
distinguishable  from  the  present  case. 

3.  The  provisions  in  the  policy  regarding  assignment,  upon 
which  {he  defendant  relies,  were  inserted  for  the  protection  of 
the  company.  The  company  has  waived  them  by  admitting 
liability  and  paying  the  money  into  court.  They  are  not  avail- 
able to  the  defendant:  Knights  of  Honor  v.  Watson,  64  N.  H. 
517,  15  Atl.  125;  Brown  y.  Mansur,  64  N.  H.  39,  5  Atl.  768. 

4.  But  assuming  the  validity  of  the  assignment,  the  defend- 
ant contends  that^  as  it  was  made  as  a  pledge  or  security  for  the 
debt  of  another,  its  legal  relation  was  tiiat  of  a  surety,  and  that 
it  was  discharged  by  certain  transactions  between  the  plaintiffs 
and  the  principal  debtor  changing  the  terms  of  the  contract,  to 
which  the  policy  was  collateral,  and  the  status  of  security,  to 
which  the  defendant,  in  case  he  paid  the  principal  indebtedness, 
would  have  been  entitled  to  subrogation. 

Of  the  soundness  of  the  legal  proposition,  that  "when  a  person 
pledges  his  property  as  security  for  the  performance  of  the  con- 
tract of  a  third  party,  the  property  stands  in  the  position  of  a 
surety,  and  any  change  in  the  contract  which  would  have  dis- 
charged a  surety  upon  the  contract  will  discharge  the  property 
pledged  as  security,"  there  would  seem  to  be  no  doubt :  Brandt 
on  Guaranty  and  Surety sliip,  2d  ed.,  sec.  34;  Rowan  v.  Sharp's 
Eifle  Mfg.  Co.,  33  Conn.  1;  Price  v.  Dime  Savings  Bank,  124  111. 
317,  7  Am.  St.  Eep.  367, 15  N.  E.  754.  The  trouble  is  not  with 
the  law  of  the  defendants  position  in  this  respect,  but  with 
the  facts.  As  we  understand  the  finding  of  the  court,  the  de- 
fendant assented  to  the  transaction  of  December  1,  1892,  and 
that  the  policy  should  remain  with  the  plaintiffs  as  security  for 
the  notes  then  substituted.  The  facts  reported  are  quite  suffi- 
cient to  warrant  this  finding.  Having  so  assented,  it  is  hardly 
necessary  to  say  that  the  defendant  is  now  estopped  to  claim 
a  discharge  on  account  of  that  transaction :  Crosby  y.  Wyatt,  10 
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Mr.  H.  318,  324;  Watrisa  v.  Pierce,  32  N.  H.  660;  HutchinBon 
T.  Wright,  61  N".  H.  108 ;  Brandt  on  Guaranty  and  Suretyeliip, 
2d  ed.,  sec.  342.  Furthermore  according  to  the  case  as  amended, 
the  transaction  of  1892  involved  no  extension. 

As  we  understand  the  finding  of  the  court,  the  transaction  of 
Kovemher,  1894,  was  neither  a  payment  nor  an  extension  of  the 
principal  indebtedness,  nor  a  change  in  the  status  of  any  security 
held  hy  the  plaintiffs  to  which  the  defendant  would  have  been 
entitled  to  be  subrogated  had  he  paid  the  principal  debl^  except 
such  change  as  resulted  from  the  bona  fide  foreclosure  of  tiie 
plaintiff's  mortgages  and  ^ue  application  of  the  proceeds  in  re- 
duction of  the  primary  obligations.  No  other  interpretation 
would  be  consistent  with  the  decree.  If  we  have  misinterpreted 
the  finding  of  the  court,  and  the  foreclosure  was  in  fact  only  a 
matter  of  form,  ^^  and  the  real  transaction  was  a  transfer  of 
the  property  of  the  Comins  Company  to  the  Beecher's  Falls  Com- 
pany, pursuant  to  a  binding  agreement  between  the  plaintiffs 
and  the  Comins  Company  that  the  plaintiffs  would  thereafter 
look  for  their  pay  to  the  Beecher's  Falls  Company  and  not  to 
the  Comins  Company,  then  there  would  appear  to  have  been 
smch  a  modification  of  the  terms  of  the  contract,  for  the  per- 
formance of  which  the  policy  was  pledged,  as  to  effect  a  dis- 
charge of  the  policy  as  security. 

5.  The  mortgage  sale  ^'and  the  amount  of  the  proceeds  of  each 
sale  (five  thousand  dollars  and  eighteen  thousand  dollars),  were 
shown  by  the  record,'*  and,  upon  such  showing,  were  found  as 
facts.  The  sale  and  the  proceeds  thereof  already  appearing  as 
''facts**  from  the  record,  and  the  application  of  the  proceeds  to 
the  mortgage  indebtedness  following  as  matter  of  law,  the  admis- 
sion of  the  indorsement  upon  the  wrapper,  merely  evidencing 
the  same  facts,  was  not  reversible  error,  especially  in  the  ab- 
sence of  anything  in  the  case  showing  or  indicating  a  claim  that 
in  these  respects  the  facts  were  otherwise  than  as  shown  by  the 
record:  Wiggin  v.  Damrell,  4  N.  H.  69;  Foye  v.  Leighton,  24 
X.  H.  29,  37,  38;  Wait  v.  Nashua  etc.  Assn.,  66  N.  H.  681,  49 
Am.  St  Eep.  630,  23  Atl.  77,  14  L.  B.  A.  356. 

Exceptions  overruled. 

Chase  and  Walker,  J  J.,  did  not  sit;  the  others  concurred. 

A%  Inturable  IntereBt  in  the  life  of  another  must,  it  is  said,  be  a 
peenniary  interest:  Prudential  Ins.  Co.  v.  Hunn,  21  Ind.  App.  525, 
69  Am.  St.  Bep.  380,  52  N.  £.  772.  Kinship,  however,  is  not  neces- 
sary: Carpenter  v.  United  States  etc.  Ins.  Co.,  161  Pa^  St.  9,  41  Am. 
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St.  Bep.  880,  28  AtL  943,  23  L.  B.  A.  571.  A  creditor  baa  an  im- 
sarable  interest  in  the  life  of  his  debtor:  Insurance  Co.  ▼.  Dnnacomb, 
108  Tenn.  724,  91  Am.  St.  Bep.  769,  69  S.  W.  $45,  58  L.  B.  A.  694.  And 
a  partner  may  have  an  insurable  interest  in  the  life  of  his  copart- 
ner: Cheeves  y.  Anders,  87  Tex.  287,  47  Am.  St.  Bep.  107,  28  S.  W. 
274.  Compare  Powell  v.  Dewey,  123  N.  C.  103,  68  Am.  St.  Bep.  818, 
31  S.  E.  381.  But  a  building  association  has  no  insurable  interest 
in  the  life  of  a  member  not  indebted  to  it:  Tate  v.  Commercial  Bldg. 
Assn.,  97  Ya.  74,  75  Am.  St.  Bep.  770,  33  S.  £.  382,  45  L.  B.  A.  243. 
A  woman  has  an  insurable  interest  in  the  life  of  a  man  "whom  she 
is  under  contract  to  marry:  Opitz  y.  Karel,  118  Wis.  527,  99  Am.  Bt. 
Bep.  1004,  95  N.  W.  948. 

A  Life  Insurance  Policy  may  he  Assigned,  aeeordini;  to  many  authori- 
ties, to  one  without  any  insurable  interest  in  the  life  of  the  inanred. 
Other  authorities  regard  such  assignments  invalid:  See  the  mono- 
graphie  note  to  Chamberlain  v.  Butler,  87  Am.  St.  Bep.  506,  608. 


MUEEAY  V.  BOSTON  AND  MAINE  BAILBOAD. 

[72  N.  H.  32,  54  AtL  289.] 

EVIDENOE—Bes  Gestae. — Declarations  or  statements  made  by 
a  person  immediately  after  the  injury  is  inflicted  upon  him,  as  an 
intimately  connected  and  natural  result  or  detail  thereof,  in  the  pres- 
ence of  all  the  physical  facts  of  the  accident,  are  admissible  as  part 
of  the  res  gestate.     (p.  664.) 

EVIDENOE — ^Beg  Gestae. — Declarations  by  an  injured  person 
as  to  the  cause  of  the  accident,  made  immediately  thereafter,  cannot 
be  excluded  as  part  of  the  res  gestate  on  the  ground  that  they  are  ia 
the  form  of  a  narrative,  and  made  in  answer  to  a  question,     (p.  666.) 

AIASTEB  Ain>  SEBVAKT— Assomption  of  Bisk.-~A  raUroad 
employ^  does  not  assume  the  risk  of  accident  from  proximity  of  a 
jigger-stand  to  a  switch  when  he  has  no  knowledge  of  it,  and  is  not 
chargeable  with  such  knowledge  in  the  exercise  of  ordinary  care  in 
the  performance  of  his  duties,     (p.  667.) 

NEGLIGENCE — ^Accident — ^Evldenoe. — The  manner  of  the  oe* 
currence  of  an  accident,  as  disclosed  by  the  evidence,  may  warrant 
an  inference  in  favor  of  the  person  injured,  that  he  had  no  knowl- 
edge of  a  defective  appliance  which  caused  the  accident,     (p.  667.) 

MASTEB  And  SEEVANT— Assomption  of  Bisk.— Knowledge 
by  a  brakeman  of  a  jigger-stand  in  close  proximity  to  a  switch  is 
not  shown  by  the  fact  that  he  has  been  over  the  railroad  a  number 
of  times  within  a  short  period  before  the  accident,  when  such  stand 
is  not  so  conspicuous  as  to  necessarily  attract  his  notice,  and  men 
who  have  worked  with  him  during  that  time  have  not  noticed  it. 
(pp.  668,  669.) 

BiASTEB  AND  SEBVANT— Assomptioii  of  Bisks. — ^The  fact 
that  jigger-stands  ace  frequently  placed  along  railroad  tracks  does 
not  charge  a  railroad  employ^  "with  notice  that  one  may  be  near  a 
switch,  when  they  usually  lead  into  carhouses  and  are  not  generally 
placed  near  switches,     (p.  669.) 
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MASTEB  Am)  SEBVAyr—NegHgOTee.— Direct  Eyldenoa  is 
not  neeessary  to  »how  due  care  on  the  part  of  an  employ^  at  the 
time  of  an  accident  and  injury  to  him.  The  fact  that  he  ia  in  the 
exercise  of  due  care  may  be  inferred  from  circnmBtanceSj  if  there 
ia  no  evidence  of  hie  negligence,     (p.  669.) 

Doyle  &  Lucier,  for  the  plaintifL 

Bums  &  Bums  and  Hamblett  &  Spring,  for  the  defendants. 

••  WALKIEE,  J.  It  is  claimed  that  Baker^s  statement  made 
directly  after  the  infiiction  of  his  injury  was  not  admissible. 
If  the  declaration  was  merely  a  narrative  of  a  past  events  the 
evidence  of  it  would  be  inadmissible^  upon  the  ground  that 
ordinarily  hearsay  evidence  is  not  received  in  proof  of  the  truth 
of  an  assertion.  The  uniform  practice  of  the  courts  in  common- 
law  jurisdietions  has  resulted  in  the  establishment  of  this  prin- 
ciple, as  a  necessary  and  useful  rule  in  the  investigation  of 
questions  of  fact.  But  when,  the  declaration  of  one  not  a  sworn 
witness  upon  the  trial  is  something  more  than  mere  narrative — 
when  its  probative  force  is  derived  in  part,  at  least,  from  sources 
other  than  the  credibility  of  the  declarant — an  •*  opportun- 
ity is  afforded  for  the  argument  that  it  does  not  fall  within 
the  strict  rule  against  hearsay  evidence,  or  that  it  constitutes 
an  exception  to  the  mle.  It  is  then  possible  to  say  that  the 
declaration,  while  verbally  a  mere  narrative,  is  something  more, 
and  may  be,  for  that  reason,  of  such  probative  force  as  to  be 
admissible  as  evidence  upon  a  material  issue.  It  may  be  so  con- 
nected with  other  controverted  facts  as  to  be  itself  a  fact  or  cir- 
cumstance naturally  growing  out  of  and  in  some  sense  attested 
by  them.  The  verbal  statement  of  a  person  made  under  some 
circumstances  may  be  a  part  of  the  actual  occurrence,  and  be 
entitled  to  as  much  weight  as  evidence  as  any  other  part  of 
the  transaction.  This  is  the  principle,  it  is  belieyed,  that  is 
involved  in  the  somewhat  obscure  doctrine  of  res  gestae,  which 
is  often  resorted  to,  apparently,  more  on  account  of  its  con- 
vemezKt  indefiniteness  than  for  its  scientific  precision.  But  the 
principle,  whether  expressed  in  an  abbreviated  Latin  phrase 
or  otherwise,  is  an  important  one  in  any  system  of  evidence 
whose  object  is  the  ascertainment  of  facts.  Its  development  has 
been  promoted,  in  modem  times,  by  an  effort  to  afford  the 
triers  of  fact  all  reasonable  means  of  ascertaining  the  truth, 
instead  of  withholding  from  them  all  information  possible  by 
the  rigid  application  of  certain  rules  of  exclusion.    The  ques- 


6G2  American  State  Eepobts^  Vol.  101.  [N.  tt 

tion  is  not  now,  how  little^  but  how  much^  logically  competent 
proof  is  admissible. 

In  cases  of  this  character,  it  is  important  to  ascertain  what, 
if  any,  relevancy  the  declaration  has;  in  other  words,  what  it 
tends  to  prove;  for  unless  its  natural  effect  is  to  prove  or  ex- 
plain a  point  in  issue  or  a  controverted  fact,  it  is  not  admis- 
sible.   In  this  case  the  burden  was  upon  the  plaintiff  to  estab- 
lish by  a  balance  of  the  probabilities  that  his  intestate  received 
his  injury  in  consequence  of  the  negligence  of  the  defendant 
This,  in  a  broad  general  sense,  was  the  issue  tried;  but  it  in- 
volved a  material  inquiry  as  to  the  manner  in  which  the  acci- 
dent happened.    If  it  is  assumed  that  suffering  the  planks  to 
be  where  it  is  admitted  they  were  was  a  negligent  act  of  the 
defendant,  it  was  important  for  the  plaintiff  to  show  that  they 
were  the  proximate  or  effective  cause  of  the  accident.     If  in 
the  exercise  of  due  care  the  deceased  would  not  have  received 
the  injury  complained  of  but  for  the  existence  of  the  planks 
at  that  particular  place  and  time,  the  plaintiff  would  have  sus- 
tained the  burden  assumed  by  him.    On  the  other  hand,  if  the 
cause  of  the  accident  was  something  other  than  the  planks,  as 
manifestly  might  have  been  the  case,  his  failure  in  this  respect 
might  have  been  fatal :  Nashua  Iron  etc.  Co.  v.  Worcester  etc 
E.  R.  Co.,  62  N.  H.  169.    The  controversy  was  whether  the 
planks  caused  the  deceased  to  stumble  and  fall,  and  thus  to 
suffer  the  injury  inflicted  upon  him  by  the  car  wheel  running 
over  his  legs.     The  plaintiff's  evidence  **  was  that  the  deceased 
was  found  almost  immediately  after  the  accident  lying  between 
the  planks,  with  his  legs  practically  severed  from  his  body ;  that 
the  fragments  of  his  broken  lantern  were  on  the  ground  near 
him;  and  that  blood  and  bits  of  flesh  were  found  upon  the 
car  wheel  and  near  the  planks.    These  are  all  physical  facts 
which  as  evidence  afford  some  information  as  to  how  the  acci- 
dent   happened.    They  are  relevant  details  or  results  of  the 
main  fact     In  the  strictest  sense,  they  may  not  together  con- 
stitute or  fully  evidence  the  fact  in  controversy;  but  in  law 
they  are  said  to  be  a  part  of  it    The  admission  of  evidence 
of  this  character  is  placed  upon  the  ground  that  it  discloses  to 
the  jury  the  facts  and  circumstances  which  attended  the  prin- 
cipal fact;  in  a  not  inappropriate  sense,  they  are  a  part  of  the 
res  gestae,  and  exist  as  evidence  of  it:  Willis  v.  Quimby,  31 
N.  H.  485 ;  Tucker  v.  Peaslee,  36  N.  H.  167,  181 ;  Wyman  v. 
Perkins,  39  N".  H.  218;  Willey  v.  Portsmouth,  64  N.  H.  214, 
219,  9  Atl.  220. 
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When,  instead  of  attendant  physical  facts  and  circumstances, 
the  evidence  consists  of  a  declaration,  made  by  a  person  at  the 
time  of  the  event  or  transaction  which  is  under  investigation,  its 
admission  depends  upon  a  similar  principle.     If  its  materiality 
or  relevancy  is  conceded,  the  question  whether  it  is  a  part  of 
the  res  gestae  arises;  that  is,  whether  it  occurred  in  such  inti- 
mate connection  with  the  event  in  issue  as  to  constitute  it  in 
a  reasonable  and  proper  sense  a  pari;  thereof.    If  it  does,  it  is 
in  its  probative  bearijig  superior  to  mere  hearsay  remarks,  and 
may   for  that  reason  be  admissible.     "Its  connection  with  the 
act  gives  the  declaration  greater  importance  than  what  is  due 
to  the  mere  assertion  of  a  fact  by  a  stranger,  or  a  declaration 
bj^  the  party  himself  at  another  time.    It  is  part  of  the  transac- 
tion^ and  may  be  given  in  evidence  in  the  same  manner  as  any 
other  fact":  Hadley  v.  Carter,  8  N".  H.  40,  43.    "Wliere  evi- 
dence of  an  act  done  by  a  party  is  admissible,  his  declarations, 
made  at  the  time,  having  a  tendency  to  elucidate  or  give  a 
character  to  the  act,  and  which  may  derive  a  degree  of  credit 
from  the  act  itself,  are  also  admissible^  as  a  part  of  the  res  gea- 
tae'^  Sessions  v.  Little,  9  N.  H.  271,  276. 

After  approving  the  statement  quoted  above  from  Hadley  ▼• 
Carter,  8  N.  H.  40,  43,  the  court  in  Wiggin  v.  Plumer,  31  N". 
H.  251,  267,  state  the  principle  as  follows:  *^When  a  fact  is 
offered  in  evidence,  the  whole  transaction,  if  it  consists  of  many 
particulars,  may  and  ought  to  be  proved.  Every  additional 
circumstance  proved  may  vary  the  effect  of  the  evidence,  may 
neutralize  it^j  or  give  it  point.  What  is  then  said  by  the  parties, 
and  what  is  said  by  others  to  them,  relative  to  the  subject  of  the 
transaction  is  a  part  of  the  transaction  itself.  It  is  admissible 
on  the  same  principle  that  ever^  other  part  of  it  is,  that  the 
whole  matter  may  be  seen  by  the  jury.  *•....  Contempo- 
raneous, but  otherwise  unconnected,  conversation  is  rejected,  on 
the  same  ground  as  other  unconnected  facts.  If  the  statement 
offered  in  evidence  does  not  tend  to  elucidate  or  give  character 
to  the  acts  proved,  it  is  to  be  rejected.  If  it  is  upon  the  same 
subject  and  relative  to  the  act  in  proof,  it  should  be  received'* : 
See,  also,  to  the  same  effect,  Mahurin  v.  Bellows,  14  N".  H.  209, 
212;  Tenney  v.  Evans,  14  N.  H.  343,  360,  40  Am.  Dec.  194; 
Morrill  v.  Foster,  32  K  H.  358. 

But  while  admitting  that  the  foregoing  statements  of  the  law 
are  substantially  correct,  the  defendant  insists  that  a  declara- 
tion of  the  character  received  in  this  case,  in  order  to  be  ad- 
missible^ must  have  been  strictly  and  literally  contemporaneous 
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with  the  fact  it  was  intended  to  elucidate  or  explain.     In  other 
words^  it  is  in  effect  conceded  that  if,  while  the  car  wheels 
were  passing  over  Baker^s  legs,  he  had  exclaimed,  "I  fell  over 
these  old  planks/'  that  statement  would  have  been  admissible 
as  a  part  of  the  res  gestae;  but  it  is  claimed  that,  although 
made  within  two  minutes  after  the  actual  infliction  of  the  in- 
jury, while  he  was  lying  between  the  planks  groaning  on  ac- 
count of  the  pain,  and  while  no  substantial  change  had  occurred 
in  the  attendant  circumstances,  it  is  not  admisssible^  because 
the  accident  was  then  a  past  event  and  the  statement  a  mere 
narrative.    But  this  technical  refinement  is  not  based  upon  a 
reasonable  view  of  the  principle  involved.    No  satisfactory  rear 
son  is  assigned  for  the  distinction  suggested.    If  the  statement 
of  a  party  made  while  a  serious  injury  is  being  inflicted  upon 
him  is  regarded  as  an  evidentiary  fact  throwing  light  npon 
the  manner  of  the  occurrence^  why  does  not  the  same  statement 
made  immediately  after  the  principal  event,  as  an  intimately 
connected  and  natural  result  or  detail  thereof,  in  the  presence 
of  all  the  physical  facts  of  the  accident,  constitute  an  equally 
admissible  part  of  the  proof?    Why  may  it  not  be  as  mudi  a 
part  of  the  res  gestae  as  the  fact  that  the  declarant  is  found 
at  the  same  time  lying  in  a  place  and  position  indicating  the 
manner  of  the  accident?    His  position  as  well  as  his  declara- 
tion may  be  to  some  extent  subject  to  his  volition.    If  the  very 
short  period  of  two  minutes  after  a  man's  legs  have  been  severed 
from  his  body  in  a  railroad  accident  prevents  his  declaration 
then  made  from  being  deemed  a  part  of  the  transaction,  it  is 
difiScult  to  understand  why  his  position,  which  may  be  as  much 
subject  to  his  intelligent  control  during  that  brief  and  trying 
interval  of  time  as  his  power  of  verbal  communication,  should 
be  regarded  as  a  competent  evidentiary  fact  explaining  the  man- 
ner of  the  accident.    The  fact  is,  that  both  his  declaration  and 
his  position  may  be  under  the  circumstances  credible  and  ad- 
missible evidence,  for  very  similar  reasons;  and  that  to  exclude 
the  evidence  in  the  one  case,  because  it  may  be  fabricated, 
*''  would  furnish  a  reason  for   its  exclusion  in  the  other.    The 
possibility  of  its  being  unreliable  would  seem  to  relate  to  the 
weight,  rather  than  to  the  admissibility,  of  the  evidence.     That 
the  doctrine  of  exact  coincidence  in  such  cases  is  not  followed 
in  this  state,  is  plainly  indicated  in  Cavemo  v.  Jones,  61  N. 
H.  623,  624,  in  which  it  was  decided  that,  in  trespass  for  as- 
sault and  battery,  threats  to  do  the  plaintiff  bodily  harm,  made 
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by  the  defendant  bo  soon  after  the  alleged  assault  as  to  con- 
stitute a  part  of  the  transaction^  are  competent.  Nor  do  any 
of  the  decisions  in  this  jurisdiction  warrant  the  assumption 
that  the  defendant's  theory  has  been  adopted  here.  See  cases 
aboYO  cited. 

Cases  in  other  states  and  in  England,  it  must  be  admitted, 
are  not  in  accord.     Some  adopt  an  unreasonably  strict  construc- 
tion of  the  rule  (Eegina  v.  BedingiBeld,  14  Cox  C.  C.  341 ; 
State  y.  Davidson,  30  Vt.  377,  73  Am.  Dec.  312;  Eastman 
T.  Boston  etc.  B.  B.  Co.,  165  Mass.  342,  43  N.  E.  116;  Louis- 
Tille  etc.  R  E.  Co.  v.  Pearson,  97  Ala.  211,  215,  12  South. 
176 ;  Cleveland  etc.  B.  B.  Co.  v.  Mara,  26  Ohio  St.  185) ;  others 
admit  statements  only  remotely  connected  with  the  principal 
fact  (Insurance  Co.  v.  Mosly,  8  Wall.  397,  19  L.  ed.  437;  Com- 
monwealth V.  MTike,  3  Cush.  181,  60  Am.  Dec.  727;  Craig 
V.  State,  30  Tex.  App.  619,  18  S.  W.  297) ;  while  others  adopt 
what  seems  to  be  the  more  rational  view,  as  stated  in  Common- 
wealth Y.  Hackett,  2  Allen,  136,  140,  that  statements  are  ad- 
missible when  *'it  appears  that  they  were  uttered  after  the  lapse 
of  so  brief  an  interval,  and  in  such  connection  with  the  prin- 
cipal transaction,  as  to  form  a  legitimate  part  of  it,  and  to 
receive  credit  and  support  as  one  of  the  circumstances  which 
accompanied  and  illustrated  the  main  f acV' :  Bawson  v.  Haigh, 
2  Bing.  99;  Bouch  v.  Great  Western  B.  Co.,  1  Q.  B.  61;  Begina 
V.  Lunny,  6  Cox  C.  C.  477;  Waldele  v.  New  York  Cent  etc. 
E.  B.  Co.,  96  N.  Y.  274,  47  Am.  Bep.  41;  Martin  v.  New 
York  etc.  B.  B.  Co.,  103  N.  Y.  626,  9  N.  E.  605;  Estell  v. 
State,  61  N.  J.  L.  182,  17  Atl.  118 ;  Mayes  v.  State,  64  Miss. 
329,  1  South.  733,  60  Am.  Bep.  58;  Pittsburg  etc.  By.  Co.  v. 
Wright,  80  Ind.  182;  Wood  v.  State,  92  Ind.  269;  Keyes  v. 
State,  122  Ind.  627,  23  N.  E.  1097;  Chicago  etc.  By.  Co.  v. 
Becker,  128  111.  645,  15  Am.  St.  Bep.  144,  21  N.  E.  624 ;  Lam- 
bert V.  People,  29  Mich.  71;  People  v.  Gage,  62  Mich.  271, 
4  Am.  St  Bep.  854,  28  N.  W.  836;  People  v.  O'Brien,  92 
Mich.  17,  62  N.  W.  84;  Christiansen  v.  Pioneer  Furniture  Co., 
92  Wis.  649,  66  N.  W.  699 ;  McMurrin  v.  Bigby,  80  Iowa,  322, 
45  N.  W.  877;  Fish  v.  Illinois  Cent.  By.  Co.,  96  Iowa,  702, 
66  N.  W.  996 ;  State  v.  Bider,  96  Mo.  474,  8  S.  W.  723 ;  People 
V.  Vernon,  36  Cal.  49,  96  Am.  Dec.  49.     See,  also.  Professor 
Thayer's  article  on  Bedingfield's  Case,  14  Am.  Law.  Bev.  817, 
16  Anu  Law  Bev.   71. 
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The  scriousnoBB  of  the  injury^  the  character  of  the  accident^ 
and  the  Burrounding  phyfiical  circumstances  and  results  of  the 
occurrence^  attending  the  declaration  as  well  as  the  prindpai 
fact,  are  necessary  matters  for  consideration  in  the  determina- 
tion of  the  question  of  the  admissibility  of  the  declaration. 
When  a  person  receives  a  sudden  injury^  it  is  natural  for  him, 
if  in  the  possession  of  his  faculties,  to  state  at  once  how  it 
happened.  Metaphorically  ^^  it  may  be  said^  the  act  speaks 
through  him  and  discloses  its  character.  It  is  as  if  it  were  a 
part  of  the  act  itself.  This  view  of  the  common  experience  of 
mankind  shows  that^  if  the  declaration  has  that  character^  it 
possesses  an  important  element  of  reliability  and  significance 
which  is  foreign  to  narrative  remarks  made  so  long  after  the 
event  as  to  derive  directly  no  probative  force  from  it^  and  that 
it  should  be  admitted  like  any  other  material  fact  or  evidentiary 
detaiL  If  this  principle  of  evidence  may  be  diflScult  of  appli- 
cation in  practice,  its  soundness  is  not  thereby  weakened.  A 
disciiminating  observance  of  it  will  promote  the  successful  dis- 
covery of  truth,  which,  without  its  aid,  is  often  involved  in 
great  obscurity. 

It  IS  not  contended  that  Baker's  statement  was  not  relevant, 
or  that  it  did  not  tend  to  show  how  the  accident  happened; 
that  is,  the  proximate  cause  of  it.  It  was  not  mere  hearsay, 
depending  alone  for  its  truthfulness  upon  the  credibility  of  an 
unsworn  vritness.  It  was  directly  connected  in  point  of  time 
with  the  main  fact,  and  was  made  while  Baker  was  in  the 
place  where  the  force  of  the  collision  presumably  threw  him, 
and  in  view  of  all  the  surrounding  physical  facts  connected 
with  his  misfortune.  It  cannot  be  said,  therefore,  as  a  matter 
of  law,  that  his  remark  did  not  derive  credit  from  the  occur- 
rence with  which  it  was  so  intimately  connected,  or  that  it 
was  not  in  a  reasonable  sense  a  part  thereof  and  admissible 
in  evidence.  Although  in  form  it  was  a  narrative,  it  could 
not  be  excluded  for  that  reason  alone,  if  in  other  respects  it 
was  competent.  Nor  does  the  fact  that  it  was  made  in  answer  to 
the  witness*  question  deprive  it  of  its  character  as  a  part  of  the 
res  gestae:  "Fish  v.  Illinois  Cent.  Ry.  Co.,  96  Iowa,  702,  707,  65 
N.  W.  995 ;  Crookham  v.  State,  5  W.  Va.  510.  To  exclude  it 
^Vould  be  practically  to  say  that  no  declaration  or  statement, 
however  near  to  the  principal  fact,  or  however  important  and 
material  as  giving  to  it  color  and  significance,  could  ever  be  ad- 
mitted in  proof :  Commonwealth  v.  Hackett,  2  Allen,  140.     How 
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Far  the  question  of  the  admissibility  of  such  testimony  may  be 
determined  by  the  trial  court  as  a  matter  of  discretion,  it  is  un- 
necessary in  this  case  to  decide;  for  the  exception  to  its  adnus- 
sion  presents  no  error.  In  Commonwealth  v.  MTike,  3  Cnsh. 
181,  184,  50  Anu  Dec.  727,  it  is  said  that  "in  the  admission 
of  testimony  of  this  character,  much  must  be  left  to  the  exer- 
eise  of  the  sound  discretion  of  the  presiding  justice*';  while 
the  contrary  of  that  proposition  seems  to  be  maintained  in  Lund 
T.  Tyngsborough,  9  Cush.  36,  41. 

The  defendant  insists  that  the  motion  for  a  nonsuit  should 
have  been  granted,  because  Baker  must  be  held  to  have  assumed 
the  risk  in  consequence  of  which  he  was  injured.    This  con- 
tention in  effect  concedes  that  the  defendant  was  negligent  in 
permitting  a  ^*  jigger-stand  to  be  where  this  one  was,  and  that 
it  was  an  operating  cause  of  the  accident;  but  it  is  claimed 
the  plaintiff  cannot  recover,  for  the  reason  that  the  danger  in- 
curred was  one  of  the  incidents  of  his  intestate's  employment. 
If  the  latter  .did  not  know  of  the  existence  of  the  jigger-stand 
near  the  switch  which  he  was  about  to  operate,  or  if,  in  the  ex- 
ercise of  ordinary  care  in  the  performance  of  his  duties,  he 
was  not  chargeable  with  such  knowledge,  he  cannot  be  held 
responsible  for  consequences  resulting  from  his  failure  to  take 
such  precautions  for  his  safety  as  a  knowledge  of  the  danger 
would  have  suggested  to  a  man  of  ordinary  prudence;  other- 
wise he  is  precluded  by  the  doctrine  of  the  assumption  of  risk. 
**The  plaintiff  was  bound  to  prove  that  the  special  danger  caus- 
ing the  injury  was  not  known  to  [Baker],  and  in  the  exercise 
of  ordinary  care  by  him  would  not  have  come  to  his  knowledge" : 
Bumham  v.  Concord  etc.  E.  B.  Co.,  68  N.  H.  667,  44  Atl.  750. 
If  the  fact  that  the  accident  happened  is  not  alone  sufficient 
evidence  of  the  injured  party^s  want  of  knowledge  of  the  ex- 
istence of  the  defective  appliance  causing  it,  or  of  his  exercise 
of  due  care   (Huntress  v.  Boston  etc.  B.  E.  Co.,  66  N.  H. 
185,  49  Am.  St.  Bep.  600,  34  Atl.  154 ;  Gahagan  v.  Boston  etc. 
H.  fi.  Co.,  70  N.  H.  441,  50  Atl.  146,  55  L.  E.  A.  426 ;  Wald- 
Ton  V.  Boston  etc.  B.  E.  Co.,  71  N.  H.  362,  52  AtL  443),  the 
mannejr  of  its  occurrence,  when  that  is  in  part  disclosed  by 
the  evidence,  may  warrant  an  inference  in  his  favor  upon  these 
points.    In  this  case  the  plaintiff's  evidence  (which,  upon  this 
motion,  is  to  be  taken  as  true)  showed  that  it  was  Baker's  duty 
^  set  the  switch  which  was  near  the  jigger-stand.    This  stand 
consisted  of  two  planks,  about  fifteen  feet  long,  placed  at  right 
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angles  with  the  track.    When  nearly  opposite  this  place^  at 
aboat  2  o'clock  in  the  mornings  Baker,  who  was  on  a  car^  weal 
down  over  the  side  of  the  car  to  set  the  switch.     The  ni^ 
was  a  dark  one.    Very  soon  thereafter  he  made  an  outcry,  the 
car  wheels  passed  over  his  legs,  and  he  at  once  said  he  stumbled 
over  the  planks.    His  position  immediately  after  the  accident^ 
the  blood  on  the  rail  between  the  planks,  as  one  witness  testi* 
£ed,  the  pieces  of  his  broken  lantern  near  him,  corroborated  and 
supported  the  statement  that  he  stumbled  over  the  planks.    If 
he  had  known  that  there  was  a  jigger-stand  at  that  place,  he 
would  have  known  that  some  care  was  necessary  to  avoid  falling 
over  it  in  the  performance  of  his  work.    It  is  hardly  conceiv- 
able that  he  would  have  knowingly  encountered  that  danger— 
that  is,  knowing  the  obstruction  was  directly  in  his  way,  he 
would  have  stumbled  over  it.    The  act  of  stumbling  usually 
implies  the  existence  of  an  object  in  a  traveler's  way  of  which 
he  was  at  the  time  unconscious.    It  is  no  answer  to  say  that 
Baker  must  have  known  of  this  obstruction  because  he  had  been 
over  the  road  as  a  brakeman  ten  or  twelve  times  within  two 
months  of  the  accident;  for  it  appeared  that  men  who  worked 
with  him  during  that  time  ^  had  not  noticed  it  before  the 
accident    It  was  not  so  conspicuous  as  necessarily  to  attract 
the  attention  of  brakemen.    It  is  at  least  apparent  that  fair- 
minded  men  might  reasonably  draw  the  inference  from  the  evi- 
dence (Hardy  v.  Boston  etc.  B.  B.  Co.,  68  N.  H.  523,  636,  41 
Atl.  179;  Whitcher  v.  Boston  etc.  B.  B.  Co.,  70  N.  H.  242, 
245,  46  Atl.  740)  that  Baker  did  not  know  that  his  approach 
to  the  switch  lay  over  a  jigger-stand. 

But  it  is  urged  that  he  ought  to  have  known  it.  His  ex- 
perience for  many  years  as  a  freight  brakeman  must  have  af- 
forded him  the  information  that  such  stands  are  of  frequent 
occurrence  on  the  line  of  a  railroad,  and  that  they  are  neces- 
sary appliances  at  certain  pionts  for  the  use  of  the  seotionmen. 
But  while  it  appeared  from  the  cross-examination  of  the  plain- 
tifPs  witnesses  that  these  appliances  are  numerous  on  lines  of 
road  on  which  Baker  had  worked,  it  also  appeared  that  they 
are  seldom  placed  near  a  switch  and  usually  lead  into  carhouses, 
which  would  afford  some  notice  of  their  existence.  Upon  the 
evidence,  it  might  be  found  that  a  brakeman  ought  to  know 
that  in  the  vicinity  of  a  carhouse  there  would  in  all  probabil- 
ity be  a  jigger-stand ;  and  that  its  existence  near  a  switch  and 
away  from  a  carhouse  was  so  unusual  as  to  make  it  unreason- 
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able  to  say  thai  a  brakeman  ought  to  anticipate  such  am  arrange- 
ment at  every  switching  point.  It  was  not  unreasonable  for  the 
jury  to  infer  from  the  evidence  that  men  of  ordinary  prudence 
in  Baker's  position^  and  possessing  his  knowledge  of  the  means 
employed  in  the  business  of  railroading,  woidd  not  anticipate 
the  exiBtence  of  a  jigger-stand  at  this  particular  point  If  upon 
this  subject  fair-minded  men  might  differ^  the  question  should 
be  submitted  to  the  jury.  It  does  not  appear  that  Baker  ought 
to  have  anticipated  the  peculiar  obstruction  which  caused  him 
to  stiunble. 

The  further  contention  is  made  that  there  is  no  evidence  that 
Baker  exercised  reasonable  care  in  the  performance  of  his  work 
at  the  time  of  the  accident — a  fact  the  plaintiff  was  bound  to 
prove  by  competent  evidence.    But  it  is  not  necessary  that  the 
evidence  should  be  direct;  the  fact  may  be  inferred  from  circum- 
stances; and,  in  the  absence  of  direct  proof,  the  question  is 
whether  the  circumstances  legitimately  warrant  an  inference  of 
the  fact:  Hutchins  v.  Macomber,  68  N.  H.  473,  44  AtL  602; 
Bumham  v.  Concord  R  B.  Co.,  69  N.  H.  280,  282,  283,  46 
Atl.  563.     When  Baker  was  last  seen  before  the  accideni^  he 
was  getting  down  over  the  side  of  the  car  nearly  opposite  the 
switch,  for  the  purpose,  evidently,  of  setting  Ihe  switch;  he 
^as  attending  to  his  duty.    He  had  had  extensive  experience 
as  a  brakeman,  and  understood  perfectly  how  to  perform  his 
work  with  reasonable  safety  under  ordinary  circumstances.    The 
time  that  elapsed  after  his  lantern  disappeared  over  the  side 
of  the  car  until  he  cried  out  was  very  brief.    What  he  was  doing 
^^  during  that  short  space  of  time  is  not  a  mere  matter  of  con- 
jecture.    It  was  competent  for  the  jury  to  infer  that  he  was 
proceeding  to  reach  the  switch  in  the  way  an  experienced  brake- 
inan  would  adopt  under  the  circumstances,  and  that  such  a  way 
would  be  a  reasonably  prudent  one — ^not  the  opposite.    The 
evidence  was  sufiQcient  to  warrant  that  finding,  in  the  absence 
of  any  evidence  tending  to  show  that  he  was  negligent :  Hutchins 
▼.  Macomber,  68  N.  H.  473,  44  AtL  602. 

As  there  is  no  contention  that  the  evidence  did  not  warrant 
%  finding  of  the  defendant's  negligence  in  permitting  the  jigger- 
stand  to  be  near  the  switch  in  question,  no  error  is  apparent  in 
tbe  trial,  and  the  verdict  must  stand. 

Exception  overruled. 

Chase,  J.,  was  absent;  the  others  concurred. 
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at  the  place  and  within  a  few  minutes  after  it  ocenrred,  are  adnua- 
sible  as  part  of  the  res  gestae:  International  etc.  By.  Co.  ▼.  Ander- 
son, 82  Tex.  516,  27  Am.  St.  Bep.  902,  17  a  W.  1039;  Texas  ete.  By. 
Go.  ▼.  Bobertson,  82  Tez.  657,  27  Am.  St.  Bep.  929,  17  S.  W.  1041; 
Savannah  etc.  By.  Co.  v.  Holland,  82  6a.  257,  14  Am.  St.  Bep.  158, 
10  S.  E.  200;  Pennsylvania  B.  B.  Co.  v.  Lyons,  129  Pa.  Sfc-  113,  15 
Am.  St.  Bep.  701,  18  Atl.  759;  Louisville  etc.  By.  Co.  ▼.  Back,  116 
Ind.  566,  9  Am.  St.  Bep.  883,  19  N.  E.  453,  2  L.  B.  A.  520;  Little 
Bock  etc.  By.  Co.  v.  Leverett,  48  Ark.  333,  3  Am.  St  Bep.  230,  3 
8.  W.  50.  But  see  Chicago  etc.  By.  Co.  v.  Becker,  128  lU.  545,  15 
Am.  St.  Bep.  144,  21  N.  E.  524;  and  consult  the  monograpMc  note 
to  People  V.  Vernon,  95  Am.  Dec.  51-76;  Keefer  v.  Pacific  Mut.  Life 
Ins.  Co.,  201  Pa.  St.  448,  88  Am.  St.  Bep.  822,  61  Atl.  366;  Honey- 
cutt  V.  State,  42  Tex.  Cr.  Bep.  129,  96  Am.  St.  Bep.  797,  57  a  W. 
806;  Chapman  v.  State,  43  Tez.  Cr.  Bep.  $28,  96  Am.  St.  Bep.  874^ 
65  8.  W.  1098. 

The  Doctrine  of  Aesvmption  of  Rieke  win  be  found  discussed  ia  the 
monographic  notes  to  Houston  etc.  By.  Co.  t.  De  Walt,  97  Am.  St. 
Bep.  886-896;  Brazil  Block  Coal  COb  v.  Gibson,  98  Am.  St.  Bep.  314- 
322. 


HOBAN  V.  BYENES. 

[72  N.  H.  93,  54  AtL  945.] 

CONBTlTUTlONAIi  liAW— Qpite  Fences.— A  statnte  declar- 
ing that  any  structure  in  the  nature  of  a  fence  unnecessarily  ex- 
ceeding five  feet  in  height  and  erected  for  the  purpose  of  annoying 
the  owner  or  occupant  of  adjoining  premises  ahah  be  deemed  a 
private  nuisance,  and  providing  that  an  owner  or  occupant  thereby 
injured  in  the  comfort  or  enjoyment  of  his  estate  may  maintain  an 
action  for  the  damages  sustained,  and  designed  to  prohibit  an  un- 
necessary and  unreasonable  use  of  land  by  the  owner  thereof,  is 
valid,  and  not  an  unconstitutional  interference  with  the  rights  of 
private  property,     (pp.  678,  679.) 

EVIDENCB— Witnesses— Failue    to    Deny    Statement. — The 

fact  that  a  witness  did  not  deny  a  statement  made  in  her  presence 
at  a  former  trial  and  attributed  to  her  is  incompetent  bb  tending  to 
establish  the  falsity  of  her  testimony  in  denying  such  statement 
given  at  a  subsequent  triaL     (p.  680.) 

P.  H.  Sullivan,  for  the  plaintiff. 

Brown,  Jones  &  Warren,  for  the  defendant 

^  PAESONS,  C.  J.  ''Any  fence  or  other  structure  in  the 
nature  of  a  fence,  unnecessarily  exceeding  five  feet  in.  height, 
erected  or  maintained  for  the  purpose  of  annoying  the  owners 
or  occupants  of  adjoining  property,  shall  be  deemed  a  private 
nuisance. 
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**Any  owner  or  occupant,  injured  either  in  his  comfort  or  the 
enjoyment  of  his  estate  by  such  nnisance,  may  have  an  action  of 
tort  for  the  damage  sustained  thereby. 

'*If  the  plaintiff  recovers  judgment  in  the  action,  the  defend- 
ant shall  cause  the  removal  of  the  nuisance  within  thirty  days 
*rom  the  date  of  the  judgment,  and  for  each  day  he  shall  permit 
the  nuisance  to  remain  after  the  expiration  of  said  thirty  days 
lie  shall  incur  a  penalty  of  ten  dollars  for  the  use  of  the  party 
injured'':  Pub.  Stats.,  e.  143,  sees.  28-30. 

The  act  forbids  the  use  by  one  land  owner  of  his  land  for  the 
Tumecessary  erection  of  a  fence  exceeding  five  feet  in  height, 
Trhen  the  purpose  of  such  nnnecessary  height  is  the  annoyance 
of  the  adjoining  owner  or  occupant^  if  snch  unnecessary  height 
injures  the  adjoining  owner  in  his  comfort  or  the  enjoyment  of 
his  estate.  The  claim  of  the  defendant  in  support  of  his  motion 
for  a  nonsuit,  that  the  statute  is  nnconstitutional,  raises  the 
question  whether  •'^  the  statutory  prohibition  is  an  interfer- 
ence with  the  defendant's  "natural,  essential,  and  inherent" 
light  of  "acquiring,  possessing,  and  protecting  properly,"  or 
deprives  him  of  that  protection  in  its  enjoyment,  which  is  the 
Tight  of  "every  member  of  the  community":  Bill  of  Bights, 
arts.  2,  12. 

"The  structure  here  referred  to  is  one  designed  to  take  the 
place  of  a  fence  in  the  ordinary  meaning  of  the  term — a  struc- 
ture erected  upon  or  near  the  dividing  line  between  adjoining 
owners  for  the  purpose  of  separating  the  occupancy  of  their 
lands":  Lovell  v.  Noyes,  69  K  H.  263,  46  Atl.  25;  Spaulding 
V.  Smith,  162  Mass.  543,  39  N.  E.  189.  The  correlative  right 
and  duty  of  adjoining  owners  and  occupants  of  lands  at  the 
common  boundary  between  them  is  matter  of  general  and  public 
concern.  The  existence  or  not  of  an  obligation  to  fence,  what 
should  constitute  performance,  and  what  liabilities  should  follow 
from  nonperformance,  are  matters  as  to  which  the  establishment 
of  a  definite  rule  plainly  promotes  the  public  peace  and  comfort 
and  the  security  of  property  rights  in  real  estate.  All  these 
qnestions  were  early  settled  by  the  legislature.  It  prescribed 
the  obligation  to  fence  as  between  adjoining  owners,  provided 
a  method  for  the  enforcement  of  the  duty,  declared  tiie  legal 
liability  for  failure  to  fence,  and  defined  a  sufficient  fence. 
There  was  legislation  upon  the  subject  in  1687,  1692,  1743, 
and  1792  (1  N.  H.  Prov.  Laws,  Batch,  ed.,  200;  3  Prov.  Papers, 
176;  Laws  1696-1726,  p.  117;  Laws,  ed.  1761,  p.  225;  Act  Feb. 
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8,  1791,  LawB,  ed.  1797,  p.  331) ;  while  in  1842  (Bev.  Stata., 
c.  136,  sec.  4)  the  requirements  of  a  sufficient  fence  were  pie- 
scribed.  Such  a  fence  need  not  be  more  than  four  feet  high: 
Pub.  Stats.,  a  143,  sec.  5.  Although  these  proyisions  in  one 
sense  imposed  a  burden  upon  real  estate  ownership,  the  pnr- 
pose  of  the  legislature,  as  shown  by  the  titles  of  the  earlier  acts 
^'for  the  regulation  of  cattle,  cornfields,  and  f^ices,"  was  to 
make  provision  in  reference  to  the  control  of  domestic  animals-^ 
to  regulate  the  use  and  keeping  of  such  property*':  Morey  t. 
Brown,  42  N.  H.  373,  376.  No  one  has  ever  been  reqiiired  to 
fence  his  land  who  does  not  improve  it,  or  who  ''lays  it  in 
common" :  Pub.  Stats.,  c  143,  sec.  14.  The  theory  of  these  stat- 
utes is  simply  that  where  adjoining  owners  each  desiie  the 
exclusive  use  of  their  land,  the  expense  of  effecting  the  mutual 
purpose  should  be  equally  divided  between  them:  Pub.  Stats., 
c.  143,  sec.  1. 

The  constitutional  objection  made  to  the  present  statute  raises 
the  question,  if  it  appears  that  the  statute  is  an  interference 
with  the  defendant's  property  right,  whether  the  interference 
is  or  not  one  which  the  l^;islature  might  properly  make  as  a 
regulation  of  the  use  of  property.  The  constitutionaLity  of 
similar  statutes  has  been  upheld  upon  the  latter  ground,  as 
being  merely  a  small  limitation  ®^  of  existing  rights  incident 
to  property,  which  under  the  police  power  may  be  imposed  for 
the  sake  of  preventing  a  manifest  evil.  'It  is  hard,"  it  has 
been  said,  ''to  imagine  a  more  insignificant  curtailment  of  the 
rights  of  property'' :  Eideout  v.  Knox,  148  Mass.  368,  372,  373, 
12  Am.  St.  Eep.  560,  19  N.  E.  390,  2  L.  B.  A.  81 ;  Karasek  v. 
Peier,  22  Wash.  419,  61  Pac.  33,  60  L.  B.  A.  345;  Western 
etc.  Co.  v.  Knickerbocker,  103  CaL  111,  37  Pac.  192.  Similar 
statutes  in  Maine,  Vermont  and  Connecticut  have  been  before 
the  courts,  but  it  has  not  been  suggested  that  the  power  of 
the  legislature  to  adopt  them  has  been  attacked  in  those  states: 
Lord  V.  Langdon,  91  Me.  221,  39  Atl.  662 ;  Harbison  v.  Whit^ 
46  Conn.  106 ;  Gallagher  v.  Dodge,  48  Conn.  387,  40  Am.  Bep. 
181-183,  note. 

The  present  statute  was  passed  in  1887:  Laws  1887,  c.  91. 
In  Hunt  V.  Coggin,  66  N.  H.  140,  20  Atl.  260,  the  verdict 
was  for  the  defendant;  and  in  Horan  v.  Byrnes,  70  N.  H.  531,  49 
Atl.  569,  the  defendant  waived  any  objection  to  the  statute 
upon  this  ground.  In  Lovell  v.  Noyes,  69  N.  H.  263,  46  Atl. 
25,   the   question   was     whether   abuilding    was   within     the 
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terms  of  the  statute.     The  constitutional  question  is  now  pre- 
sented for  the  first  time. 

It  is  objected  in  answer  to  the  argument  that  statutes  like  the 
present  are  within  the  constitutional  exercise  of  the  police  power, 
involving  for  the  general  good  some  slight  limitation  of  exist- 
ing property  rights,  that  if  one  incident  of  the  property  right 
in  real  estate  is  the  right  to  use  it  maliciously  for  the  sole 
purpose  of  injuring  another,  it  is  as  much  an  invasion  of  the 
right  to  take  it  from  a  small  portion  as  from  the  whole  of 
one's  property;  and  that  the  matter  in  question  concerns  private 
individuals  and  not  the  public  in  general,  and  hence  does  not 
come  within  the  police  power:  State  v.  White,  64  N.  H.  48, 
50,  5  Atl.  828.  It  may  be  thought  these  objections  are  success- 
fully answered  in  the  cases  cited,  or  that,  if  not  there  answered, 
a  satisfactory  answer  can  be  found.  But  a  discussion  of  these 
objections  does  not  reach  the  fundamental  question  in  the  case. 

"The  statute  was  designed  to  prevent  an  act  the  sole  effect  of 
which  would  be  to  annoy  or  injure  another^':  Lovell  v.  Noyes, 
69  N.  H.  263,  46  Atl.  25.    The  primary  question,  therefore, 
is  whether  one's  right  to  use  property  solely  to  injure  another 
is  a  part  of  his  property  right  in  real  estate,  which  is  so  pro- 
tected by  the  constitution  that  the  prohibition  of  such  use  is 
not  within  the  general  power  of  legislation  '*for  the  benefit  and 
welfare  of  this  state   and   for   the   governing   and   ordering 
thereof":  Const.,  art.  5.    Upon  the  question  whether  a  fence 
on  or  near  the  division  line  between  adjoining  land  owners, 
maliciously  built  to  an  unreasonable  height  for  the  sole  pur- 
pose of  annoying  and  injuring  the  adjoining  owner  or  occupant, 
is  a  nuisance  which  can  in  the  absence  of  statutory  authority 
be  abated  by  an  injunction,  the  courts  are  in  conflict:  Letts  v. 
^  V.  Kessler,  54  Ohio  St.  73,  42  N.  E.  765,  40  L.  E.  A.  177, 
answers  the  question  in  the  negative,  while  an  opposite  con- 
clusion is  reached  in  Michigan :  Burke  v.  Smith,  69  Mich.  380, 
37  N.  W.  838;  Flaherty  v.  Moran,  81  Mich.  52,  21  Am.  St. 
Rep.  510,  45  N.  W.  381,  8  L.  B.  A.  183 ;  Kirkwood  v.  Finegan, 
95  Mich.  543,  55  N.  W.  457.    In  Bideout  v.  Eaiox,  148  Mass. 
368,  12  Am.  St.  Eep.  560,  19  N.  E.  390,  2  L.  E.  A.  81,  and 
Karasek  v.  Peier,  22  Wash.  419,  61  Pac.  33,  50  L.  B.  A.  345, 
cases  in  which  the  power  of  the  legislature  to  enact  a  statute 
similar  to  that  \mder  consideration  is  attacked  and  upheld,  it 
is  conceded  "that  to  a  large  extent  the  power  to  use  one's  prop- 
erty malevolently,  in  any  way  which  would  be  lawful  for  other 
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ends^  is  an  incident  of  property  which  cannot  be  taken  awaj 
even  by  legislation^' :  Bideout  v.  Knoz^  148  Mass.  372^  12  Am. 
St  Bep.  560,  19  K  E.  392,  2  L.  B.  A.  81. 

The  conclusion  that  a  land  owner's  property  right  in  real 
estate  includes  the  right  to  use  it  solely  for  the  injury  and 
annoyance  of  his  neighbor,  without  intending  to  subserve  any 
useful  purpose  of  his  own,  is  'T)ased  upon  a  narrow  view  of 
the  effect  of  the  land  titles/'  and  is  reached  'T)y  the  strict  en- 
forcement of  a  technical  rule  of  ownership  briefly  expressed  in 
an  ancient  maxim,"  Cujus  est  solum,  ejus  est  usque  ad  coeluixL 
The  courts  of  this  state  have  had  in  some  respects,  at  least,  a 
different  imderstanding  of  the  elements  of  land  ownership.    As 
to  the  use  of  land  in  the  control  of  surface  water,  the  ^oy- 
ment  of  water  percolating  beneath  the  surface,  and  the  use 
generally  that  may  be  rightfully  made  of  real  estate  by  the 
owner  or  occupant,  the  test  has  been  considered  to  be  not  merely 
whether  the  act  was  an  exercise  of  dominion  on  the  land  re- 
gardless of  the  injury  to  other  land,  but  the  reasonableness  of 
the  use  under  all  the  circumstances,  including  the  necessity  and 
advantage  to  one  and  the  unavoidable  injury  to  the  other: 
Franklin  v.  Burgee,  71  N.  H.  186,  51  AtL  911,  58  L.  R  A 
112;  Ladd  v.  Brick  Co.,  68  N.  H.  186,  37  AtL  1041;  Swett 
V.  Cutts,  60  N.  H.  439,  9  Am.  Bep.  276 ;  Bassett  v.  Salisbury 
Mfg.  Co.,  43  N.  H.  669,  677,  82  Am.  Dec.  179.    It  has  been 
said  that  the  rule  of  absolute  dominion  is  easier  of  applica- 
tion: Chase  v.  Silverstone,  62  Me.  176,  183,  16  Am.  Bep.  419. 
This  view,  however,  does  not  seem  to  be  upheld  by  the  diffi- 
culties met  in  its  application  in  reference  to  surface  waters: 
See  Franklin  v.  Durgee,  71  N.  H.  186,  189,  61  Atl.  911,  58 
L.  B.  A.  112.    But  however  that  may  be,  difficulty  in  ad- 
ministration is  not  a  sufficient  reason  for  the  denial  of  justice. 
Cases  like  Chatfield  v.  Wilson,  28  Vt.  49,  and  Phelps  v.  Nowlen, 
72  N.  Y.  39,  28  Am.  Bep.  93,  in  which  the  principle  of  the 
maxim  relied  upon  is  applied  to  waters  in  the  soil,  are  not  au- 
thority here,  where  a  contrary  view  is  entertained:  Franklin  v- 
Durgee,  71  N.  H.  186,  189,  61  Ati.  911,  68  L.  R  A.  112; 
Bassett  v.  Salisbury  Mfg.  Co.,  43  N.  H.  569,  677,  82  Am.  Dec 
179. 

Aside  from  the  authorities  in  cases  in  which  the  contttd  of 
waters  was  in  question,  the  leading  case  appears  to  be  Mahan  v. 
Brown,  13  Wend.  261,  28  Am.  Dec.  461.  Here,  although  the 
plaintiff  alleged  that  the  fence  complained  of  was  erected  aoldy 
to  injure  her,  the  decision  is  upcm  the  ground  that  by  the  erec- 
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tion  of  the  fence  the  plaintiff  •*  is  deprived  of  no  rigbty  but 
18  merely  prevented  froin  acquiring  a  right  If  by  enjoyment 
of  li^t  and  air  across  his  neighbor's  land  for  the  prescriptive 
period  a  land  owner  could  acquire  a  right  to  such  enjoyment^ 
the  building  of  a  fence  as  an  assertion  of  a  contrary  right  and 
to  prevent  the  acquiring  of  such  easement  would  be  a  building 
for  a  necessary  and  useful  purpose,  and  not  for  the  sole  pur- 
pose of  annoying  another.  The  case  standing  upon  a  view  of 
the  effect  of  nonuser  of  a  right  to  build,  now  generally  aban« 
doned  in  this  country  (Washburn  on  Easements,  490,  497,  498), 
is  nx)t  of  value  in  the  present  discussion.  The  argument  gener- 
ally is,  that  the  motive  with  which  one  does  an  act  otherwise 
lawful  is  immaterial;  and  hence,  as  it  must  be  conceded  that 
a  land  owner  has  the  right  to  build  on  his  land  as  he  conceives 
may  best  subserve  his  interests,  the  act  lawful  for  a  useful  pur- 
pose is  not  made  unlawful  and  a  nuisance  merely  by  the  intent 
accompanying  it. 

Whether  the  first  proposition  is  entirely  true  may  perhaps  be 
doubted.  Cases  cited  to  support  the  proposition  (Walker  v. 
Cronin,  107  Mass.  555 ;  Phelps  v.  Nowlen,  72  K  T.  39,  28  Am. 
Bep.  93)  do  not  support  it  in  its  entirety:  See  Chesley  v.  King^ 
74  Me.  164,  43  Am.  Bep.  569.  In  Houston  v.  Laffee,  46  N.  K 
505,  which  was  trespass  for  cutting  an  aqueduct  pipe  main- 
tained by  the  plaintiff  upon  the  defendant's  land  by  a  parol 
license,  it  was  held  that  if  the  cutting  of  the  pipe  was  done 
Bimply  for  the  purpose  of  putting  an  end  to  the  license,  and 
without  any  malice  or  intentional  wrong,  the  defendant  would 
not  be  liable;  but  if  the  pipe  was  cut  "wantonly,  unnecessarily, 
maliciously,  and  with  a  view  .  •  •  .  to  injure  the  plaintiff,*'  the 
defendant  woiQd  be  liable.  It  is  true  that  an  act  which  one  has 
the  right  to  do  under  all  circumstances,  like  the  bringing  of  a 
rait  upon  a  valid  claim  (Prid  v.  Plumer,  69  N.  H.  498,  76  Am. 
St  Hep.  190,  43  Atl.  618),  cannot  be  made  actionable  by  the 
motive  which  accompanies  it.  But  as  applied  to  the  use  of  real 
estate  the  argument  begs  the  question,  which  is  whether  the 
enjoyment  of  real  estate  includes  the  right  to  use  it  solely  to 
injure  another.  Because  when  employed  for  a  useful  purpose 
Buch  use  may  rightfully  injure  another,  it  does  not  follow  that 
the  same  use  for  a  wrongful  purpose  may  also  rightfully  injure 
•nother,  except  upon  the  theory  of  absolute  dominion,  for  the 
daracter  of  the  use  is  an  element  of  the  right. 

*As  a  general  proposition,  it  is  safe  to  say  that  the  owner  of 
hnd  has  a  right  to  make  a  reasonable  use  of  his  properly;  and 
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that  right  extendB  as  well  to  an  imlimited  distance  above  the 
earth's  surface  as  to  an  unlimited  distance  below.  He  may  not 
only  dig  for  a  foundation  and  a  cellar  as  deep  as  he  pleases,  but 
he  may  erect  his  building  as  high  as  he  pleases  into  the  air, 
subject  all  the  time,  of  course,  to  a  proper  application  of  the 
doctrine  contained  in  the  masim,  'Sic  utere  tuo  ut  alienum  non 
IsBdas/  The  erection  ^^  and  maintenance  of  buildings  for 
habitation  or  business  is  a  customary  and  reasonable  use  of  land. 
Of  course,  the  land  owner,  in  maldng  such  erections,  must  be 
held  to  the  exercise  of  all  due  care  against  infringing  the  l^gal 
rights  of  others,  to  be  determined  by  the  nature  of  the  rights 
and  interests  to  be  affected,  and  all  the  circumstances  of  each 
particular  case'' :  Ladd,  J.,  in  Garland  v.  Towne,  55  N.  H.  55, 
58,  20  Am.  Sep.  164. 

"Property  in  land  must  be  considered,  for  many  purposes,  not 
as  an  absolute,  unrestricted  dominion,  but  as  an  aggregation  of 
qualified  privileges,  the  limits  of  which  are  prescribed  by  the 
equality  of  rights  and  the  correlation  of  rights  and  obligations 
necessary  for  the  highest  enjoyment  of  land  by  the  entire  com- 
munity of  proprietors The  soil  is  often  called  property^ 

and  this  use  of  language  is  sufficiently  accurate  for  some  pur- 
poses. But  the  proposition  that  the  soil  is  property  conveys  a 
very  imperfect  idea  of  the  numerous  and  variously  limited  rights 
comprised  in  landed  estate;  and  it  is  sometimes  necessary  to 
remember  that  the  name  of  property  belongs  to  some  of  the 
essential  proprietary  rights  vested  in  the  person  called  the  owner 

of  the  soil So  these  proprietary  rights,  which  are  the 

only  valuable  ingredients  of  a  land  owner's  property,  may  be 
taken  from  him,  without  an  asportation  or  adverse  personal  oc- 
cupation of  that  portion  of  the  earth  which  is  his  in  the  limited 
sense  of  being  the  subject  of  certain  legally  recognized  propri- 
etary rights  which  he  may  exercise  for  a  short  time.  ....  One 
of  Eaton's  proprietary  rights  was  the  correlative  of  R's  duty 
of  abstaining  from  such  a  use  of  air  and  water,  and  from  such 
an  interference  with  their  quality  and  circulation,  as  would  be 
unreasonable  and  injurious  to  the  enjoyment  of  Eaton's  farm'': 
Thompson  v.  Androscoggin  Co.,  64  N.  H.  545,  551,  552,  554. 
"Excavations  maliciously  made  in  one's  own  land,  with  a  view 
to  destroy  a  spring  or  well  in  his  neighbor's  land,  could  not  be 
regarded  as  reasonable" :  Swett  v.  Cutts,  50  N.  H.  439,  447,  9 
Am.  Rep.  276. 

"If  a  man  has  no  right  to  dig  a  hole  upon  his  premises,  not 
for  any  benefit  to  himself  or  his  premises,  but  for  the  expreds 
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purpofie  of  destroying  his  neighbor's  spring,  wby  can  he  be  per- 
mitted to  shut  out  light  and  air  from  his  neighbor's  windows 
maliciously  and  without  profit  or  benefit  to  himself?  By  anal- 
ogy, it  seems  to  me  that  the  same  principle  applies  in  both 
cases,  and  that  the  law  will  interpose  and  prevent  the  wanton 

injury  in  both  cases It  must  be  remembered  that  no 

man  has  a  legal  right  to  make  a  malicious  nse  of  his  property 
....  for  the  avowed  purpose  of  damaging  his  neighbor.  To 
hold  otherwise  would  make  the  law  a  convenient  engine  in  cases 
like  the  present  to  injure  and  destroy  the  peace  and  comfort, 
and  to  damage  the  property,  of  one's  neighbor,  ^^  for  no  other 
than  a  wicked  purpose,  which  in  itself  is  or  ought  to  be  un- 
lawful. The  right  to  do  this  cannot,  in  an  enlightened  coun- 
try exist  either  in  the  use  of  property  or  in  any  way  or  manner. 
....  The  right  to  breathe  the  air,  and  to  enjoy  the  sunshine, 
is  a  natural  one;  and  no  man  can  pbllute  the  atmosphere,  or 
shut  out  the  light  of  heaven,  for  no  better  reason  than  that  the 
situation  of  his  property  is  such  that  he  is  given  the  opportunity 
of  so  doing,  and  wishes  to  gratify  his  spite  and  malice  toward  his 
neighbor'' :  Morse,  J.,  in  Burke  v.  Smith,  69  Mich.  380,  37  N. 
W.  838,  approved  and  unanimously  adopted  in  Flaherty  v. 
Moran,  81  Mich.  52,  21  Am.  St  Eep.  510,  46  N.  W.  381,  8 
L.  B.  A.  183,  above  cited. 

'TVTiile  one  ^  may  in  general  put  hia  property  to  any  use  he 
pleases  not  in  itself  unlawful,  his  neighbor  has  the  same  right 
to  the  xmdisturbed  enjoyment  of  his  adjoining  property.  .... 
What  standard  does  the  law  provide?  ....  Whatever  may  be 
the  law  in  other  jurisdictions,  it  must  be  regarded  as  settled  in 
this  state  that  the  test  is  the  reasonableness  or  unreasonableness 
of  the  business  in  question  under  all  the  circumstances" :  Ladd 
V.  Granite  State  Brick  Co.,  68  N.  H.  185,  186,  37  Atl.  1041 . 
**The  common-law  right  of  the  ownership  of  land,  in  its  rela- 
tionship to  the  control  of  surface  water,  as  understood  by  the 
courts  of  this  state  for  many  years,  does  not  sanction  or  au- 
thorize practical  injustice  to  one  land  owner  by  the  arbitrary  and 
unreasonable  exercise  of  the  right  of  dominion  by  another^' 
(Franklin  v.  Durgee,  71  N.  H.  186,  51  AtL  911,  58  L.  E.  A. 
112),  but  makes  the  test  of  the  right  the  reasonableness  of  the 
upe  under  all  the  circumstances.  In  such  case  the  purpose  of 
the  use,  whether  understood  by  the  land  owner  to  be  necessary 
or  useful  to  himself,  or  merely  intended  to  harm  another,  may 
be  decisive  upon  the  question  of  right.  It  cannot  be  justly  con- 
tended that  a  purely  malicious  use  is  a  reasonable  use.    The 
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question  of  reasonableness  depends  upon  all  the  circumstanoes 
— ^the  advantage  and  profit  to  one  of  the  use  attacked,  and  tiie 
unavoidable  injury  to  the  other*    Where  the  only  advantages  to 
one  is  the  pleasure  of  injuring  another,  there  remains  no  foun- 
dation upon  which  it  can  be  determined  that  the  disturbance  of 
the  other  in  the  lawful  enjoyment  of  his  estate  is  reasonable  or 
necessary.    There  is  no  sound  ground  upon  which  a  distinction 
can  be  made  against  the  plaintiff's  right  to  use  his  land  for  the 
enjoyment  of  the  air  and  light  which  naturally  come  upon  it» 
in  favor  of  his  right  to  use  it  to  enjoy  the  waters  which  naturally 
flow  upon  or  under  it,  except  the  fact  that  the  use  of  land  for 
buildings  necessarily  cuts  off  air  and  light  from  the  adjoininj^ 
estate.    The  fact  that  the  improvement  of  real  estate  in  this 
way  for  a  useful  purpose,  universally  conceded  to  be  reasonable^ 
may  affect  the  adjoining  owner's  enjoyment  of  his  estate  to  the 
same  extent  aa  a  like  act  done  solely  to  injure  the  other,  is  not 
a  sufficient  ^^^  reason  for  distinguishing  the  right  to  build  upon 
the  surface  from  the  right  to  dig  below  it  or  to  control  the  sur- 
face itself.    Jurisdictions  which  reject  the  doctrine  of  reason- 
able necessity,  reasonable  care,  and  reasonable  use,  which  ^^re- 
vail  in  this  state  in  a  liberal  f  orm^  on  a  broad  basis  of  general 
principle''  (Haley  v.  Colcord,  69  N.  H.  7,  47  Am.  Eep.  176), 
as  applied  to  the  ownership  of  real  estate,  in  favor  of  the  prin- 
ciple of  absolute  dominion,  may  properly  consider  a  malicious 
motive  immaterial  upon  the  rightfulness  of  a  particular  use; 
but  in  this  state^  to  do  so  would  be  to  reject  the  principle  an- 
nounced in  Bassett  v.  Salisbury  Mfg.  Co.,  43  N.  H.  669,  82  Am. 
Dec.  179,  and  repeatedly  reaflSrmed  during  the  last  forty  years. 
It  is  to  be  conceded  that  the  maxim,  ^^Sic  utere  tuo  ut  alienum 
non  laedas,"  is  to  be  applied  as  forbidding  injury,  not  merely  to 
the  property,  but  to  the  right  of  another :  Ladd  v.  Granite  State 
Brick  Co.,  68  N.  H.  185,  37  Atl.  1041;  Pittsburg  etc.  By.  Co. 
V.  Bingham,  29  Ohio  St.  364;  Letts  v.  Kessler,  64  Ohio  St.  73, 
42  K  E.  765,  40  L.  E.  A.  177 ;  Bonomi  v.  Backhouse,  EL  B. 
&  E.  622,  643 ;  Jeffries  v.  Williams,  6  Ex.  792.    But  the  land 
owner's  right  in  the  enjoyment  of  his  estate  being  that  of  rea- 
sonable use  merely,  there  attaches  at  once  to  each  the  correlativB 
right  not  to  be  disturbed  by  the  malicious^  and  hence  unreason- 
able, use  made  by  another.    To  hold  that  a  right  is  infringed 
because,  by  the  noxious  use  made  by  another,  the  air  coming 
upon  a  land  owner's  premises  is  made  more  or  less  injurious, 
and  to  deny  the  invasion  of   a  right  by  an  unreasonable  use 
which  shuts  off  air  and  light  entirely,  is  an  attempt  to  bound  a 
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light  inherent  and  essential  to  the  common  enjoyment  of  prop- 
erty by  the  limitations  of  an  ancient  form  of  action.    An  un« 
reasonable  use  of  one  estate  may  constitute  a  nuisance  by  its 
diminution  of  the  right  of  enjoyment  of  another,  without  fur- 
nishing all  the  elements  necessary  to  maintain  an  action  quare 
clausum  f regit;  though  in  particular  cases  it  may  be  said  that 
no  right  is  invaded  unless  something  comes  from  the  one  lot 
to  the  other :  Lane  v.  Concord,  70  N.  H.  485,  488,  489,  85  Am. 
St.  Rep.  643,  49  Atl.  687 ;  Thompson  v.  Androscoggin  Co.,  54 
N.  H.  545,  552;  Wood^s  Law  of  Nuisance,  sec.  611.    As,  there- 
fore, the  statute  does  not  deprive  the  plaintiff  of  any  right  to  a 
reasonable  use  of  his  land,  but  only  prohibits  an  unnecessary, 
unreasonable  use,  it  does  not  deprive  him  of  any  property  right 
Hence  it  is  not  necessary  to  inquire  whether,  as  an  invasion  of 
property  rights,  the  limitation  of  the  statute  is  one  which  might 
properly  be  made  for  ihe  general  good. 

Other  grounds  suggested  at  the  trial  in  support  of  ihe  motion 
for  a  nonsuit  have  not  been  argued,  and  are  understood  to  be 
waived.  The  objection  based  upon  the  unconstitutionality  of 
the  statute  is  not  sustained,  and  the  exception  to  the  denial  of 
the  motions  for  a  nonsuit  and  to  direct  a  verdict  upon  that 
ground  is  overruled. 

102  rjij^g  defendant's  wife,  Ann,  being  a  witness  in  his  behalf, 
whether  she  had  any  bias,  prejudice,  or  hostility  toward  the 
plaintiff  which  might  affect  her  testimony,  was  a  material  ques- 
tion :  Martin  v.  Famham,  25  N.  H.  195.    As  she  denied  having 
any  ill-will  toward  the  plaintiff  or  his  family,  it  was  therefore 
proper  that  she  should  be  inquired  of  upon  cross-examination 
as  to  a  statement  made  by  her  tending  to  show  such  feeling  of 
hostility  as  might  tend  to  color  her  testimony.     She  denied 
making  such  statement,  but  admitted  that  at  another  trial  when 
she  was  present  the  statement  in  question  had  been  testified  to, 
and  that  she  did  not  then  deny  it.    The  inquiry  as  to  the  tes- 
timony at  the  former  trial  was  not  made  for  the  purpose  of 
calling  the  matter  to  the  witness'  recollection,  and  thereby  en- 
abling her  to  withdraw  the  denial  if  erroneous,  but  for  the  pur- 
pose of  establishing  the  falsity  of  her  denial  that  she  had  made 
the  statement,  and  as  tending  to  show  that  the  declaration  was 
in  fact  made  by  her.    The  question  therefore  is,  whether  from 
the  fact  that  a  person  present  at  a  judicial  proceeding  hears  in 
silence  a  statement  testified  to  by  a  witness,  it  can  be  inferred 
that  by  such  silence  he  admits  the  truth  of  the  statement.    "No 
principle  is  better  settled  than  that  a  man's  silence  upon  an 


680  Amebican  State  Eepoets,  Vol.  101.  [N.  H. 

occasion  when  he  is  at  liberty  to  speak,  and  the  circtunBtances 
naturally  call  upon  him  to  do  so,  may  be  properly  considered  by 
the  jury  as  tacit  admissions  of  the  statements  made  in  his  pr^- 
ence The  circumstances  must  not  only  be  sucli  as  af- 
forded an  opportunity  to  .  •  .  .  speak,  but  properly  and  nat- 
urally called  for  some  action  or  reply  from  men  similarly  situ- 
ated'^  Coreer  v.  Paul,  41  N.  H.  24,  29,  77  Am.  Dec.  753;  1 
Gieenleaf  on  Evidence,  sec.  198.  The  neglect  to  reply  to  state- 
ments made  in  one's  presence  is  not  an  admission  of  their  truth 
imless  they  are  addressed  to  the  party,  or  made  under  such  cir- 
cumstances as  to  require  a  reply:  Gale  v.  Lincoln,  11  Vt.  152; 
Hersey  v.  Barton,  23  Vt.  685,  687,  688. 

The  only  fact  appearing  in  the  case,  that  the  witness  Ann  was 
present  at  the  trial  when  the  statement  in  question  i^fiji  testified 
to,  does  not  bring  the  case  within  the  rule.     She  would  have  had 
no  right  to  interrupt  the  proceedings  to  interpose  her  deniaL 
Her  attempt  to  do  so  would  have  been  a  violation  of  the  ruleB 
of  order  in  judicial  proceedings,  and  if  persisted  in  might  have 
subjected  her  to  punishment.    Even  if  she  were  a  party  to  the 
suit  on  trial,  she  would  have  had  no  more  right  to  interrupt 
a  witness  upon  the  stand  than  any  bystander,  and  her  attempr 
to  do  so  would  be  an  equally  grave  impropriety.    Even  if  she 
was  or  could  have  been  called  as  a  witness,  her  position  as  a 
party  would  give  her  no  right  to  volunteer  testimony  upon  the 
stand;  her  duty  would  be  to  answer  such  interrogatories  as 
might  be  put  to  her  by  counsel,  whose  duty  it  would  be  to  elicit 
such  testimony  as  was  material  ^^^  and  important  in  the  case 
on  trial — ^not  to  call  upon  her  to  testify  for  the  purpose  of  guard- 
ing against  future  controversies.    The  statement  may  have  be^ 
immaterial  in  the  former  trial.    It  may  have  been  made  by  a 
witness  so  wanting  in  credibility  as  not  to  merit  denial,  or  the 
case  itself  may  have  utterly  failed  on  the  merits  against  the 
witness,  so  that  no  reply  to  any  part  of  it  was  advisable.     The 
fact,  therefore,  that  the  witness  did  not  deny  the  statement 
when  made  in  her  presence  at  a  former  trial  was  incompetent 
as  tending  to  establish  the  falsity  of  her  testimony,  and  should 
not  have  been  admitted :  1  Greenleaf  on  Evidence,  sec.  198 ,  note; 
Helen  v.  Andrews,  Moody  &  M.  336;  Commonwealth  v.  Kenney, 
12  Met.  235,  237,  46  Am.  Dec.  672;  Blackwell  etc.  Co.  v.  Me- 
Elwee,  96  N.  C.  71,  60  Am.  Rep.  404,  1  S.  E.  676;  Broyles  y. 
State,  47  Ind.  251.     The  suggestion  in  Blanchard  v.  Hopkins, 
62  Me.  119,  that  the  rule  is  changed  by  the  admission  of  the 


Dec.  1903.]      Hendry  v.  North  Hampton.  681 

parties  to  testify^  is  not  sustained  by  the  reasons  for  the  exclu- 
fiion  or  the  modem  authorities :  Blackwell  etc.  Co.  v.  McElwee, 
96  N.  C.  71,  60  Am.  Bep.  404, 1  S.  B.  676;  Broyles  v.  Stote,  47 
Ind.  251.  Whether  the  evidence  of  the  plaintifPs  wife  as  to 
the  loss  of  her  wedding  ring  had  any  tendency  to  show  such  ill- 
will  on  the  part  of  the  defendant's  wife  toward  the  plaintifE  or 
his  family  as  would  affect  her  credibility,  was  a  question  of 
TemotenesB  determinable  at  the  trial.  The  evidence  improperly 
admitted  was  upon  a  material  issue,  and  had  a  plain  tendency  to 
prejudice  the  defendant.    For  this  error  the  verdict  must  be  set 


Exception  sustained. 
All  ooiKurred. 


A  Property  Owner  may,  it  seemSy  in  the  absence  of  a  eontrollin^ 

statute,  eut  off  the  air  and  light  from  his  neighbor's  premises  by 

building  a  high  fence  or  other  structure  on  his  own  land,  without 

regard  to  the  motive  by  which  he  is  actuated:  Bordeaux  ▼.  Greene, 

22  Mont.  254,  74  Am.  St.  Bep.  600,  56  Pae.  218;  Metzger  y.  Hoch- 

rein,  107  Wis.  267,  81  Am.  St.  Bep.  841,  83  N.  W.  308,  50  L.  B.  A. 

B05.     See,  also,  Fisher  t.  Feige,  137  Cal.  39,  92  Am.  St.  Bep.  77,  69 

Pac  618,  59  L.  B.  A.  3^;  Guethler  t.  Altman,  26  Ind.  App.  587,  84 

Am.  St.  Rep.  313,  60  N.  £.  355;  and  compare  Medford  ▼.  Levy,  31 

yf.  Va.  649,  13  Am.  St.  Bep.  887,  8  S.  E.  302,  2  L.  B.  A.  368.    It  has 

been   held  that  the  legislature  is  not  competent  to  forbid  a  land 

owner    from   wasting   subterranean    waters:  Huber   y.    Merkel,    117 

Wis.  365,  98  Am.  St.  Bep.  933,  94  N.  W.  354.    It  is  believed,  however, 

that  this   decision  is  unsound:  See  Katz  y.  Walkinshaw,  141   Cal. 

116,  70  Pac.  663,  74  Pac.  766,  99  Am.  St.  Bep.  35,  and  note. 


HENDET  V.  NOETH  HAMPTON. 

[72  N.  H.  351,  56  Atl.  922.] 

KEOIJaEKCn— Proximate  Oanse.— If  a  hole  in  a  highway 
gives  a  bicycle  rider  thereon  an  impetus  which  carries  him  over  an 
unrailed  and  dangerous  embankment,  to  his  injury,  the  hole,  and 
not  the  embankment,  cannot,  as  matter  of  law,  be  regarded  as  the 
cause  of  the  injury,     (p.  682.) 

HUNIOIPAIi  OOBPOBATIOK&— Defectiye  Higlhway.— If  a 
town  allows  an  embankment  along  a  highway  therein  to  remain  in 
an  unrailed  and  dangerous  condition,  it  is  liable  to  a  bicycle  rider 
who,  without  fault  on  his  part,  is  injured  thereby,     (p.  684.) 

HXaHWAYft— Defects  In.— A  bicycle  rider  injured  by  reason 


w  recover  for  an  injury  received  thereby,     (pp.  684,  685.) 

While  plaintiff  was  Blowly  riding  a  bicycle  along  a  highway 
^  the  defendant  town,  and  exercising  due  care^  she  ran  into  a 
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mud  puddle^  and  was  thrown  over  an  nnrailed  and  dangcxoni 
embankment  adjoining  the  road,  and  received  the  injuriefi  for 
which  she  seeks  to  recover.  Verdict  for  plaintifE  and  defend- 
ants excepted. 

Emery,  Simes  &  Corey,  for  the  plaintiff. 

Page  &  Bartlett,  for  the  defendants. 

«»  EEMICK,  J.    1.  It  is  found  by  the  superior  court  fliat 
there  was  evidence  tending  to  prove  that  the  plaintiff  was  in  the 
exercise  of  due  care.    Furthermore,  we  have  examined  the  evi- 
dence for  ourselves,  so  far  as  it  is  made  a  part  of  the  record, 
and  are  of  the  opinion  that  it  warrants  the  finding  of  the  su- 
perior couru  in  this  particular.    The  defendants'  motions  for  a 
nonsuit  and  verdict,  upon  the  ground  that  the  plaintiff  was  not 
in  the  exercise  of  due  care,  were  therefore  properly  overruled. 
The  defendants'  requests  for  instructions  upon  this  point,  so  far 
as  they  embodied  a  conect  statement  of  the  law,  were  given  in 
substance;  and  no  error  appears  either  in  the  instructions  given 
or  in  the  refusal  of  those  requested. 

2.  The  contention  of  the  defendants,  that  because  the  hole  in 
the  road  gave  to  the  plaintiff  the  impetus  which  carried  her 
over  the  unrailed  and  dangerous  embankment,  therefore  the  hole 
— not  the  unrailed  embankment — ^was  as  a  matter  of  law  the 
cause  of  her  injury,  is  best  answered  by  the  authorities,  whidi 
are  so  conclusive  against  the  defendants'  contention,  at  least  in 
this  jurisdiction,  that  to  enter  upon  a  discussion  of  the  question 
would  be  a  work  of  supererogation :  Littleton  v.  Richardson,  32 
N.  H.  69,  63 ;  Stark  v.  Lancaster,  67  N.  H.  88 ;  Merrill  v.  Clare- 
mont,  68  N.  H.  468 ;  Ela  v.  Postal  Tel.  Cable  Co.,  71  N.  H. 
1,  61  Atl.  281 ;  Templeton  t.  Montpelier,  66  Vt  328 ;  EUiott 
on  Roads  and  Streets,  sec.  617.    According  to  the  view  con- 
tended for  by  the  defendants,  there  could  have  been  no  recovery 
in  Norris  v.  Haverhill,  66  N.  H.  89,  18  AtL  86, 163  Briefs  and 
Cases,  169,  and  Seeton  v.  Dunbarton,  72  N.  H.  269,  66  Atl.  197. 
An  able  and  instructive  discussion  of  the  question  may  be  found 
in  Sherwood  v.  Hamilton,  37  U.  C.  Q.  B.  410,  where  the  con- 
flicting authorities  are  exhaustively  reviewed    and    the  New 
Hampshire  rule  adopted,  as  being  in  accordance  with  the  weight 
of  authority  and  the  better  reasoning.    The  instructions  given 
upon  this  point  were  in  accordance  with  the  principles  estab- 
lished by  the  authorities  cited,  and  the  instructions  requested 
were  properly  denied* 
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8.  The  defendants'  next  and  last  contention  is  that  section  1. 
chapter  59^  of  the  Laws  of  1893^  making  ^^towns  •  .  .  •  liable 
for  damages  happening  to  any  person,  his  team  or  carriage,  trav- 
eling npon  *^*  a  bridge,  culvert,  or  sluiceway,  or  dangerous 
embankments  and  defective  railings,  upon  any  highway,  by  rea- 
fion  of  any  obstruction,  defect,  insufficiency,  or  want  of  repair 
of  8\ich  bridge,  culvert,  or  sluiceway,  or  dangerous  embank- 
ments and  defective  railings  which  renders  it  unsuitable  for  the 
travel  thereon,''  imposes  no  duty  upon  towns  to  build  and  main- 
tain suitable  bridges,  culverts,  sluiceways,  or  railings  for  the 
protection  of  persons  riding  bicycles,  and  no  liability  for  injuries 
hap}>emng  to  such  persons  from  defects  in  these  particulars. 

Under  a  statute  providing  **that  any  person  or  persons  sus- 
taining bodily  injury  upon  any  of  the  public  highways  or  streets 
in  this  state,  by  reason  of  neglect  to  keep  such  public  highways 
....  in  reasonable  repair  and  in  condition  reasonably  safe  and 
fit  for  travel,"  may  recover  just  damages  of  the  town  in  de- 
fault, the  supreme  court  of  Michigan  has  held  that  a  person 
injured  while  riding  upon  a  bicycle,  by  reason  of  a  condition  of 
the  highway  unsuitable  for  that  mode  of  travel,  but  reasonably 
safe  for  travel  in  ordinary  vehicles  like  wagons  and  carriages, 
cannot  recover;  that  at  the  time  the  law  was  enacted  bicycles 
were  in  use  only  to  a  limited  extent,  and  the  legislature  did  not 
intend  to  place  upon  townships  and  cities  the  burden  of  keeping 
their  roads  and  streets  in  a  safe  condition  for  that  kind  of 
conveyance ;  that  reasonable  care  in  the  construction  and  main- 
tenance of  highways  for  ordinary  vehicles,  such  as  wagons  and 
carriages,  is  tiie  measure  of  du^  resting  upon  mimicipalities : 
Mich.  Comp.  Laws  1897,  c.  91,  sec.  1 ;  Leslie  v.  Grand  Eapids, 
120  Mich.  28,  78  N.  W.  885. 

Construing  a  statute  of  New  York  which  provided  that  **every 
town  shall  be  liable  for  all  damages  to  person  or  property,  sus- 
tained by  reason  of  any  defect  in  its  highways  or  bridges,''  the 
court  said :  '^It  cannot  be  successfully  claimed  that  a  larger  meas- 
ure of  duty  on  the  part  of  commissioners  of  highways  is  due 
to  bicycle  riders  than  to  persons  traveling  upon  the  road  in 
ordinary  vehicles.  It  is  apparent  that  a  bicycle  rider  upon  an 
ordinary  country  road  is  exposed  to  greater  dangers  than  a 
person  priding  in  a  wagon,  and  the  great  increase  in  the  number 
of  persons  using  these  vehicles  has  created  a  demand  for  better 
and  safer  roads ;  but  under  the  present  highway  laws  a  road  in 
a  condition  which  is  reasonably  safe  for  general  and  ordinary 
travel  is  all  that  the  commissioners  of  highways  are  bound  to 
maintain":  N.  Y.  Eev.  Stats.,  8th  ed.,  p.  3972,  sec.  16;  Stephen 
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Bep.  225,  43  Atl.  143,  46  L.  B.  A.  144;  Pljmottth  ▼.  Graver,  125  Pi. 
St.  24,  11  Anu  St.  Bep.  867,  17  AtL  249;  Jackson  ▼.  Wagner,  127  Pa. 
St.  184,  14  Am.  St.  Bep.  833,  17  AtL  90S;  Schaeffer  v.  Jackaon,  150 
Pa.  St.  145,  30  Am.  St.  Bep.  792,  24  AtL  629,  18  L.  B.  A.  100;  Siegl«r 
T.  MoUinger,  203  Pa.  St.  256,  93  Ahl  St.  Bep.  768,  52  ILtL  17& 


BOND  V.  BEAN. 

[72  N.  H.  444,  67  Ati.  340.] 

OIFT8. — Evidoice  tSiat  tbo  Owner  of  Ooiponte  Stock  DeUr- 

ared  tlie  Certificate  Thereof  to  another  person,  accompanied  witk 
words  declaring  the  donor's  intention  to  make  a  gift  to  such  person. 
and  that  the  stock  was  accepted  and  subsequently  held  by  sack 
donee,  warrants  a  finding  that  the  gift  was  absolute,     (p.  5S7.) 

OIFTS —Evldeiice  of  Intention. — ^The  fact  that  a  eeztifieate 
of  corporate  stock  is  not  indorsed  and  assigned  by  the  donor  to  the 
donee  does  not  render  the  gift  of  it  incomplete,  but  is  evidence  bear* 
ing  upon  the  intention  with  which  the  donor  made  the  ^ifty  to  be 
considered  by  the  jury  with  the  other  eividence.     (p.  687.} 

TRTATi. — ^Denial  of  BeiiaeBts  for  Specific  Instmctions  is  not 
error  when  their  substance  has  been  embodied  in  instructions  al* 
ready  given,     (p.  687.) 

TBIAIi. — Objection  to  Improper  Bemazks  made  by  €knaM 
must  be  made  at  the  time  the  statement  is  made,  or  within  a  reason- 
able time  thereafter,  and  must  be  brought  to  the  attention  of  such 
counsel^  as  well  as  to  that  of  the  court,    (p.  687.) 

J.  W,  FellowB  and  Bamhaniy  Brawn  &  Warren^  for  the  plain- 

tiflf.  ,  .  . 

Mitchell  &  Foster  and  Taggart^  Tuttle  &  Burroughs,  for  the 
defendants. 

^«  BINGHAM,  J.  The  defendants  contend  that  the  verdict 
cannot  be  sustained  for  the  following  reasons :  1.  That  the  eyi- 
dence  was  insufficient  to  warrant  the  jury  in  finding  a  completed 
gift;  2.  That  there  was  error  in  the  charge  to  the  jury;  and  3. 
That  the  plaintiffs  counsel  made  improper  statements  in  hifl 
closing  argument.  We  will  consider  the  objections  raised  in  the 
order  named. 

1.  The  court  held  in  Bean  v.  Bean,  71  N.  H.  638,  641,  63  AtL 
907,  908,  that  "in  the  case  of  a  gift  inter  vivos  the  evidence 
should  be  sufficient  to  render  a  finding  of  the  fact  of  deUvery 
reasonable,  and  should  disclose  the  circumstances  under  which 
the  delivery  occurred;  that  it  may  appear  that  the  gift  was  ab- 
solute, not  conditional;  that  it  was  complete,  not  made  in  the 
donor's  last  sickness,  or  on  his  deathbed  and  in  view  of  death." 
The  evidence  adduced  in  this  case  would  seem  to  answer  these 
requirements.    There  was  positive  testimony  that  the  oertificata 
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of  stock  was  delivered  to  the  donee,  accompanied  by  words  de- 

elaring  the  donor^s  intention  to  make  the  gift,  and  at  a  time 

and  under  circumstances  such  that  it  could  be  found  that  the 

gift  was  absolute;  and  the  jury  have  so  found.    The  delivery 

of  the  stock  with  an  intent  to  make  a  completed  gift,  and  its 

acceptance  by  the  donee,  vested  in  her  the  equitable  titie  to  the 

property.     The  fact  that  the  certificate  was  not  indorsed  did  not 

render  the  gift  incomplete  as  a  matter  of  law.    It  was  evidence 

bearing  upon  the  intention  with  which  the  donor  made  the 

gift,  to  be  considered  by  the  jury  with  the  other  evidence  in  the 

case :  Blazo  v.  Cochrane,  71  N.  H.  585,  587,  53  Atl.  1026 ;  Eeed 

V.  Copeland,  50  Conn.  472,  47  Am.  Eep.  663 ;  Allerton  v.  Lang, 

10  Bosw.  362;  Walsh  v.  Sexton,  65  Barb.  251;  Commonwealth 

V.  Crompton,  137  Pa.  St.  138,  20  AtL  417;  First  Nat.  Bank  v. 

Holland,  99  Va.  495,  86  Am.  St  Eep.  898,  39  S.  E.  126 ;  Lawler 

v.  KeU,  6  Ohio  Dec.  3]  1 ;  Leyson  v.  Davis,  17  Mont.  220,  42 

Pac.<775.  31  L.E.  A.  429. 

2.  The  request  for  instructions  was  given  in  substance.  The 
defendants  cannot  complain  because  the  exact  language  of  their 
request  was  not  followed.  As  was  said  in  Walker  v.  Boston 
etc.  B.  E.  Co.,  ^"^  71  N.  H.  271,  273,  51  AtL  918,  919,  "the 
mbstance  of  the  requested  charge  having  been  given,  it  is  no 
ground  of  exception  that  •  •  •  •  a  particular  form  of  expression 
was  not  used.'' 

3.  It  is  unnecessary  to  consider  whether  the  statement  of 
counsel  in  h^s  closing  argument  was  proper  or  improper,  for  in 
ttie  view  we  take  of  the  case  no  exception  was  saved  entitling 
the  defendants  to  question  the  legitimacy  of  the  argument    It 
appears  that  counsel  for  the  defendants  did  not  undertake  to 
procure  an  exception  to  the  alleged  improper  statement  until 
after  opposing  counsel  had  finished  his  argument,  and  did  not 
l^g  his  objection  to  the  attention  of  opposing  counsel  until 
after  the  jury  had  retired  to  deliberate.    In  order  to  save  an 
^ception  of  this  nature,  an  objection  should  be  taken  at  the 
time  the  alleged  improper  statement  is  made,  or  within  a  rea- 
sonable time  thereafter;  and  counsel  taking  the  objection  should 
fiee  that  it  is  brought  to  the  attention  of  opposing  counsel,  as 
well  as  to  that  of  the  court 

In  Story  v.  Concord  etc.  E.  E.  Co.,  70  N.  H.  364,  379,  48  Atl. 
288,  294  the  court  said  that  an  "objection  to  incompetent  evi- 
dence of  counsel  in  argument  should  be  taken  as  to  other  in- 
competent evidence— when  it  is  offered" ;  that  'the  error  .  •  .  . 
^  not  in  all  cases  incurable" ;  that  "an  immediate  correction  of 
the  error  may  save  the  trial" ;  that  "at  no  time  can  such  correc- 
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tion  be  made  with  greater  probability  of  removing  the  wrongful 
effect  than  at  the  time  of  utterance'^;  and  that  ^^for  coonsel, 
conacious  of  the  error,  to  be  permitted  to  sit  by  without  makiiig 
objection  until  there  is  less  probability  the  wrong  can  be  cured, 
would  be  to  turn  a  rule  of  justice  and  fairness  into  a  mere  trap." 

In  Monroe  v.  Connecticut  River  Lumber  Co.,  68  N.  H.  89, 91, 
39  Atl.  1019,  1020,  the  defendants  sought  to  avail  themselves 
of  an  exception  by  presenting  to  the  court  during  the  argument 
a  writing  stating  their  objection;  but  as  '^this  exception  was  not 
called  to  the  attention  of  the  plaintiffs'  counsel  and  he  had  no 
knowledge  of  it  until  after  the  trial/'  the  court  refused  to  con- 
sider it 

Exceptions  overruled. 

All  concurred. 


The  Delivery  of  Bank  Stock  by  a  husband  to  hUf  wife  with  intent 
to  transfer  title  by  way  of  gift  is  effectual  as  an  equitable  assign- 
ment, although  no  legal  title  passes  for  want  of  indorsement  on  tba 
certificate  or  transfer  on  the  books  of  the  bank:  First  Nat.  Bank 
V.  Holland^  99  Ya.  495,  86  Am.  St.  Bep.  898,  39  8.  E.  126,  55  L.  B.  A. 
155. 


SANDERS  V.  FBANKFORT  MARINE,  ACCIDENT   AND 
PLATE  GLASS  INSURANCE  COMPANY. 

[72  N.  H.  485,  57  Atl.  655.] 

INSUBAKOB— Employer's  Indemnity. — ^If  a  policy  of  employ- 
er's liability  insurance  provides  that  if  suit  is  brought  against  the 
assured  to  enforce  a  claim  on  account  of  an  accident  covered  by  the 
policy,  the  insurer  will,  on  notice  thereof,  take  charge  of  the  litiga- 
tion in  the  name  and  behalf  of  the  insured,  or  settle  it  at  its  own 
cost,  unless  it  elects  to  pay  to  the  insured  the  indemnity,  the  BBBOjed 
being  forbidden  to  settle  any  claim  or  incur  any  expense  without 
the  insurer's  written  consent,  and  the  policy,  also  providing  that 
no  claim  shall  lie  against  the  insurer  under  the  policy,  unless  brougbt 
by  the  insured  to  reimburse  him  for  loss  actually  sustained  and  pai<l 
by  him  in  satisfaction  of  a  judgment,  the  insurer,  after  taking  con- 
trol of  proceedings  in  a  suit  against  the  assured,  who  is  insolvent, 
cannot  be  discharged  of  liability,  except  by  payment  of  the  indem- 
nity, or  a  settlement  of  the  plaintiff's  claim  reduced  to  judgment, 
(p.  694.) 

IKSUBANOE — Employer's  Indemnity. — ^If  a  policy  of  em- 
ployer's liability  insurance  provides  that  no  claim  shall  lie  against 
the  insurer  on  the  policy  unless  brought  by  the  assured  to  reimburse 
him  for  loss  sustained  and  paid  by  him  in  satisfaction  of  a  judg- 
ment, and  that  if  the  insured  shall  take  control  of  proceedings  iB 
an  action  to  enforce  a  claim  arising  under  the  policy,  he  shall  either 
pay  the  indemnity  or  secure  the  discharge  of  the  insured,  equity  has 
jurisdiction  to  compel  the  insurer  to  pay  the  amount  of  the  inBurasee 
in  satisfaction  of  a  judgment  obtained  by  an  employd  against  tbt 
insured,  if  the  insurer  has  taken  control  of  the  proceedings  as  pro* 
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vided  for  in  the  policy,  and  has  eontinued  them  to  final  judgment^ 
though  the  insured  was  then  insolvent  and  unable  to  pay  such  judg- 
ment, had  made  no  claim  for  the  insurance,  and  had  incurred  no 
expense  nor  made  any  payment  on  aecount  of  the  litigation,  (pp. 
€99,  700.) 

Streeter  &  Hollis  and  E.  K.  Woodwortb,  for  the  plaintiff. 

A.  £.  DeiuuBon,  for  the  Strafford  Paper  Company. 

Lb  P.  Snow  and  J.  S.  H.  Frink,  for  the  insurance  company. 

*»*  PAB80NS,  C.  J.  The  plaintiff  has  recoycred  judgment 
.against  the  defendant  paper  company  for  some  nine  thousand 
dollars.  The  paper  company  ^^^  have  not  paid  the  judgment 
and  have  no  property  upon  which  a  levy  can  be  made^  but  they 
liold  a  policy  of  insurance  issued  by  the  defendant  insurance 
eonipany  ooyering  their  HabiKty  for  the  injury  which  consti- 
tuted the  plaintiff's  cause  of  action^  to  the  extent  of  five  thou- 
sand doUais. 

The  obligations  imposed  upon  the  insurer  by  the  policy  con- 
tract are  in  dispute.    The  plaintiff  claims  it  constitutes  upon 
the  facts  a  subsisting  obligation  upon  the  insurance  company  to 
pay  five  thousand  dollars  to  the  paper  company,  and  he  contends 
that  upon  equitable  grounds  the  money  should  be  paid  to  him. 
The  paper  company^  so  far  as  appears,  make  no  claim  to  the 
money,  nor  do  tiiey  object  to  a  payuient  to  the  plaintiff.    If  the 
insurance  company  are  under  an  existing  obligation  to  pay  five 
thousand  dollars,  it  is  immaterial  to  them  whether  they  pay  it 
to  the  paper  company  or  to  the  plaintiff.    The  paper  company 
eannot  object  to  a  decree  for  a  payment  of  the  money  to  the 
plaintiff  in  discharge  pro  tanto  of  his  judgment  against  them, 
for  thereby  they  are  relieved  from  loss  or  discharged  from  lia- 
bility to  that  amount,  which  is  all  they  can  claim  under  any 
construction  of  the  policy.    The  insurance  company  concede  the 
validity  of  the  policy,  ihat  it  covers  the  injury  for  which  the 
paper  company  have  been  found  liable,  and  that  the  amount  of 
such  liability  has  been  judicially  determined  to  be  greater  than 
the  total  clfldm  under  the  policy.    Their  position  is,  that  as  the 
paper  company  have  paid  nothing  they  have  lost  nothing,  and 
the  contingency  upon  which  the  liability  of  the  insurance  com- 
pany was  made  to  depend  by  the  terms  of  the  policy  has  not  yet 
occurred.    They  rely  upon  the  grant  or  covenant  of  the  policy 
by  which   they  ''agree   to  indemnify  ....  against  loss  from 
....  liability  for  damages  on  account  of  bodily  injuries,  fatal 
or  nonfatal,  accidentally  suffered  by  any  person  ....  and  re- 
Am.  St  Rep.,  Vol.  101—44 
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BTilting  from  negligence  of  the  assured/'  and  the  further  agree- 
ment or  condition  in  clause  8:  "No  action  shall  lie  against  the 
company  as  respects  any  loss  under  this  policy  unless  it  shall 
be  brought  by  the  assured  himself  to  reimburse  him  for  loss 
actually  sustained  and  paid  by  him;  in  satisfaction  of  a  judg- 
ment after  trial  of  the  issue/'    Under  these  provisions,  the  in- 
surance company  claim  that  the  only  legal  obligation  resting 
upon  them  is  to  pay  to  the  paper  company  such  sum   as   may 
have  been  paid  by   the   insured   upon   a   judgment   recovered 
upon  the  liability  covered  by  the  policy.    Two  cases  similar  to 
the  present  are  cited  in  which  this  contention  appears  to  liave 
been  adopted  upon  a  similar  policy:  Frye  v.  Bath  etc.  Co.,  97 
Me.  241,  94  Am.  St.  Bep.  500,  64  Atl.  395,  59  L.  R.  A.   444, 
and  Travelers'  Ins.  Co.  v.  Moses,  63  N.  J.  Eq.  260,  92  Am.  St. 
Bep.  663,  49  Atl.  720.     In  the  last  case,  in  an  earlier  decision 
in  the  court  of  chancery,  it  was  held  that  equity  would  apply 
the   whole   indemnity    to   the   satisfaction    of   the   plaintiff's 
*®*  judgment:  Beacon  Lamp  Co.  v.  Travelers'  Ins.  Co.,  61  N. 
J.  Eq.  69,  47  Atl.  579.    This  view  was  not  followed  in  the  court 
of  appeals,  which  limited  the  amount  so  applied  to  a  sum  which 
the  court  by  a  process  of  reasoning  consti^ued  had  been  paid: 
Travelers'  Ins.  Co.  v.  Moses,  63  N.  J.  Eq.  260,  92  Am.  St.  Hep. 
663,  49  Atl.  720.     In  Bain  v.  Atkins,  181  Mass.  240,  92  Am. 
St  Bep.  411,  63  N.  E.  414,  57  L.  B.  A.  791,  which  has  also 
been  cited  by  the  defendants,  the  obligation  of  the  insurance 
company  had  been  performed.    The  question  of  the  plaintiflPa 
equitable  right  to  compel  the  application  of  a  subsisting  obliga- 
tion to  indemnify  against  his  claim  to  its  satisfaction  was  not 
in  the  case  and  was  expressly  excluded  from  consideration. 

Discussion  has  been  had  of  the  question  whether  the  present 
C9ntract  was  one  of  insurance  against  damage  or  of  insurance 
against  liability.  In  the  following  cases  cited  by  the  plaintiff 
the  policies  in  question  were  held  to  be  contracts  of  indemnity 
against  liability:  Fritchie  v.  Miller's  etc.  Extract  Co.,  197  Pa. 
St.  401,  47  Atl.  351 ;  Hoven  v.  Employers'  etc.  Corp.,  93  Wis. 
201,  67  N.  W.  46,  32  L.  B.  A.  388 ;  Anoka  Lumber  Co.  v.  Pi- 
delity  etc.  Co.,  63  Minn.  286,  66  N.  W.  353,  30  L.  B.  A.  689; 
American  etc.  Co.  v.  Fordyce,  62  Ark.  562,  54  Am.  St.  Rep. 
305,  36  S.  W.  1051;  Fidelity  etc.  Co.  v.  Fordyce,  64  Ark.  174,41 
S.  W.  420 ;  Fenton  v.  Fidelity  etc.  Co.,  36  Or.  283,  78  Am.  Si 
Bep.  792,  56  Pac.  1096,  48  L.  B.  A.  770.  The  phraseology  of 
the  agreement  or  covenant  in  the  policy  before  the  court  differs 
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inaterially  from  that  of  the  policies  construed  in  those  cases. 
The  decisions,  therefore,  are  not  directly  in  point 

If  it  he  conceded  that  the  contract  is  one  of  indemnity  against 
damage  merely,  the  question  presented  would  not  be  whether 
an  action  at  law  is  now  maintainable  by  either  the  plaintiff  or 
the  paper  company,  but  whether  there  is  power  in  equity  to 
grant  the  relief  asked.  But  whether  such  power  exists  or  not, 
the  indemnitor  has  the  right  to  perform  his  contract  of  indem- 
nity by  payment  of  the  claim  indemnified  against.  He  may 
also,  if  he  deems  it  necessary,  stipulate  for  the  right  to  perform 
the  contract  in  this  way,  and  may  also  agree  that  he  will  so 
perform  it.  If  there  be  any  uncertainty  as  to  the  right  of 
a  creditor  to  claim  payment  in  equity  of  one  who  has  agreed  to 
indemnify  the  debtor  against  his  claim,  there  is  no  doubt  of 
his  right  to  do  so  against  one  who  has  assumed  the  debt  or 
agreed  to  pay  the  clainu  An  agreement  to  assume  a  debt  is  a 
promise  to  pay  it  as  the  promisor's  own  debt:  Locke  v.  Homer, 
131  Mass.  93,  109,  41  Am.  Eep.  199.  ^'li  one  person  agrees 
with  another  to  be  primarily  liable  for  a  debt  due  from  that 
other  to  a  third  person,  so  that  as  between  the  parties  to  the 
agreement  the  first  is  the  principal  and  the  second  the  surety, 
the  creditor  of  such  surety  is  entitled,  in  equity,  to  be  substi- 
tuted in  his  place  for  the  purpose  of  compelling  such  principal 
to  pay  the  debf ' :  Keller  v.  Ashford,  133  U.  S.  610,  623,  10 
Sup.  Ct.  Bep.  494,  496,  33  L.  ed.  667.  If  the  insurance  com- 
pany, by  force  of  the  policy  and  the  plaintiff^s  loss,  are  now 
indebted  to  the  paper  company,  it  is  plainly  equitable  that  such 
indebtedness  should  be  applied  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  plain- 
tiffs ^^^  claim.  It  is  equally  dear  that  equity  has  power  to 
make  such  application:  Hunt  v.  New  Hampshire  Fire  etc. 
Assn.,  68  N.  H.  305,  73  Am.  St.  Rep.  602,  38  Atl.  145,  38  L. 
IL  A.  514.  See,  also.  First  Nat.  Bank  v.  Hunton,  70  N.  H. 
224,  46  Atl.  1049 ;  Barton  v.  Croydon,  63  N.  H.  417 ;  Holt  v. 
Penacook  Sav.  Bank,  62  N.  H.  551;  Gerrish  v.  Gterrish,  62  N. 
H.  397 ;  Keene  etc.  Bank  v.  Herrick,  62  N.  H.  174. 

These  propositions  do  not  appear  to  be  seriously  controverted; 
but  the  contention  is,  as  has  already  been  suggested,  (1)  that 
the  insurers  have  not  agreed  to  discharge  the  liability,  and 
hence  have  not  assumed  the  claim,  and  (2)  that  they  do  not 
now  owe  the  paper  company  anything.  The  question  for  inves- 
tigation is,  therefore,  the  meaning  of  the  policy  contract;  and 
if  the  converse  of  either  contention  is  sustained,  the  plaintifl  is 
entitled  to  relief. 
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In  additiom  to  the  proviBions  of  liie  policy  to  which  Teference 
has  been  made  and  upon  which  the  defendant  insuianoe  com- 
pany relj^  and  which  are  similar  to  those  upcm.  which  the  de- 
cisionB  in  Maine  and  New  Jersey  are  founded^  the  policy  can- 
tains  the  following  ^^general  a^Teemente,  which  are  to  be  oon- 
etmed  as  oo-ordinate^'  with  the  general  covenant  of  the  policy: 

'^2.  If  thereafter  any  anit  is  brooght  against  l^e  assured  to 
enforce  a  claim  for  damages  on  account  of  an  accident  coTered 
by  this  policy,  immediate  notioe  thereof  shall  be  given  to  ihe 
company  and  the  company  will  defend  against  such  proceedings, 
in  the  name  and  on  bdialf  of  the  assured^  or  settle  the  same  at 
its  own  coBk,  unkss  it  shall  elect  to  pay  to  the  assured  the  in- 
demnity provided  for  in  clause  A  [five  thousand  dollars]. 

**Z,  The  asERinod  Aall  not  settle  any  claim,  exo^t  at  his  own 
cost,  nor  incur  any  expense,  nor  interfejie  in  any  negotiation 
for  setUesient  or  ia  any  legal  pf oceeding  without  the  consent 
of  tiie  company  previously  giiren  in  writing. '  •  •  •  •  The  assured 
when  requested  by  the  company  shall  aid  in  securing  evidence 
and  in  dfecting  settjements.* 

Whether  the  contracts  considered  in  the  Maine  and  New  Jer- 
sey cases  contained  similar  stipulations  does  not  appear  from 
the  reports  of  the  cases.  It  is  probable  that  like  provisions  were 
contained  in  these  policies,  but  in  neither  of  these  cases  is  there 
any  discussion  or  reference  to  such  stipulations  as  a  part  of  the 
contract.  They  stand  in  the  policy  at  the  head  of  the  ^'general 
agreements''  of  which  clause  8  is  one,  and  are  of  course  of  equal 
force  in  modifying  or  explaining  the  covenant  of  which  they 
^are  to  be  construed  as  coordinate,  as  conditions.''  In  Anoka 
Lumber  Co.  v.  Fidelity  etc.  Co.,  €3  Miim.  286,  65  N.  W.  353, 
30  L.  R.  A.  689,  Hoven  v.  Employers'  liability  etc.  Corp.,  93 
Wis.  201,  67  N.  W.  46,  32  L.  E.  A.  388,  and  Fcnton  v.  Fidelity 
etc  Co.,  36  Or.  283,  78  Am.  St.  Bep.  792,  56  Pac.  1096,  48 
L.  R.  A.  770,  similar  provisions  are  considered  ae  furnishing 
evidence  that  the  coDtract  was  one  of  indemnity  against 
^^^  liability.  In  the  case  first  cited,  the  court  sustain  their 
conclusion,  that  the  contract  is  one  of  indemnity  against  lia- 
bility, in  part  as  follows:  "The  company  takes  upon  itself  the 
settlement  of  loss  and  the  control  of  all  legal  proceedings,  sad 
the  assured  is  forbidden  to  settle  any  claim  or  incur  any  ex- 
pense without  its  consent  in  writing If  the  plaintiff  is 

forbidden  to  settle  a  claim  for  an  accident  of  this  kind,  we  fail 
to  see  how  it  is  imperative  upon  him  to  pay  a  judgment  ren- 
dered against  him  upon  such  a  cl^iim,  as  a  condition  precedent 
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to  Ids  right  of  recovery.  The  insurance  company,  by  the  terms 
of  its  own  policy^  has  taken  into  its  own  hands  the  whole  ma- 
chinery  for  settling  such  claim,  and  will  not  allow  the  employer 
to  do  it.*'  In  Hoven  v.  Employers*  IdabDity  etc.  Corp.,  93  Wis. 
201,  69  N.  W.  46,  32  L.  R.  A.  388,  the  court  say:  "Again,  by 
one  of  the  conditions,  the  insurance  company  assumes  entire 
charge  and  responsibility  for  the  settlement  *  of  the  loss  and  of 
any  legal  proceedings,  and  for  the  payment  of  the  costs  there- 
of. There  is  no  way  provided  by  which  it  can  be  relieved  of  its 
liability,  except  by  actual  payment  to  the  employer  of  the  full 
amount  for  which  it  could  in  any  event  become  liable.*'  It  is 
further  said  in  the  same  opinion  that  this  provision  with  others 
is  "inconsistent  with  any  reasonable  theory  other  than  that  the 
contract  of  insurance  is  one  of  indemnity  against  liability.*' 
The  provisions  in  the  present  policy  are,  if  anything,  more  strin- 
gent and  particidar  in  prescribing  the  obligations  assumed  by 
the  insurance  company  than  the  reports  of  the  cases  cited  in- 
dicate that  they  were  in  those  cases.  While  from  the  different 
language  .used  in  the  general  covenant  these  cases  are  not,  as 
already  stated,  authority  for  the  position  that  the  policy  in 
this  suit  is  a  policy  of  indemnity  against  liability  generally, 
yet  they  are  authority  for  the  proposition  that  these  provisions 
are  consistent  with  an  intention  to  assume  the  liability.  By 
these  stipulations,  the  insurers  not  only  reserve  the  right  to  per- 
form their  contract  of  indemnity  in  a  particular  way,  but  agree 
that  they  will  so  perform  it. 

They  agree  that  upon  notice  of  a  suit  brought  to  enforce  a 
claim  for  damages  on  account  of  an  accident  covered  by  the  pol- 
icy fliey  will  do  one  of  two  things :  They  will  (1)  defend  against 
the  proceedings  in  the  name  and  on  behalf  of  the  assured,  or  (2) 
settle  the  same  at  their  own  cost,  unless  they  elect  to  pay  the  full 
amount  of  the  indemnity  to  the  assured.  This  is  an  agreement, 
in  performance  of  their  contract  of  indemnity,  (1)  to  defend, 
(2)  to  settle,  or  (3)  to  pay  the  assured.  The  last  two  plainly 
provide  for  the  performance  of  the  contract  of  indemnity  before 
the  assured  has  suffered  loss,  in  the  sense  of  having  been  com- 
pelled by  legal  proceedings  to  pay  damages.  So  far  as  the 
agreement  to  defend  involves  the  relief  of  the  assured  from  the 
eipense  of  such  ^•^  litigation,  that  agreement  also  involves  the 
performance  of  the  contract  of  indemnity  by  the  assumption  of 
the  hability  indemnified  against.  The  sole  question,  therefore, 
18  whether  by  the  agreement  to  defend  against  the  proceedings 
the  insurers  also  agree  to  perform  their  contract  by  the  assump* 
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tion  of  the  entire  liability^  within  the  limits  of  the  contract,  in 
cases  where  they  have  assumed  the  defense. 

If  ''to  defend'*  means  ''to  protecl^  to  secure  against  attack^ — 
in  short,  to  successfully  defend — ^it  is  perfectly  dear  that  the 
insurance  company  agree  to  perform  their  covenant  of  indemnity 
against  loss  by  assuming  the  liability.  This  is  conceded*  But 
it  is  claimed  that  the  agreement  to  defend  against  the  proceed- 
ings means  merely  to  contest  the  suit  to  final  judgment.  While 
in  a  technical  sense  to  defend  a  suit  is  to  contest  it,  the  word 
^'defend'*  also  includes  the  broader  meaning  above  suggested: 
Webster's  Dictionary.  If  the  meaning  were,  as  is  claimed, 
merely  the  conduct  of  the  litigation  until  judgment  should  be 
rendered,  no  reason  has  been  suggested  why  the  purpose  was  not 
explicitly  stated.  Having  entered  upon  the  defense  of  the  suit, 
no  way  is  perceived  by  which  (at  least,  before  judgment)  the 
insurance  company  could  escape  liability,  except  by  settlement 
with  the  plaintiff  or  payment  to  the  assured.  The  engagement 
is  not  merely  to  contest  the  suit  to  judgment,  but  to  "defend 
against  such  proceedings" — ^meaning,  necessarily,  all  the  pro- 
ceedings in  the  suit  founded  upon  the  claim  for  damages  against 
the  insured.  The  judgment  is  a  proceeding  in  such  a  suit,  as 
also  is  the  execution.  After  final  judgment,  payment  is  ordin- 
arily the  only  defense  open  which  will  defeat  further  progress 
in  the  proceedings — the  issuance  of  execution. 

In  this  case  there  has  been  execution  upon  which  the  paper 
company's  property  has  been  sold.  That  the  amount  of  the  sale 
was  nominal  is  immaterial.  The  fact  discloses  the  abandonment 
of  defense  by  the  insurance  company,  their  failure  to  settle  the 
claim,  and  hence  their  liabilitjr  to  pay  the  insured  the  amount  of 
the  indemnity  provided,  unless  it  be  established  that  the  rendition 
of  the  judgment  excuses  the  insurance  company  from  further 
defense  of  the  proceedings.  Further  evidence  to  the  contrary  is 
to  be  found  in  the  provisions  of  the  contract  that  the  assured  shall 
not  settle  any  claim  except  at  his  own  cost,  nor  interfere  in  any 
negotiation  for  settlement  or  in  any  legal  proceeding.  The  sub- 
stance of  these  provisions  is,  that  after  notice  of  the  suit  to  the 
insurer,  unless  the  company  pay  him  the  indemnity,  the  aa- 
Bured's  control  over  the  matter  ceases;  he  cannot  settle  the 
claim,  nor  can  he  conduct  or  direct  the  litigation.  If  the  com- 
pany settle  or  defeat  the  claim,  the  liability  under  which  he 
labors  is  assumed  ^^  and  discharged  by  the  insurer.  In 
every  possible  event  except  the  defeat  of  their  effort  to  prevent 
judgment  against  the  insured,  the  company  agree  to  perform 
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their  contract  without  the  previous  payment  of  anjrthing  by  the 
insured.  If  an  exception  were  intended  in  this  case,  it  seems 
probable  that  it  would  be  plainly  stated^  or  some  good  reason 
-would  be  apparent  for  the  diflferent  undertaking.  None  is  per- 
ceived. 

The  insurance  company  alone  are  responsible  for  the  conduct 
of  the  suit,  and  for  the  failure  to  adjust  the  claim  before  judg- 
ment.    If  the  intent  was  that  the  assured  should  assume  the 
settlement  of  the  claim,  when  judgment  was  ordered,  it  is  at 
least  probable  that  the  clause  by  which  he  was  prohibited  from 
settling  any  claim  or  interfering  in  any  legal  proceeding  would 
have  been  limited  by  the  insertion  of  the  words  "before  final 
jud^ent.**     In  the  absence  of  such  limitation  of  this  prohibi- 
tion, or  of  an  express  limitation  of  the  agreement  to  defend, 
it  is  reasonable  to  infer  that  an  express  provision  to  that  effect 
would  have  been  inserted  if  the  parties  imderstood  that  after  the 
insurance  company  had  conducted  the  suit  to  judgment  they 
should  then  stand  aside  and  call  in  the  assured  and  require  him 
to  advance  money  to  pay  the  verdict,  which  they  would  instantly 
be  required  to  pay  to  him. 

If  a  correct  construction  of  clause  8  is  that  the  only  obligation 
of  the  company  is  to  reimburse  the  insured  for  money  paid  to 
satisfy  a  judgment  obtained  against  him,  there  would  seem  to 
be  a  contradiction  in  terms.  The  insured^s  loss  from  the  liabil- 
ity insured  against,  if  he  defends  the  suit  himself,  would  con- 
sist of  the  amount  of  the  judgment  and  the  expense  of  contest- 
ing the  claim:  Ross  v.  American  Employers'  etc.  Co.,  56  N". 
.  J.  Eq.  41,  38  Atl.  22.  Having  agreed  upon  an  indemnity 
against  all  loss,  and  having  especially  agreed  that  the  insured 
should  be  relieved  of  all  expense  of  contesting  legal-  proceedings, 
it  is  not  probable  that  the  parties  understood  that  tiie  perform- 
ance of  this  part  of  the  agreement  should  be  dependent  upon  the 
caprice  of  the  insuiance  company,  without  legal  remedy  to  the 
insured  for  its  nonperformance.  Neither  is  it  probable  that  it 
would  have  been  thought  necessary  to  make  the  payment  of  in- 
demnity dependent  upon  a  trial  of  the  issue,  when  the  insurer 
had  in  fact  tried  the  issue.  Whether  the  provisions  of  a  con- 
tract are  reasonable  or  unreasonable — ^whether  the  engagements 
into  which  tBe  parties  have  entered  are  such  as  would  probably 
be  made  in  like  circumstances — ^is,  €L8  the  defendants  claim,  im- 
material when  the  agreement  of  the  parties  is  one  which  they 
have  power  to  make  and  is  declared  in  plain  unmistakable  lan- 
guage.   But  when  the  evidence  of  the  agreement  furnished  by 
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the  written  contract  k  not  plain  and  unmistakable^  but  is  open 
to  more  than  one  interpretation,  the  reasonableness  of  one  mean- 
ing as  compared  with  the  other^  ^^^  and  the  probability  that 
men  in  the  circumfitances  of  the  parties  would  enter  into  one 
agreement  or  the  other,  is  competent  for  consideration  on  ihe 
question  what  the  agreement  was  which  the  written  contract 
establishes :  Kendall  v.  Green,  67  N.  H.  557,  42  Atl.  178.  The 
substance  of  clauses  2  and  3  is,  that  upon  notice  of  legal  pro- 
ceedings founded  upon  an  accident  covered  by  the  policy  the 
insurance  company  will  take  over  the  management  of  the  suit, 
assume  and  discharge  the  risk,  reserving  the  right  at  any  time 
to  terminate  the  liability  by  tiie  payment  of  the  indenmity  or 
such  part  of  it  as  they  might  agree  upon  with  the  assured,  aa 
was  done  in  Bain  v.  Atkins,  181  Mass.  240,  92  Am.  St.  Rep.  411^ 
63  N.  E.  414,  57  L.  B.  A.  791.  These  clauses  apply  only  upon 
a  loss  covered  by  the  policy.  If  the  company  proceeded  there- 
under, they  might  be  estopped  to  deny  their  liability :  Glen  Falls 
etc.  Co.  V-  Travelers'  Ins.  Co.,  11  N*.  Y.  App.  Div.  411,  42  N. 
Y.  Supp.  285. 

The  purpose  and  meaning  of  clause  8  is  apparent  upon  consid- 
eration of  the  situation  which  the  parties  must  have  contem- 
plated as  a  probable  result  of  their  engagements.  It  is  not 
probable  that  the  parties  contemplated  and  attempted  to  pro- 
vide for  the  contingency  of  a  suit  between  themselves  upon  a 
claim  as  to  which  the  liability  of  the  insurance  company  was 
conceded.  An  inspection  of  the  policy,  which  is  made  a  part  of 
the  case,  discloses  a  '^special  agreement"  B  and  ^^general  agree- 
ments'' 4  and  5,  to  the  effect  that  the  policy  does  not  cover  cer»« 
tain  accidental  injuries  for  which  the  insured  might  become 
liable.  Whether  the  policy  covered  a  particular  accident,  was  % 
question  as  to  which  it  could  be  foreseen  controversy  might  arise. 
It  was,  therefore,  within  the  contemplation  of  the  parties  that  a 
suit  might  be  brought  against  the  insured  foe  accidental  injuries 
not  covered  by  the  policy.  No  claim  except  for  immediate  sur- 
gical relief  could  accrue  against  the  company  without  notice  of 
a  suit  Upon  the  receipt  of  such  notice,  the  company  was  called 
upon  to  recognize  or  deny  liability.  If  they  denied  their  lia- 
bility, and  refused  to  perform  their  contract  of  indemnity  in 
the  manner  specified  in  clause  2,  such  decision  would  not  be 
binding  upon  the  assured;  and  in  a  controversy  between  the 
parties,  the  assumption  of  the  defense  by  the  company  might  be 
considered  to  be  an  admission  of  liability  under  the  policy. 
There  was  no  reason  why  they  should  defend  if  not  liable.    The 
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jmrpose  of  clonee  8  was,  therefore,  to  provide  for  the  cases,  if 
any  should  arise,  where  the  company  contended  the  claim  arose 
from  an  accident  not  covered  by  the  policy.  It  was  intended  to 
limit  the  liability  of  the  company  to  damages  ascertained  by  due 
course  of  judicial  procedure  in  cases  where  they  could  not  con- 
duct the  defense  without  waiving  their  claim  that  they  were  not 
liable,  and  as  to  which,  if  not  liable,  they  were  imder  no  obliga- 
tion to  incur  any  expense.  Its  purpose  waa  to  prevent  collusion 
between  the  plaintiff  and  the  assured. 

^^^  In  this  case  the  insurance  company  undertook  the  in- 
vestigation of  the  case,  and,  after  suit  was  brought,  assumed  the 
entire  defense  by  their  counsel  and  conducted  the  same  to  final 
judgment  The  present  action  is  not  one  respecting  a  loss  by 
the  insured  under  the  policy.  The  defendants^  contention  that 
the  assured  have  lost  nothing  because  they  have  paid  nothing 
may,  so  far  as  the  case  is  concerned,  be  conceded.  The  proceed- 
ing is  not  even  to  enforce  the  agreement  of  the  policy,  to  assume 
the  Habiliiy ;  but  the  plaintiff's  case  stands  upon  the  legal  result 
of  the  assumption  of  liability  by  the  company.  Because  they 
assumed — ^in  legal  effect  agreed  to  pay — -the  assured's  liability 
to  this  plaintiff  to  the  extent  of  five  thousand  dollars,  equity  re- 
quires them  to  perform  their  agreement  by  payment  to  him.  It 
may  also  be  conceded,  though  it  cannot  be  decided  in  this  case, 
that  if  the  insurers  had  denied  liability  for  any  claim  arising  out 
of  the  plaintiffs  injury,  or  had  refused  to  take  charge  of  the 
suit,  no  action  could  have  been  maintained  against  them  except 
by  the  assured  upon  payment  of  a  judgment  after  a  trial  of  the 
issue.  The  defendants*  construction  of  the  policy  may  to  this 
extent  be  correct,  but  it  has  no  application  to  the  present  case. 

Counsel  for  the  insurance  company,  in  their  brief,  reach  the 
conclusion  that  clause  8  does  not  prevent  an  action  by  the  as- 
sured for  breach  of  the  agreement  to  defend.  It  is  immaterial 
whether  this  conclusion  is  best  founded  upon  a  definition  of  the 
word  '^08s^' — ^upon  whether  it  means  *^claim  for  damages" 
merely,  or  both  that  and  the  cost  of  litigation— or  upon  the 
ground  that  the  contract  cannot  be  understood  at  the  same  time 
to  give  a  right  and  prohibit  its  enforcement.  It  is  sufficient 
that  on  one  ground  or  the  other  clause  8  cannot  be  construed  to 
prohibit  an  action  for  a  breach  of  the  contract  to  defend.  If  it 
does  not,  neither  does  it  prohibit  an  action  for  breach  of  the 
engagements  to  settle  or  pay  the  indemnity  to  the  assured  con- 
takied  in  Uie  same  clause.    If  none  of  these  engagements  have 


698  American  State  Reports,  Vol.  101.  [N.  H. 

been  performed^  the  existence  of  a  subsisting  obligation  on  the 
part  of  the  insurance  company  is  established. 

The  defendants  urge  that  there  is  a  greater  risk  of  unfavor- 
able verdicts  and  of  greater  verdicts  in  suits  like  the  plaintiffs 
against  the  paper  company  when  the  defendant  is  insolvent  and 
not  a  going  concern,  and  that  the  policy  was  intended  to  pro- 
tect against  this  risk  by  providing  that  there  should  be  no  lia- 
bility for  any  policy  holder  who  was  unable  to  pay  the  judgment. 
The  difficulty  with  this  argument  is  that  it  is  not  the  inability 
to  make  payment,  but  the  nonpayment,  which  the  construction 
claimed  would  make  material.  If  it  was  intended  that  insol- 
vency at  the  time  of  the  trial  should  avoid  the  policy,  a  pro- 
vision to  that   effect  could  easily  have  been  inserted. 

500  rj^Y^Q  insurers'  chose  to  protect  themselves  from  that  class 
of  business  by  declining  it,  instead  of  providing  for  the  con- 
tingency in  the  policy,  or  adjusting  the  premiums  charged  with 
reference  tliejeto.  The  insolvency  which  prevents  payment  is 
insolvency  after  judgment,  and  not  during  the  trial,  and  might, 
ah  was  the  case  in  Bain  v.  Atkins,  181  Mass.  240,  92  Am.  St. 
Eop.  411,  63  N.  E.  414,  57  L.  E.  A.  792,  be  produced  by  the 
judgment  itself.  It  does  not  necessarily  follow  that  because 
an  insured  was  insolvent  he  could  not  arrange  for  a  payment 
of  such  a  claim.  The  provision  would  be  entirely  ineffective 
to  guard  against  the  risks  of  insolvency,  whatever  they  are. 
The  paper  company  are  not  in  bankruptcy.  There  is  nothing 
to  prevent  their  making  some  payment  to  the  plaintiff,  if  not 
more  than  the  dollar  which  has  already  been  paid  by  the  sale 
of  their  property,  and  which  at  least,  on  the  defendants*  own 
contention,  they  are  now  legally  liable  to  pay.  Every  dollar 
paid  over  by  the  paper  company  would  establish  a  fresh  obli- 
gation of  the  insurance  company  to  pay  until  the  five  thousand 
dollar  limit  was  reached.  Insolvency  merely  could  not  be  a 
practical  defense  against  the  will  of  the  assured.  To  effect  the 
purpose  for  which  it  is  claimed  the  provision  was  inserted,  it 
would  be  necessary  to  limit  the  insurers'  liability  to  the  reim- 
bursement of  the  insured  for  the  value  of  his  property  sold  un- 
der execution  in  a  suit  upon  a  claim  covered  by  the  policy.  It 
is  not  probable  the  object  of  the  provision  was  a  purpose  it  is 
so  ill-adapted  to  effect. 

Great  stress  has  been  placed  upon  the  two  decisions  upon 
like  policies  in  New  Jersey  and  Maine:  Prye  v.  Bath  etc.  Co., 
97  Me.  241,  94  Am.  St.  Eep.  500,  54  Atl.  395,  59  L.  R.  A.  444; 
Travelers'  Ins.  Co.  v.  Moses,  63  N.  J.  Eq.  260,  92  Am.  St  Eep. 
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€63^  49  Atl.  720.  In  neither  of  these  cases,  as  has  been  stated^ 
was  any  attention  given  to  the  stipulations  as  to  the  manner 
in  which  the  contract  of  indemnity  was  to  be  performed,  while 
in  the  Maine  case  the  parties  apparently  abandoned  these  provi- 
sions  of  the  contract,  for  the  defense  of  the  original  suit  was 
not  conducted  in  accordance  with  the  terms  of  the  present  con- 
tract, but  by  the  assured  and  the  insurers  jointly,  and  the  ques- 
tion of  the  effect  of  the  assumption  of  the  defense  and  sole 
control  of  the  original  suit  was  not  and  could  not  have  been 
raised. 

The  weight  of  the  New  Jersey  case  as  an  authority  is  dimin- 
ii^hed  by  the  opinion  in  the  court  of  chancery  holding  the  con- 
trary view,  which  is  more  in  accord  with  the  authorities  on  the 
question  in  this  jurisdiction  to  which  reference  has  been  made. 
Notwithstanding  the  respect  due  to  the  opinions  of  these  courts, 
the  results  reached  in  them  cannot  be  followed  in  this  jurisdic- 
tion. The  proceeding  is  in  equity  and  not  at  law.  The  facts 
that  the  plaintiff  is  in  no  way  a  party  to  the  contract  of  in- 
demnity, that  he  paid  no  part  of  the  consideration,  that  the 
contract  was  one  exclusively  *^*  between  the  paper  company 
and  the  insurance  company  for  the  protection  of  the  former, 
upon  which  reliance  is  placed,  are  not  decisive  in  equity.  In 
Holt  V.  Penacook  Sav.  Bank,  62  N.  H.  55.  Holt  was  not  a 
party  to  the  mortgage  which  he  sought  to  enforce.  It  was  not 
made  for  his  benefit,  but  to  indemnify  Qage  from  his  liabil- 
ity as  surety.  Gage  had  never  been  and  could  not  be  damni- 
fied, because  it  had  been  judicially  determined  that  he  was  not 
liable  to  the  plaintiff;  but  Holt's  right  to  the  provision  that 
had  been  made  by  his  debtor  for  the  ultimate  discharge  of  his 
debt  in  case  the  surety  paid  was  maintained.  The  ground 
upon  which  the  plaintiff's  equitable  right  to  the  provision  made 
by  his  debtor  for  the  ultimate  discharge  of  a  claim  which  might 
arise  against  him  can,  consistently  with  the  authorities  in  this 
state,  be  denied,  is  not  apparent.  Neither  is  it  clear  that  the 
paper  company,  while  unable  to  maintain  an  action  at  law 
upon  the  policy  without  payment  of  the  judgment  against  them, 
might  not  in  equity  obtain  such  a  performance  of  the  contract 
of  indemnity  as  would  protect  them  without  such  prior  payment. 
There  are  authorities  in  this  state  and  elsewhere  tending  to 
sustain  power  in  equity  to  compel  the  specific  performance  of 
a  contract  to  indemnify  before  there  has  been  such  a  breach  of 
the  contract  as  would  sustain  an  action  at  law.  'In  equity,'* 
it  is  said,  ''the  plaintiff  need  not  pay  and  perhaps  ruin  hijn« 
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self  before  seekmg  reHel  He  is  entitled  to  be  relieved  from 
liability" :  Johnston  v.  Salvage  Assn.,  L.  H.  19  Q.  B.  Dir.  458, 
460.  See,  also,  Hnnt  v.  New  Hampshire  Fire  eta  Assn.,  6S 
N.  H.  305,  73  Am.  St.  Bep.  602,  38  Ail  145,  38  L.  R  A-  514, 
and  cases  cited;  First  Nat  Bank  ▼.  Hnnton,  70  N.  H.  224, 
46  Atl.  1049;  Champion  v.  Brown,  6  Johna  Clu  398,  10  Am. 
Dec  343;  Bnrroughs  v.  McNeill,  2  Dev.  &  B.  Bq.  (22  N.  C.) 
297,  302;  Central  Trust  Co.  v.  Louisville  Tnist  Co.,  87  Fed. 
23;  Eanlangh  v.  Hayes,  1  Vem.  190;  Lacey  y.  Hill,  K  R  18 
Eq.  182;  Wolmershausen  v.  Gullick  [1893],  2  Ch.  514;  Cruse 
V.  Paine,  L.  E.  6  Eq.  641,  4  Ch.  App.  441;  Story's  Equity 
Jurisprudence,  sec.  850;  Bishop^s  Equity,  sec.  331;  Lindley 
on  Partnership,  375. 

Except  for  the  provision  that  the  damages  must  be  ascei^ 
tained  by  a  judgment  after  a  trial  of  the  issue  (immaterial  in 
this  case,  because  such  trial  had  been  had),  dauae  8  is  a  mere 
statement  of  the  law.  The  surety  cannot  sue  the  principal  until 
he  has  paid  the  debt;  but  that  does  not  prevent  the  interposition 
of  equity  to  require  the  principal  to  pay  and  save  the  surety 
harmless. 

But  it  appears  sufficiaLt  to  rest  the  dedsicnL  upon  an  inter- 
pretation of  ihe  contract  which  gives  effect  to  all  its  provisions, 
ayoids  any  conflict  between  them,  and  is  fairly  and  reasonably 
inferable  from  the  evidence.    The  view  that  the  contract  means 
thai  the  insurance  company,  after  taking  control  of  the  pro- 
ceedings in  a  suit  against  the  assured,  cannot  thereafter  foe  dis- 
charged except  by  payment  of  the  indemnity  to  the  assured  or 
securing  his  discharge  ••"  from  the  claim,  is  iiiought  to  best 
conform  to  the  intent  of  the  parties,  and  is  adoptedL    Whether 
in  a  case  where  the  company  did  not  so  proceed  the  assured  could 
in  any  form  of  procedure  obtain  any  benefit  from  the  contract 
of  indemnily,  except  upon  proof  of  the  payment  of  damages 
after  a  trial  of  the  issue,  is  not  now  before  the  oourt 

Decree  for  the  plaintiff. 

.Walker,  J.,  did  not  sit;  the  others  concurred. 


For  Authorities  bearing  upon  the  decision  in  the  principal  case,  nee 
American  Employers'  Liability  Ins.  Co.  v.  Fordyce,  62  Ark  562, 
64  Am.  St.  Bep.  305,  36  S.  W.  1051;  Travelers'  Ins.  Co.  v.  Moses,  63 
N.  J.  Eq.  260,  92  Am.  St.  Bep.  663,  49  Atl.  720;  Worcester  etc.  By. 
Co.  V.  Travelers'  Ins.  Co.,  180  Mass.  263,  91  Am.  St.  Bep.  275  €2 
N.  E.  564,  57  L.  B.  A.  629;  Bain  v.  Atkins,  181  Mass.  240,  92  Am. 
St.  Bep.  411,  63  N.  E.  414,  67  L.  B.  A.  791;  Kansas  City  etc.  B.  B. 
Co.  V.  Southern  By.  News  Co.,  151  Mo.  373,  74  Am.  St.  Ben.  545  52 
B.  W.  205,  45  L.  B.  A.  380.  ^        ' 
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MECHANICS'  BANK  v.  CHABDAVOYNE. 

[69  N.  J.  L.  256,  65  Atl.  1080.] 

KEttOTTABTiK  IVaTBUaiEHTB— IndonnMiit  In  Blank.— Ooe 
wlio  indoraea  a  note  in  blank  and  intrusts  it  to  another  to  fill  np 
and  have  discounted  for  the  indorser's  benefit,  i»  liable  upon  it  to 
a  bona  fide  holder  for  value,  who  receives  it  before  maturity,  in  the 
usual  course  of  business,  from  the  person  to  whom  it  was  intrusted, 
notwithstanding  that  the  latter  filled  it  up  for,  and  fraudulently  con- 
verted it  to,  a  purpose  entirely  different  from  that  for  which  he 
was  authorized  to  use  it.     (p.  705.) 

nsoOTIABLB  IKSTJftUMENTfl — Indorseinant  In  Blank — 
Bona  Fide  Holdtt. — ^If  a  bank  receives  a  note  in  the  regular  course  of 
business,  in  good  faith  and  without  notice  of  any  infirmity  in  it, 
in  payment  of  an  indebtedness  due  from  the  person  sending  it,  whose 
wife  has  indorsed  it  in  blank,  and  intrusted  it  to  him  to  discount  for 
her  benefit,  the  bank  thereby  becomes  a  bona  fide  holder  of  the  note 
for  value,  and  entitled  to  protection  as  such  as  against  the  wife  of 
the  sender  of  the  note.     (p.  705.) 

Lambert  &  Stewart,  for  the  plaintiff  in  error. 

A.  C.  Wall,  for  the  defendant  in  error. 

«^  GUMMEEE,  C.  J.  This  suit  was  brought  against  Will- 
iam S.  Chardavoyne  and  Annie  N.,  his  wife,  upon  a  promis- 
sory note  made  by  William  to  the  order  of  Annie,  and  indorsed 
by  her.  The  note  is  dated  Newark,  July  28,  1899,  and  is  pay- 
able at  the  Mechanics'  Bank,  Brooklyn,  New  York.  The  case 
was  tried  by  the  court  without  a  jury,  by  consent  of  the  parties 
The  following  are  the  pertinent  facts  found  by  the  trial  court : 
Mrs.  Chardavoyne,  about  ten  days  or  two  weeks  before  July  28. 
1899^  intmsted  her  husband  with  a  blank  form  of  promissory 

(7D1) 
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note,  indorsed  by  her,  to  be  filled  up  and  signed  by  him,  and 
used  at  the  German  National  Bank  of  Newark,  to  obtain  a  loan 
for  Mrs.  Chardavoyne.  The  German  National  Bank  refused 
to  discount  the  note,  and  its  refusal  was  reported  to  her.  She 
never  authorized  her  husband  to  use  the  note  for  any  other  pur- 
pose. Notwithstanding  this  fact,  he,  on  the  twenty-eighth  day 
of  July,  took  the  blank  note  to  the  banking-house  of  the  plain- 
tiff company,  in  Brooklyn,  New  York,  and  the  body  of  the 
instrument  was  then  filled  up  by  the  plaintiff's  president,  at 
the  request  of  Mr.  Chardavo}Tie,  for  a  sum  equal  to  the  amount 
of  an  indebtedness  due  from  ^"^  Mr.  Chardavoyne  to  the 
plaintiff.  The  next  day  the  note  was  discounted  by  the 
plaintiff,  and  the  proceeds  placed  to  Mr.  Chardavoyne's  credit. 
The  president  of  the  bank,  when  he  filled  up  the  note,  was 
ignorant  of  the  fact  that  it  had  been  indorsed  in  blank  by 
Mrs.  Chardavoyne,  and  the  plaintiff  took  it,  in  the  regular 
course  of  business,  in  gOod  faith,  without  notice  of  any  infirm- 
ity in  it,  and  in  payment  of  the  indebtedness  then  due  to  it 
from  Mr.  Chardavoyne.  On  this  finding  of  facts  judgment 
was  entered  for  the  plaintiff  against  both  the  maker  and  in- 
dorser  of  the  note.  The  writ  of  error  is  sued  out  by  the  in- 
dorser,  Mrs.  Chardavoyne,  alone. 

The  principal  ground  upon  which  we  are  asked  to  reverse 
this  judgment  is  that,  upon  the  facts  found,  no  liability  on 
the  part  of  Mrs.  Chardavoyne  can  be  predicated.  The  con- 
tention is  that  her  husband  had  no  authority  to  fill  up  the 
note,  except  for  the  purpose  of  having  it  discounted  at  the 
German  National  Bank  for  her  benefit;  that  when  this  pur- 
pose failed  her  husband's  agency  ceased,  and  her  indorsement 
became  a  nullity,  and  that  his  subsequent  fraudulent  act  in 
having  the  blanks  in  the  note  filled  up,  and  then  appropriating 
it  to  the  payment  of  his  own  indebtedness,  did  not  render  her 
responsible  thereon  as  indorser. 

An  examination  of  the  authorities,  however,  will  disclose 
that  this  contention  is  untenable.  The  question  to  be  deter- 
mined in  a  case  like  the  present  is  not  what  is  the  actual  limit 
of  authority  conferred  by  the  indorser  of  a  blank  note  upon 
the  person ^Kto  whose  hands  she  delivers  it,  but  rather,  what 
authority  s;^"'  '  aii  indorser,  by  her  conduct,  holds  out  that  per- 
son as  possessing,  to  one  who  takes  the  note  in  good  faith,  for 
value,  and'^without  notice  that  the  actual  authority  conferred 
is  a  limited  one  only ;  and  therefore,  as  is  stated  by  Mr.  Par- 
sons (1  Parsons  on  Bills  and  Notes,  110),  ^'it  is  no  defense 
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against  a  bona  fide  older,  for  value,  to  prove  either  that  the 
person  to  whom  the  instrument  was  intrusted  in  blank  had 
no  authority  at  all  to  fill  the  blank;  or  that  his  authority  was 
limited  to  a  certain  sum  which  he  had  exceeded;  or  that  he 
was  only  authorized  to  use  the  paper  for  a  particular  purpose, 
and  had  fraudulently  converted  it  to  a  different  purpose;  or 
^^^  that  he  was  only  authorized  to  fill  the  blank  upon  a  certain 
condition,  which  had  not  happened;  or  that  the  authority  was 
limited  in  point  of  time,  and  that  the  time  had  expired/'  Prac- 
tically the  same  statement  appears  in  1  Daniel  on  Negotiable 
Instruments,  section  143,  where  it  is  said  that  "the  authority 
implied  by  a  signature  in  blank,  and  the  credit  granted,  are  so 
extensive  that  the  party  so  signing  will  be  bound,  though  the 
holder  was  only  authorized  to  use  it  for  one  purpose,  and  has 
perverted  it  to  another;  and  though  the  authority  was  limited 
to  a  time  which  has  expired,  or  was  only  to  be  exercised  upon 
a  condition  Which  has  not  happened/* 

The  decided  cases  fully  support  the  rule  laid  down  by  these 
authors. 

As  early  as  1780,  Lord  Mansfield,  in  Bussel  v.  Langstaffe, 
Doug.  614,  declared  that  "the  indorsement  on  a  blank  note 
is  a  letter  of  credit  for  an  indefinite  amount.  By  it  the  in- 
dorser  says:  ^Trust  Q.  [the  person  who  received  the  note  from 
the  indorser]  to  any  amount,  and  I  will  be  his  security/  It 
does  not  lie  in  his  mouth  to  say  that  the  indorsement  is  not 
regular/* 

In  Gerrard  v.  Lewis,  L.  E.  10  Q.  B.  Div.  30,  it  was  held 
that  "a  man  who  gives  his  acceptance  [to  a  bill  of  exchange] 
in  blank,  holds  out  the  person  to  whom  it  is  intrusted  as  clothed 
with  ostensible  authority  to  fill  in  the  bill  as  he  pleases/* 

In  Bank  of  Pittsburg  v.  Neal,  63  U.  S.  (22  How.)  96,  16 
L.  ed.  323,  it  was  held  that  **where  a  party  to  a  negotiable  in- 
strument intrusts  it  to  the  custody  of  another,  with  blanks  not 
filled  up,  whether  it  be  for  the  purpose  to  accommodate  the 
person  to  whom  it  was  intrusted,  or  to  be  used  for  his  own 
benefit,  such  negotiable  instrument  carries  on  its  face  an  im- 
plied authority  to  fill  up  the  blanks  and  perfect  th'  instrument/* 
and  that  '^a  bona  fide  holder  of  such  an  in^l.  nt,  for  valua- 
ble consideration,  without  notice  of  the  facts  which  impeach  its 
vaUdity  between  the  antecedent  parties,  if  he  takes  it  before 
the  same  becomes  due,  holds  the  title  unaffected  by  these  facts, 
and  may  recover  thereon.** 
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In  Michigan  Bank  ▼.  Eldred,  76  U.  S.  (9  WaU.)  644,  19 
L.  ed.  763,  it  is  declared  ^^  to  be  ''weU-aettled  law  that  wheie 
a  party  to  a  negotiable  bill  of  exchange  or  promiasory  note, 
containing  blanks,  intrusts  it  to  the  custody  of  another,  whether 
it  be  for  the  purpose  of  accommodating  the  person  to  whom  it 
was  intrusted  or  to  be  used  to  raise  money  for  his  own  benefit, 
such  bill  or  note  especially  if  it  be  indorsed  in  blank^  carries 
on  its  face  an  implied  authority  in  the  person  to  whom  it  is  so 
intrusted  to  fill  up  the  blanks  in  his  discretion ;  and  as  between 
such  party  to  the  bill  or  note,  and  innocent  third  parties  hold- 
ing the  bill  or  note  as  transferees  for  value,  in  the  usiuil  course 
of  business,  the  person  to  whom  it  is  so  intrusted  must  be 
deemed  to  be  the  agent  of  the  party  who  committed  such  bill 
or  note  to  his  custody;  and  the  legal  conclusion  is  that  he  acted 
under  the  authority  of  thai  party,  and  with  his  approbation  and 
consent.** 

In  Van  Duzer  v.  Howe,  21  N.  Y.  531,  it  tiras  decided  that 
''a  party  who  intrusts  another  with  his  a^ceptaoxoe  in  blank  is 
responsible  to  a  bona  fide  holder,  although  the  blank  is  filled 
with  a  sum  exceeding  that  fixed  as  a  limit  by  the  acceptor/' 

In  Eedlich  t.  Doll,  54  N.  T.  235,  13  Am.  Eep.  673,  the  rule 
is  stated  to  be  that  ^^if  a  note  be  obtained  from  a  maker  by 
fraud ;  if  it  be  made  for  one  purpose  and  used  by  the  holder  for 
another ;  if  it  be  delivered  in  blaik,  with  an  agreement  that  the 
blank  shall  be  filled  in  one  way,  and  il  be  filled  in  another; 
in  all  these  cases  the  maker  is  liable  to  a  bona  fide  holder  for 
value.  The  maker,  rather  than  the  innocent  holder,  must  suf- 
fer for  his  negligence  or  misplaced  confidence.'' 

In  Putnam  v.  Sullivan,  4  Mass.  46,  3  Am.  Dec.  206,  it  was 
held  that  'Vhere  a  merchant  intrusts  his  clerk  with  his  blank 
iiidorsements,  and  one  by  false  pretenses  obtains  and  uses  them 
(by  writing  and  signing  promissory  notes  upon  the  face  of  the 
blanks)  such  fraudulent  use  of  them  vrtll  not  discharge  the 
indorser  against  an  innocent  indorsee.'' 

In  Greenfield  Bank  v.  Stowell,  123  Mass.  196,  26  Am.  Bep. 
67,  the  rule  is  laid  down  that  "if  a  man  indorses  a  blank  form 
of  note,  and  delivers  it  with  the  intention  that  the  blank  should 
be  filled,  he  thereby  makes  the  person  to  whom  he  delivers  it 
his  agent,  ^^^  and  is  responsible  for  whatever  date,  sum  or 
time  of  payment  he  may  insert,  to  a  bona  fide  indoTBee." 

In  Breckenridge  v.  Lewis,  84  Me.  349,  30  Am.  St  Bep.  363, 
24  Atl.  864,  it  was  decided  that  "one  who  intrusts  his  signature 
to  another  for  commercial  use — ^that  is,  to  have  s<mi«  business 
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obligation  written  over  it,  becomes  holden  upon  a  negotiable 
promissory  note  fraudulently  so  written  by  tixe  person  so  in- 
tinisted  with  it,  and  negotiated  to  an  innocent  holder/* 

It  is  unnecessary  to  multiply  authorities.    Enough  have  been 
cited  to  make  it  clear  that  one  who  indorses  a  promissory  note 
in  blank  and  intrusts  it  to  another  to  fill  it  up  and  have  it 
<Iiscounted  for  his   (the  indorser's)   benefit,  is  liable  upon  it 
tu  a  bona  fide  holder  for  value,  who  receives  it  before  maturity, 
in  the  usual  course  of  business,  from  the  person  to  whom  it  was 
intrusted,  notwithstanding  that  the  latter  has  filled  it  up  for, 
and  fraudulently  converted  it  to,  a  purpose  entirely  different 
from  that  for  which  he  was  authorized  to  use  it.     Commercial 
paper  is  a  part  of  the  mercantile  currency  of  the  country,  and 
in  order  that  its  free  circulation  may  not  be  impeded,  it  is  the 
settled  policy  of  the  law  that  innocent  holders  thereof,  for 
value,  should  have  a  right  to  enforce  payment  of  such  paper 
against  those  who,  by  signing  or  indorsing  it,  either  in  blank 
or  otherwise,  have  caused  it  to  become  a  part  of  such  currency. 
It  is  further  contended  on  behalf  of  the  plaintiff  in  error 
that  if  it  be  considered  that  the  indorser  of  a  blank  promissory 
note  is  liable  to  a  bona  fide  holder,  for  value,  under  the  cir- 
cumstances existing  in  the  present  case,  still  the  plaintiff  bank 
is  not  entitled  to  recover  against  her,  because  it  does  not  occupy 
that  position.     The  fact  is  established  by  the  finding  of  the 
trial  court,  as  has  already  been  stated,  that  the  plaintiff  bank 
took  the  note  ^'in  the  regular  course  of  business,  in  good  faith, 
without  notice  of  any  infirmity  in  it/*    It  is,  therefore,  a  bona 
fide  holder.     The   trial  court   further   found   thai  the  bank 
took  the  note  "in  payment  of  an  indebtedness  then  due'*  to  it. 
So  far  as  this  state  is  concerned,  the  rule  is  entirely  settled  that 
a  party  taking  a  promissory  note  in  payment  of  an  antecedent 
debt  is  a  holder  of  such  note  for  a  valuable  *®^  consideration, 
and  entitled  to  protection  as  such :  Allaire  v.  Hartshome,  21  N. 
J.  L.  665,  47  Am.  Dec.  175 ;  Duncan  Sherman  &  Co.  v.  Gilbert, 
29  N.  J.  L.  627.    But,  as  the  transaction  out  of  which  the 
plaintiff's  right  sprang  took  place  in  New  York,  the  question 
tc  be  determined  is  whether,  by  the  law  of  that  jurisdiction, 
one  who  so  takes  a  promissory  note  is  a  holder  for  value.    The 
plaintiff  in  error  insists  that  the  rule  established  in  that  state 
is  that  where  the  holder  has  received  the  paper  as  pa3rment  for 
an  antecedent  debt  he  is  not  such  a  holder,  and  refers  us  to 
a  declaration  to  that  effect  contained  in  the  opinion  of  thi« 
court  in  Duncan  Sherman  &  Co.  v.  Gilbert,  29  N.  J.  L.  528. 

Am.  St  B«p.,  Vol.  101—45 


706  American  State  Reports,  Vol.  101.     [New  Jersey, 

No  authority  for  this  statement  is  cited  in  the  opinion  referred 
to^  and  an  examination  of  the  New  York  cases  do  not  justify 
it. 

On  the  contrary,  the  New  York  decisions  on  this  subject, 
so  far  as  we  have  been  able  to  ascertain  by  an  examination  of 
the  published  reports  of  such  decisions,  are  in  entire  harmony 
with  our  own.  In  1840,  more  than  twenty  years  prior  to  the 
decision  in  Duncan  Sherman  &  Co.  v.  Gilbert,  the  supreme  court 
of  New  York,  in  the  case  of  Bank  of  St.  Albans  v.  Gilliland, 
33  Wend.  311,  36  Am.  Dec.  566,  held  that  "receiving  a  note 
for  a  precedent  debt  is  receiving  it  for  value,  within  the  law- 
merchant,  if  it  be  taken  in  satisfaction  of  such  precedent  debt, 
and  the  indebtedness  be  canceled.'*  To  the  same  effect  is  the 
decision  of  the  court  of  appeals  in  Brown  v.  Leavitt,  31  N. 
Y.  113,  and  in  the  later  case  of  Phoenix  Ins.  Co.  v.  Church, 
81  N.  Y.  218,  37  Am.  Rep.  494,  and  Mayer  v.  Heidelbach,  123 
N.  Y.  332,  25  N.  E.  416,  9  L.  E.  A.  860. 

It  is  further  urged  on  behalf  of  the  plaintiff  in  error  that 
as  she  received  nothing  for  her  indorsement,  she  is,  at  most^ 
an  accommodation  indorser,  and  that  section  5  of  our  married 
women's  act  (Gen.  Stats.,  p.  2017)  exempts  her  from  liability 
on  such  a  contract.  In  disposing  of  this  contention  it  is 
enough  to  say  that  it  has  already  been  decided  by  this  court 
that  where  a  note,  upon  which  a  married  women  puts  her  name, 
in  this  state,  first  comes  into  legal  existence  in  the  state  of 
New  York  (as  was  the  present  case),  the  statutory  provision  ap- 
pealed to  affords  her  no  protection:  Thompson  v.  Taylor,  66 
N.  J.  L.  263,  88  Am.  St  Eep.  485,  49  Atl.  544,  54  h.  R  A- 
585. 

•^  The  only  other  ground  upon  which  the  validity  of  the 
judgment  below  is  attacked  is  based  upon  the  claim  set  up  by 
the  plaintiff  in  error  at  the  trial  of  the  cause,  that  at  the  time 
of  the  transaction  between  her  husband  and  the  bank  the  former 
was  insane,  the  contention  being  that  the  court  erred  in  its 
holding  with  regard  to  the  measure  of  liability  upon  contracts 
made  by  insane  persons.  It  is  quite  immaterial,  however, 
whether  such  error  occurred  or  not.  The  trial  court  found 
as  a  fact  that  the  husband  of  the  plaintiff  in  error  was  not 
insane  at  the  time  when  he  delivered  the  note  in  suit  to  the 
plaintiff;  and,  as  the  testimony  produced  on  the  subject  of 
Chardavoyne's  sanity  was  amply  suflScient  to  support  this  find- 
ing, it  must  be  accepted  by  this  court    Consequently,  the  que»* 
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tion  of  fhe  measure  of  liability,  under  the  conditions  men- 
tioned, is  not  involved  in  the  decision  of  the  case. 
The  judgment  under  review  should  be  affirmed. 

As  to  the  Legal  Effect  of  a  Blank  Indorsement  of  a  negotiable  nota^ 
see  First  Nat.  Bank  v.  Payne,  111  Mo.  291,  38  Am.  St.  Bep.  520,  20  8. 
W.  41;  Dennis  v.  Jackson,  57  Minn.  286,  47  Am.  St.  Bep.  603,  59  N. 
W.  198;  Seollans  v.  BoUins,  173  Mass.  275,  73  Am.  St.  Bep.  284,  53 
N.  B.  863. 

The  Alteration  of  Instruments  hj  fUUng  blanks  therein  discussed  in 
the  monographie  note  to  Burgess  v.  Bluce,  86  Am.  St.  Bep.  107-112. 
A  reference  to  this  note  will  show  that  where  one  has  intrusted  an 
instrument  containing  blanks  to  another  with  the  intent  to  become 
bound  thereon,  he  will  be  liable  upon  the  instrument  though  the 
blanks  be  fiUed.  He  is  deemed  to  have  given  an  implied  authority 
to  the  payee  or  holder  to  fill  the  blanks  with  the  proper  terms:  See, 
also,  Boston  Steel  etc.  Co.  v.  Steuer,  18S  Mass.  140,  07  Am.  St.  Bep. 
426,  66  N.  £.  646. 


HEIDECAMP  V.  JEBSEY  CITT,  HOBOKEN  AND  PAT- 
TEESON  STEEET  RAILWAY  COMPANY. 

[69  N.  J.  L.  284,  55  Atl.  239.] 

PABEKT  ANB  CHIIJ>— Adopted  Ohlldrea.— Next  of  Sin  of  an 
adopted  child  is  the  next  of  kin  by  blood  and  not  the  adopting  parent, 
under  a  statute  concerning  adoption  which  wholly  fails  to  bestow 
upon  the  adopting  parent  any  right  to  inherit  the  estate  of  the 
adopted  child,     (pp.  708,  709.) 

J.  P.  Mintbum,  for  the  plaintiff  in  error. 
W.  D.  Edwards^  for  the  defendant  in  error. 


VAN  SYCKEL,  J.  This  suit  is  brought  by  John 
Heidecamp^  administrator  of  Annie  Heidecamp,  deceased,  un- 
der our  death  act,  for  the  benefit  of  the  next  of  kin.   . 

Previously  to  the  injury  which  caused  her  death  Annie  had 
been  adopted  as  the  daughter  of  the  plaintiff,  under  the  ''act 
concerning  the  adoption  of  inf  ants,''  with  the  written  consent 
of  the  mother. 

"*^  The  trial  court  held  that  the  adopting  father  was  not  the 
next  of  kin,  and  that  ilie  natural  mother  could  recover  nomi- 
nal damages  only,  and  a  verdict  was  directed  accordingly.  The 
plaintiff  below  is  the  plaintiff  in  error.  The  question  to  be 
reviewed  is  whether  this  instruction  of  ilie  trial  court  is  cor- 
rect 
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been  performed^  the  existeace  of  a  subsisting  obligation  on  the 
part  of  the  insurance  company  is  established. 

The  defendants  urge  that  there  is  a  greater  risk  of  nnfavor- 
able  verdicts  and  of  greater  verdicts  in  suits  like  the  plaintiffs 
against  the  paper  company  when  the  defendant  is  insolvent  and 
not  a  going  concern,  and  that  the  policy  was  intended  to  pro- 
tect against  this  risk  by  providing  that  there  should  be  no  lia- 
bility for  any  policy  holder  who  was  unable  to  pay  the  judgment 
The  difficulty  with  this  argument  is  that  it  is  not  the  inability 
to  make  payment,  but  the  nonpayment,  which  the  construction 
claimed  would  make  material.  If  it  was  intended  that  insol- 
vency at  the  time  of  the  trial  should  avoid  the  policy,  a  pro- 
vision to  that   effect  could  easily  have  been  inserted. 

600  rpjjQ  insurers'  chose  to  protect  themselves  from  that  class 
of  business  by  declining  it,  instead  of  providing  for  the  con- 
tingency in  the  policy,  or  adjusting  the  premiums  charged  with 
reference  thereto.  The  insolvency  which  prevents  payment  is 
insolvency  after  judgment,  and  not  during  the  trial,  and  might, 
ah  was  the  case  in  Bain  v.  Atkins,  181  Mass.  240,  92  Am.  St. 
Ecp.  411,  63  N.  E.  414,  57  L.  R.  A.  792,  be  produced  by  the 
judgment  itself.  It  does  not  necessarily  follow  that  because 
an  insured  was  insolvent  he  could  not  arrange  for  a  payment 
of  such  a  claim.  The  provision  would  be  entirely  ineffective 
to  guard  against  the  risks  of  insolvency,  whatever  they  are. 
The  paper  company  are  not  in  bankruptcy.  There  is  nothing 
to  prevent  their  making  some  payment  to  the  plaintiff,  if  not 
more  than  the  dollar  which  has  already  been  paid  by  the  sale 
of  their  property,  and  which  at  least,  on  the  defendants'  own 
contention,  they  are  now  legally  liable  to  pay.  Every  dollar 
paid  over  by  the  paper  company  would  establish  a  fresh  obli- 
gation of  the  insurance  company  to  pay  until  the  five  thousand 
dollar  limit  was  reached.  Insolvency  merely  could  not  be  a 
practical  defense  against  the  will  of  the  assured.  To  effect  the 
purpose  for  which  it  is  claimed  the  provision  was  inserted,  it 
would  be  necessary  to  limit  the  insurers'  liability  to  the  reim- 
bursement of  the  insured  for  the  value  of  his  property  sold  un- 
der execution  in  a  suit  upon  a  claim  covered  by  the  policy.  It 
is  not  probable  the  object  of  the  provision  was  a  purpose  it  is 
so  ill-adapted  to  effect. 

Great  stress  has  been  placed  upon  the  two  decisions  upon 
like  policies  in  New  Jersey  and  Maine;  Prye  v.  Bath  etc.  Co., 
97  Me.  241,  94  Am.  St.  Eep.  600,  64  Atl.  395,  69  L.  B.  A.  444; 
Travelers'  Ins.  Co.  v.  Moses,  63  N.  J.  Eq.  260,  92  Am.  St  Bep. 
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663^  49  Ati.  720.  In  neither  of  these  cases,  as  has  been  stated, 
was  any  attention  given  to  the  stipulations  as  to  the  manner 
in  which  the  contract  of  indemnity  was  to  be  performed,  while 
in  the  Maine  case  the  parties  apparently  abandoned  these  provi- 
fiions  of  the  contract,  for  the  defense  of  the  original  suit  was 
not  conducted  in  accordance  with  the  terms  of  the  present  con- 
tract, but  by  the  assured  and  the  insurers  jointly,  and  the  ques- 
tion of  the  effect  of  the  assumption  of  the  defense  and  sole 
control  of  the  original  suit  was  not  and  could  not  have  been 
raised. 

The  weight  of  the  If ew  Jersey  case  as  an  authority  is  dimin- 
it^hed  by  the  opinion  in  the  court  of  chancery  holding  the  con- 
trary view,  which  is  more  in  accord  with  the  authorities  on  the 
question  in  this  jurisdiction  to  which  reference  has  been  made. 
Notwithstanding  the  respect  due  to  the  opinions  of  these  courts, 
the  results  reached  in  them  cannot  be  followed  in  this  jurisdic- 
tion.    The  proceeding  is  in  equity  and  not  at  law.     The  facts 
that  the  plaintiff  is  in  no  way  a  party  to  the  contract  of  in- 
demnity, that  he  paid  no  part  of  the  consideration,  that  the 
contract  was  one  exclusively  **^^  between  the  paper  company 
and  the  insurance  company  for  the  protection  of  the  former, 
upon  which  reliance  is  placed,  are  not  decisive  in  equity.     In 
Holt  V.  Penacook  Sav.  Bank,  62  N.  H.  65.  Holt  was  not  ft 
party  to  the  mortgage  which  he  sought  to  enforce.     It  was  not 
made  for  his  benefit,  but  to  indemnify  Gage  from  his  liabil- 
ity as  surety.     Gage  had  never  been  and  could  not  be  damni- 
fied, because  it  had  been  judicially  determined  that  he  was  not 
liable  to  the  plaintiff;  but  Holt^s  right  to  the  provision  that 
had  been  made  by  his  debtor  for  the  ultimate  discharge  of  his 
debt  in  case  the  surety  paid  was  maintained.     The  ground 
upon  which  the  plaintiff's  equitable  right  to  the  provision  made 
by  his  debtor  for  the  ultimate  discharge  of  a  claim  which  might 
arise  against  him  can,  consistently  with  the  authorities  in  this 
state,  be  denied,  is  not  apparent.     Neither  is  it  clear  that  the 
paper  company^  while  unable  to  maintain  an  action  at  law 
upon  the  policy  without  payment  of  the  judgment  against  them, 
might  not  in  equity  obtain  such  a  performance  of  the  contract 
of  indemnity  as  would  protect  them  without  such  prior  pajonent. 
There  are  authorities  in  this  state  and  elsewhere  tending  to 
sustain  power  in  equity  to  compel  the  specific  performance  of 
a  contract  to  indemnify  before  there  has  been  such  a  breach  of 
the  contract  as  would  sustain  an  action  at  law.    'In  equity,'* 
it  is  said,  ''the  plaintiff  need  not  pay  and  perhaps  ruin  him- 
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self  before  seeking  relief.  He  is  entitled  to  be  relieved  from 
liability*' :  Johnston  v.  Salvage  Assn.,  L.  R.  19  Q.  B.  Div.  458, 
460.  See,  also,  Hunt  v.  New  Hampshire  Piie  etc.  Assn.,  68 
N.  H.  305,  73  Am.  St.  Bep.  602,  38  AtL  145,  38  L.  R  A.  514, 
and  cases  cited;  FiiBt  Nal  Baak  t.  Hnnton,  70  N.  H.  224, 
46  Atl.  1049;  Champion  v.  Brown,  6  Johns.  Ch.  398,  10  Am. 
Dec.  343;  Bnrranghs  v.  McNdll,  2  Dev.  ft  B.  Bq.  (22  N.  &) 
297,  302;  Central  Trust  Co.  v.  Lonisville  Trust  Co.,  87  Fed. 
23 ;  Ranlangh  v.  Hayes,  1  Vera.  190 ;  Lacey  v.  Hill,  Jm  B.  18 
Eq.  182;  Wolmershausen  v.  Gullick  [1893],  2  Ch.  614;  Cruse 
V.  Paine,  L.  R.  6  Eq.  641,  4  Ch.  App.  441;  Story's  Equity 
Jurisprudence,  sec.  850;  Bishop's  Equity,  sec  331;  Idndley 
on  Partnership,  375. 

Except  for  the  provision  that  the  damages  must  be  ascer- 
tained by  a  judgment  after  a  trial  of  the  issue  (immaterial  in 
this  case,  because  such  trial  had  been  had),  clause  8  is  a  mere 
statement  of  the  law.  The  surety  cannot  sue  the  principal  untzJ 
he  has  paid  the  debt;  but  that  does  not  prevent  the  interposition 
of  equity  to  require  the  principal  to  pay  and  save  the  surety 
harmless. 

But  it  appears  sufficient  to  rest  the  deeisicm  upon  an  inter- 
pretation of  the  contract  which  gives  effect  to  all  its  provisions, 
avoids  any  conflict  between  them,  and  is  fairly  and  reasonably 
inferable  from  the  evidence.    The  view  that  the  contract  means 
that  the  insurance  company,  after  taking  control  of  the  pro- 
ceedings in  a  suit  against  the  assured,  cannot  thereafter  be  dis- 
charged except  by  payment  of  the  indenmity  to  the  assured  or 
securing  his  discharge  •^  from  the  claim,  is  thought  ix>  best 
conform  to  the  intent  of  the  parties,  and  is  adopted.     Whether 
in  a  case  where  ihe  company  did  not  so  proceed  the  assured  could 
in  any  form  of  procedure  obtain  any  benefit  from  the  contract 
of  indemnity,  except  upon  proof  of  the  payment  of  damages 
after  a  trial  of  the  issue,  is  not  now  before  the  court 

Decree  for  the  plaintiff. 

.Walker,  J.,  did  not  sit;  the  others  concurred. 


For  Authorities  bearing  upon  the  decision  in  the  principal  case,  see 
American  Employers^  Liability  Ins.  Co.  v.  Fordyce,  62  Ark  562, 
54  Am.  St.  Bep.  305,  36  S.  W.  1051;  Travelers'  Ing.  Co.  v.  Moses,  63 
N.  J.  Eq.  260,  92  Am.  St.  Eep.  663,  49  Atl.  720;  Worcester  etc.  By. 
Co.  V.  Travelers'  Ins.  Co.,  180  Mass.  263,  91  Am.  St.  Bep.  275  62 
N.  E.  S64,  57  L.  B.  A.  629;  Bain  v.  Atkins,  181  Mass.  240,  92  Am. 
St.  Eep.  411,  63  N.  E.  414,  57  L.  B.  A.  791;  Kansas  City  etc.  B.  B. 
Co.  V.  Southern  By.  News  Co.,  151  Mo.  373,  74  Am.  St,  Eep.  645.  5S 
S.  W.  205,  45  L.  B.  A.  380.  ^        ' 
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MECHANICS'  BANK  v.  CHAHDAVOYNE. 

[60  N.  J.  L.  256,  65  Atl.  1080.] 

KBOOZIABLB  IVACRUaGBHTB— Xndanammt  In  Blank.-— One 
who  indorses  a  note  in  blank  and  intniBts  it  to  another  to  fill  up 
and  have  discounted  for  the  indorser's  benefit,  is  liable  upon  it  to 
a  bona  fide  holder  for  value,  who  receives  it  before  maturity,  in  the 
usual  course  of  business,  from  the  person  to  whom  it  was  intrusted, 
notwithstanding  that  the  latter  filled  it  up  for,  and  fraudulently  con- 
verted it  to,  a  purpose  entirelv  different  from  that  for  which  he 
was  authorized  to  use  it.     (p.  705.) 

ITEGOTIABI^B  IKSTBnifENTS — ^IndDrsement  in  Blank — 
Bona  Flda  Holdoc. — ^If  a  bank  receives  a  note  in  the  regular  course  of 
business,  in  good  faith  and  without  notice  of  any  infirmity  in  it, 
in  payment  of  an  indebtedness  due  from  the  person  sending  it,  whose 
wife  has  indorsed  it  in  blank,  and  intrusted  it  to  him  to  discount  for 
her  benefit,  the  bank  thereby  becomes  a  bona  fide  holder  of  the  note 
for  value,  and  entitled  to  protection  sb  such  as  against  the  wife  of 
the  sender  of  the  note.    (p.  705.) 

Lambert  ft  Stewart,  for  the  plaintiff  in  error. 

A.  C.  Wall,  for  the  defendant  in  error. 


GUMMEEE,  C.  J.  This  suit  was  brought  againfit  Will- 
iam S.  Chardavoyne  and  Annie  N.,  his  wife,  upon  a  promis- 
gory  note  made  by  William  to  the  order  of  Annie,  and  indorsed 
by  her.  The  note  is  dated  Newark,  July  28,  1899,  and  is  pay- 
able at  the  Mechanics'  Bank,  Brooklyn,  New  York.  The  case 
waa  tried  by  the  court  without  a  jury,  by  consent  of  the  parties 
The  following  are  the  pertinent  facts  found  by  the  trial  court : 
Mrs.  Chardavoyne,  about  ten  days  or  two  weeks  before  July  28. 
1899,  intrusted  her  husband  with  a  blank  form  of  promissory 
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note,  indorsed  by  her,  to  be  filled  tip  and  signed  by  him,  and 
used  at  the  German  National  Bank  of  Newark,  to  obtain  a  loan 
for  Mrs.  Chardavoyne.  The  German  National  Bank  refused 
to  discount  the  note,  and  its  refusal  was  reported  to  her.  She 
never  authorized  her  husband  to  use  the  note  for  any  other  pur* 
pose.  Notwithstanding  this  fact,  he,  on  the  twenty-eighth  day 
of  July,  took  the  blank  note  to  the  banking-house  of  the  plain- 
tiflf  company,  in  Brooklyn,  New  York,  and  the  body  of  the 
instrument  was  then  filled  up  by  the  plaintiff^s  president,  at 
the  request  of  Mr.  Chardavo}Tie,  for  a  sum  equal  to  the  amonnt 
of  an  indebtedness  due  from  ^"^  Mr.  Chardavoyne  to  the 
plaintiff.  The  next  day  the  note  was  discounted  by  the 
plaintiff,  and  the  proceeds  placed  to  Mr.  Chardavoyne's  credit. 
The  president  of  the  bank,  when  he  filled  up  the  note,  was 
ignorant  of  the  fact  that  it  had  been  indorsed  in  blank  by 
Mrs.  Chardavoyne,  and  the  plaintiff  took  it,  in  the  regrular 
course  of  business,  in  gOod  faith,  without  notice  of  any  infirm- 
ity in  it^  and  in  payment  of  the  indebtedness  then  due  to  it 
from  Mr.  Chardavoyne.  On  this  finding  of  facts  judgment 
was  entered  for  the  plaintiff  against  both  the  maker  and  in- 
dorser  of  the  note.  The  writ  of  error  is  sued  out  by  the  in- 
dorser,  Mrs.  Chardavoyne,  alone. 

The  principal  ground  upon  which  we  are  asked  to  reverse 
this  judgment  is  that,  upon  the  facts  found,  no  liability  on 
the  part  of  Mrs.  Chardavoyne  can  be  predicated.  The  con- 
tention is  that  her  husband  had  no  authority  to  fill  up  the 
note,  except  for  the  purpose  of  having  it  discounted  at  the 
German  National  Bank  for  her  benefit;  that  when  this  pnr^ 
pose  failed  her  husband's  agency  ceased,  and  her  indorsement 
became  a  nullity,  and  that  his  subsequent  fraudulent  act  in 
having  the  blanks  in  the  note  filled  up,  and  then  appropriating 
it  to  the  payment  of  his  own  indebtedness,  did  not  render  her 
responsible  thereon  as  indorser. 

An  examination  of  the  authorities,  however,  will  disclose 
that  this  contention  is  untenable.  The  question  to  be  deter- 
mined iu  a  case  like  the  present  is  not  what  is  the  actual  limit 
of  authority  conferred  by  the  indorser  of  a  blank  note  upon 
the  person  ^^nto  whose  hands  she  delivers  it,  but  rather,  what 
authority  s^''  '  ail  indorser,  by  her  conduct,  holds  out  that  per- 
son as  possessing,  to  one  who  takes  the  note  in  good  faith,  for 
value,  and ''without  notice  that  the  actual  authority  conferred 
is  a  limited  one  only;  and  therefore,  as  is  stated  by  Mr.  Par- 
sons (1  Parsons  on  Bills  and  Notes,  110),  ''it  is  no  defense 
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against  a  bona  fide  older,  for  value,  to  prove  either  that  the 
person  to  whom  the  instrument  was  intrusted  in  blank  had 
no  authority  at  all  to  fill  the  blank;  or  that  his  authority  was 
limited  to  a  certain  sum  which  he  had  exceeded;  or  that  he 
was  only  authorized  to  use  the  paper  for  a  particular  purpose, 
and  had  fraudulently  converted  it  to  a  different  purpose;  or 
^^^  that  he  was  only  authorized  to  fill  the  blank  upon  a  certain 
condition,  which  had  not  happened;  or  that  the  authority  was 
limited  in  point  of  time,  and  that  the  time  had  expired/*  Prac- 
tically the  same  statement  appears  in  1  Daniel  on  Negotiable 
Instruments,  section  143,  where  it  is  said  that  "the  authority 
implied  by  a  signature  in  blank,  and  the  credit  granted,  are  so 
extensive  that  the  party  so  signing  will  be  bound,  though  the 
holder  was  only  authorized  to  use  it  for  one  purpose,  and  has 
perverted  it  to  another;  and  though  the  authority  was  limited 
to  a  time  which  has  expired,  or  was  only  to  be  exercised  upon 
a  condition  Vhich  has  not  happened/' 

The  decided  cases  fully  support  the  rule  laid  down  by  these 
authors. 

As  early  as  1780,  Lord  Mansfield,  in  Bussel  v.  Langstaffe, 
Doug.  514,  declared  that  '^the  indorsement  on  a  blank  note 
is  a  letter  of  credit  for  an  indefinite  amount.  By  it  the  in- 
dorser  says :  'Trust  G.  [the  person  who  received  the  note  from 
the  indorser]  to  any  amount,  and  I  will  be  his  security/  It 
does  not  lie  in  his  mouth  to  say  that  the  indorsement  is  not 
regular/' 

In  Qerrard  v.  Lewis,  L.  E.  10  Q.  B.  Div.  30,  it  was  held 
that  "a  man  who  gives  his  acceptance  [to  a  bill  of  exchange] 
in  blank,  holds  out  the  person  to  whom  it  is  intrusted  as  clothed 
with  ostensible  authority  to  fill  in  the  bill  as  he  pleases/' 

In  Bank  of  Pittsburg  v.  Neal,  63  IT.  S.  (22  How.)  96,  16 
L.  ed.  323,  it  was  held  that  "where  a  party  to  a  negotiable  in- 
strument intrusts  it  to  the  custody  of  another,  with  blanks  not 
filled  up,  whether  it  be  for  the  purpose  to  accommodate  the 
person  to  whom  it  was  intrusted,  or  to  be  used  for  his  own 
benefit,  such  negotiable  instrument  carries  on  its  face  an  im- 
plied authority  to  fill  up  the  blanks  and  perfect  th'  instrument,^' 
and  that  "a  bona  fide  holder  of  such  an  int,!.  nt,  for  valua- 
ble consideration,  without  notice  of  the  facts  whiUi  impeach  its 
validity  between  the  antecedent  parties,  if  he  tikes  it  before 
the  same  becomes  due,  holds  the  title  unaffected  by  these  facts, 
and  may  recover  thereon." 
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In  Michigau  Bank  ▼.  Eldred,  76  U.  S.  (9  WaU.)  544,  19 
L.  ed.  763,  it  ifi  declared  2«®  to  be  "well-settled  law  that  where 
a  party  to  a  negotiable  bill  of  exchange  or  promiBsory  note, 
eontaining  blanks,  intruats  it  to  the  custody  of  another^  whether 
it  be  for  the  purpose  of  accommodating  the  person  to  whom  it 
was  intrusted  or  to  be  used  to  raise  money  for  his  own  benefit, 
such  bill  or  note  especially  if  it  be  indorsed  in  blanks  carries 
on  its  face  an  implied  authority  in  the  person  to  whom  it  is  so 
intrusted  to  fill  up  the  blanks  in  his  diacretion ;  and  as  between 
such  party  to  the  bill  or  note,  and  innocent  third  parties  hold- 
ing the  bill  or  note  as  transferees  for  ^ue,  in  the  usubI  course 
of  business,  the  person  to  whom  it  is  so  intrusted  must  be 
deemed  to  be  the  agent  of  the  party  who  committed  such  bill 
or  note  to  his  custody;  and  the  legal  c<Miclufiion  is  that  he  acted 
under  the  authority  of  that  party,  and  with  his  approbation  and 
consent/' 

In  Van  Duzer  v.  Howe,  21  N.  T.  631,  it  was  decided  that 
'^a  party  who  intrusts  another  with  Us  aocqptaiuoe  in  blank  is 
responsible  to  a  bona  fide  holder,  although  the  blank  is  filled 
witii  a  sum  exceeding  that  fixed  as  a  limit  by  the  acceptor/' 

In  Eedlich  v.  Doll,  54  N".  Y.  235,  13  Am.  Eep.  673,  the  rule 
is  stated  to  be  that  "if  a  note  be  obtained  from  a  maker  by 
fraud ;  if  it  be  made  for  one  purpose  and  used  by  the  holder  for 
another ;  if  it  be  delivered  in  blank,  with  an  agreement  that  the 
blank  shall  be  filled  in  one  way,  and  il  be  filled  in  another; 
m  all  these  cases  the  maker  is  liable  to  a  bona  fide  holder  for 
value.  The  maker,  rather  than  the  innocent  holder,  must  suf- 
fer for  his  negligence  or  misplaced  confidence.'* 

In  Putnam  v.  Sullivan,  4  Mass.  45,  3  Am.  Dec.  206,  it  was 
held  that  "where  a  merchant  intrusts  his  clerk  with  his  blank 
indorsements,  and  one  by  false  pretenses  obtains  and  uses  them 
(by  writing  and  signing  promissory  notes  upon  tte  face  of  the 
blanks)  such  fraudulent  use  of  them  will  not  discharge  the 
indorser  against  an  innocent  indorsee." 

In  Greenfield  Bank  v.  Stowell,  123  Mass.  196,  25  Am.  K^. 
67,  the  rule  is  laid  down  that  "if  a  man  indorses  a  blank  form 
of  note,  and  delivers  it  with  the  intention  that  the  blank  should 
be  filled,  he  thereby  makes  the  person  to  whom  he  delivers  it 
his  agent,  ^®*  and  is  responsible  for  whatever  date,  sum  or 
time  of  payment  he  may  insert,  to  a  bona  fide  indorsee/* 

In  Breckenridge  v.  Lewis,  84  Me.  349,  30  Am.  St  Rep.  363, 
24  Atl.  864,  it  was  decided  that  "one  who  intrusts  his  signature 
to  another  for  commercial  use — ^that  is,  to  have  some  business 
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obligation  written  over  it,  becomes  holden  upon  a  negotiable 
promissory  note  fraudulently  so  written  by  tiie  person  so  in- 
tinisted  with  it,  and  negotiated  to  an  innocent  holder/* 

II  is  unnecessary  to  multiply  authorities.    Enough  have  been 
•cited  to  make  it  clear  that  one  who  indorses  a  promissory  note 
in  blank  and  intrusts  it  to  another  to  fill  it  up  and  have  it 
<Iiscounted  for  his   (the  indorser's)   benefit,  is  liable  upon  it 
tu  a  bona  fide  holder  for  value,  who  receives  it  before  maturity, 
in  the  usual  course  of  business,  from  the  person  to  whom  it  was 
intrusted,  notwithstanding  that  the  latter  has  filled  it  up  for, 
and  fraudulently  converted  it  to,  a  purpose  entirely  different 
from  that  for  which  he  was  authorized  to  use  it     Commercial 
paper  is  a  part  of  the  mercantile  currency  of  the  country,  and 
in  order  that  its  free  circulation  may  not  be  impeded,  it  is  the 
settled  policy  of  the  law  that  innocent  holders  thereof,  for 
value,  should  have  a  right  to  enforce  payment  of  such  paper 
against  those  who,  by  signing  or  indorsing  it,  either  in  blank 
or  otherwise,  have  caused  it  to  become  a  part  of  such  currency. 
It  is  further  contended  on  behalf  of  the  plaintiff  in  error 
that  if  it  be  considered  that  the  indorser  of  a  blank  promissory 
note  is  liable  to  a  bona  fide  holder,  for  value,  under  the  cir- 
cumstances existing  in  the  present  case,  still  the  plaintiff  bank 
is  not  entitled  to  recover  against  her,  because  it  does  not  occupy 
that  position.     The  fact  is  established  by  the  finding  of  the 
trial  court,  as  has  already  been  stated,  that  the  plaintiff  bank 
took  the  note  '^in  the  regular  course  of  business,  in  good  faith, 
without  notice  of  any  infirmity  in  it.'*    It  is,  therefore,  a  bona 
fide  holder.     The   tiial  court   further   found   thai  the  bank 
took  the  note  *'in  payment  of  an  indebtedness  then  due**  to  it. 
So  far  as  this  state  is  concerned,  the  rule  is  entirely  settled  that 
a  party  taking  a  promissory  note  in  payment  of  an  antecedent 
debt  is  a  holder  of  such  note  for  a  valuable  *^^  consideration, 
and  entitled  to  protection  as  such :  Allaire  v.  Hartshome,  21  N. 
J.  L.  665,  47  Am.  Dec.  175;  Duncan  Sherman  &  Co.  v.  Gilbert, 
29  N.  J.  L.  627.    But,  as  the  transaction  out  of  which  the 
plaintiff's  right  sprang  took  place  in  New  York,  the  question 
tc  be  determined  is  whether,  by  the  law  of  that  jurisdiction, 
one  who  so  takes  a  promissory  note  is  a  holder  for  value.    The 
plaintiff  in  error  insists  that  the  rule  established  in  that  state 
is  that  where  the  holder  has  received  the  paper  as  payment  for 
an  antecedent  debt  he  is  not  such  a  holder,  and  refers  us  to 
s  declaration  to  that  effect  contained  in  the  opinion  of  thi« 
court  in  Duncan  Sherman  &  Co.  v.  Gilbert^  29  N.  J.  L.  528. 

Am.  Bt  Eep.,  Vol.  101—45 
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No  authority  for  this  statemenl  is  cited  in  the  opinion  referred 
to,  and  an  examination  of  the  New  York  cases  do  not  justify 
it. 

On  the  contrary,  the  New  York  decisions  on  this  subject, 

80  far  as  we  have  been  able  to  ascertain  by  an  examination  of 
the  published  reports  of  such  decisions,  are  in  entire  harmony 
with  our  own.  In  1840,  more  than  twenty  years  prior  to  the 
decision  in  Duncan  Sherman  &  Co.  v.  Gilbert,  the  supreme  court 
of  New  York,  in  the  case  of  Bank  of  St.  Albans  v.  Gilliland, 
33  Wend.  311,  35  Am.  Dec.  566,  held  that  ''receiving  a  note 
for  a  precedent  debt  is  receiving  it  for  value,  within  the  law- 
merchant,  if  it  be  taken  in  satisfaction  of  such  precedent  debt, 
and  the  indebtedness  be  canceled.*'  To  the  same  effect  is  the 
decision  of  the  court  of  appeals  in  Brown  y.  Leavitt^  31  N. 
Y.  113,  and  in  the  later  case  of  Phoenix  Ins.  Co.  v.  Church, 

81  N.  Y.  218,  37  Am.  Rep.  494,  and  Mayer  v.  Heidelbach,  123 
N.  Y.  332,  25  N.  E.  416,  9  L.  E.  A.  850. 

It  is  further  urged  on  behalf  of  the  plaintiff  in  error  that 
as  she  received  nothing  for  her  indorsement,  she  is,  at  most, 
an  accommodation  indorser,  and  that  section  5  of  our  married 
women^s  act  (Gen.  Stats.,  p.  2017)  exempts  her  from  liabiliiy 
on  such  a  contract.  In  disposing  of  this  contention  it  is 
enough  to  say  that  it  has  already  been  decided  by  this  court 
that  where  a  note,  upon  which  a  married  women  puts  her  name, 
in  this  state,  first  comes  into  legal  existence  in  the  state  of 
New  York  (as  was  the  present  case),  the  statutory  provision  ap- 
pealed to  affords  her  no  protection:  Thompson  v.  Taylor,  66 
N.  J.  L.  253,  88  Am.  St  Eep.  485,  49  Atl.  544,  54  L.  E.  A. 
585. 

"^  The  only  other  ground  upon  which  the  validity  of  the 
judgment  below  is  attacked  is  based  upon  the  claim  set  up  by 
the  plaintiff  in  error  at  the  trial  of  the  cause,  that  at  the  time 
of  the  transaction  between  her  husband  and  the  bank  the  former 
was  insane,  the  contention  being  that  the  court  erred  in  its 
'  holding  with  regard  to  the  measure  of  liability  upon  contracta 
,  made  by  insane  persons.  It  is  quite  immaterial,  however, 
whether  such  error  occurred  or  not.  The  trial  court  found 
as  a  fact  that  the  husband  of  the  plaintiff  in  error  was  not 
insane  at  the  time  when  he  delivered  the  note  in  suit  to  the 
plaintiff;  and,  as  the  testimony  produced  on  the  subject  of 
Chardavoyne's  sanity  was  amply  sufiScient  to  support  this  find- 
ing, it  must  be  accepted  by  this  court    Consequently,  the  quee- 
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'Hon  of  the  measure  of  liability^  under  the  conditions  men- 
idoned,  is  not  involved  in  the  decision  of  the  case. 
The  judgment  under  review  should  be  affirmed. 

As  to  the  Legal  Effect  of  a  Blank  Indorsement  of  a  negotiable  note^ 
see  First  Nat.  Bank  v.  Payne,  111  Mo.  291,  38  Am.  St.  Bep.  520,  20  S. 
^W.  41;  Dennis  v.  Jackson,  57  Minn.  286,  47  Am.  St.  Bep.  603,  59  N. 
"W.  198;  Seollans  v.  BoUins,  173  Masa  275,  73  Am.  St.  Bep.  284,  53 
N.  E.  863. 

The  Alteration  of  Instruments  hj  filling  blanks  therein  discussed  in 
-the  monographic  note  to  Burgess  v.  BliuiLe,  86  Am.  St.  Bep.  107-112. 
Jl  reference  to  this  note  will  show  that  where  one  has  intrusted  an 
instrument  containing  blanks  to  another  with  the  intent  to  become 
bound  thereon,  he  will  be  liable  upon  the  instrument  though  the 
blanks  be  filled.  He  is  deemed  to  have  given  an  implied  authority 
to  the  payee  or  holder  to  fill  the  blanks  with  the  proper  terms:  See, 
also,  Boston  Steel  etc.  Co.  v.  Steuer,  ISS  Mass.  140,  97  Am.  St.  Bep. 
426,  66  N.  E.  646. 


HEIDECAMP  v.  JEBSEY  CITY,  HOBOKEN  AND  PAT- 
TEESON  STREET  EAILWAY  COMPANY. 

[69  N.  J.  L.  284,  55  Atl.  239.] 

PABENT  ANB  OHILD — ^Adopted  Ohlldren. — Next  of  Sin  of  an 
adopted  child  is  the  next  of  kin  by  blood  and  not  the  adopting  parent^ 
under  a  statute  concerning  adoption  which  wholly  fails  to  bestow 
upon  the  adopting  parent  any  right  to  inherit  the  estate  of  the 
adopted  child,    (pp.  708,  709.) 

J.  P.  Mintbum,  for  the  plaintiff  in  error. 
W.  D.  Edwards,  for  the  defendant  in  error. 


VAN  SYCKEL,  J.  This  suit  is  brought  by  John 
Heidecamp,  administrator  of  Annie  Heidecamp,  deceased^  un* 
der  our  death  act^  for  the  benefit  of  the  next  of  Idn.   . 

Previously  to  the  injury  which  caused  her  death  Annie  had 
been  adopted  as  the  daughter  of  the  plaintiff,  under  the  ''act 
concerning  the  adoption  of  infants/'  with  the  written  consent 
of  the  mother. 

■®*  The  trial  court  held  that  the  adopting  father  was  not  the 
next  of  kin,  and  that  the  natural  mother  could  recover  nomi- 
nal damages  only,  and  a  verdict  was  directed  accordingly.  The 
plaintiff  below  is  the  plaintiff  in  error.  The  question  to  be 
reviewed  is  whether  this  instruction  of  ilie  trial  court  is  cor- 
rect 


708  American  State  EEPoaTS^  Vol.  101.     [New  Jersey, 

Our  death  act,  under  which  this  suit  is  prosecuted,  pro- 
yides  that  the  action  shall  be  for  the  exclusive  benefit  of  the 
widow  and  next  of  kin  of  such  deceased  person^  and  the  sum 
recovered  shall  be  distributed  to  such  widow  and  next  of  kin 
in  the  proportions  provided  by  law  in  relation  to  the  distribu* 
tion  of  personal  property  left  by  persons  dying  int.efitiitft. 

•  The  next  of  kin  in  this  act  must  be  held  to  mean  the  next 
of  kin  by  blood,  unless  the  ^^act  concerning  the  adoption  of 
infants^'  impresses  upon  the  term  a  different  meaning  as  ap- 
plicable to  this  case. 

Our  ''act  concerning  adoption"   (Gen.   Stats.,  p.  1714,  pL 
17)  provides  *^at,  upon  the  entry  of  the  decree  of  adoption, 
the  parents  of  the  child,  if  living,  shall  be  devested  of  all  legal 
rights  and  obligations  due  from  them  to  the  child  or  children 
or  from  the  child  or  children  to  them;  and  the  child  or  children 
shall  be  free  from  all  legal  obligations  of  obedience  or  other- 
wise to  the  parents;  and  the  adopting  parent  or  parents  of  the 
child  or  children  shall  be  invested  with  every  legal  right  in 
respect  to  obedience  and  maintenance  on  the  part  of  the  child' 
or  children  as  if  said  child  or  children  had  been  bom  to  them 
in  lawful  wedlock;  and  the  child  or  children  shall  be  invested 
with  every  legal  right,  privilege,  obligation  and  relation  in  re- 
spect to  education,  maintenance  and  the  rights  of  inheritance 
to  real  estate  or  to  the  distribution  in  personal  estate  on  the 
death  of  such  adopting  parent  or  paroits  as  if  bom  to  them 
in  lawful  wedlock/* 

The  statute  expressly  invests  the  adopting  parent  vrith  every 
legal  right  in  respect  to  obedience  and  maint^ance  on  the  part 
of  the  child  as  if  the  child  had  been  bom  to  them  in  lawful 
wedlock,  but  it  wholly  fails  to  bestow  upon  the  *^  adopting 
parent  any  right  to  inherit  the  estate  of  the  adopted  child. 

That  the  draftsman  of  the  act  did  not  intend  to  confer  any 
such  properly  right  upon  the  adopting  parent  is  emphasized 
by  the  immediately  succeeding  provision  that  the  adopted  child 
shall  be  invested  with  every  legal  right,  privilege,  obligation 
and  relation  in  respect  to  education,  maintenance  and  the  rights 
of  inheritance  to  real  estate  or  to  the  distribution  in  personal 
estate,  on  the  death  of  the  adopting  parents  as  if  bom  to  them 
in  lawftd  wedlock. 

The  statute  further  provides  that,  on  the  death  of  the  adopt- 
ing parent  and  the  subsequent  death  of  the  adopted  duld  with- 
out issue,  the  property  of  such  adopting  deceased  parent  shall 
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descend  to^  and  be  distributed  among^  the  next  of  kin  of  said 
parent,  and  not  to  the  next  of  kin  of  the  adopted  child. 

The  adopting  father  is  therefore  excluded  from  inheriting, 
as  the  next  of  kin  of  the  adopted  child,  not  only  by  the  failure 
of  the  statute  to  invest  him  with  such  right^  but  also  by  the 
declaration  that^  in  determining  who  are  the  next  of  Idn  of 
the  adopted  child,  regard  is  not  to  be  paid  to  the  fact  of  adop- 
tion; the  next  of  kin  of  the  adopted  child  are  his  next  of  kin 
by  blood. 

I  have  found  no  authority  which  will  justify  a  different  in- 
terpretation of  our  statutes. 

Barnes  v.  Allen,  25  Ind.  222,  holds  that  adopted  children 
are  the  heirs  of  adopting  father  in  the  degree  of  children,  and 
are  entitled  to  inherit  from  him.  No  other  construction  could 
be  given  to  the  Indiana  statute,  which  provides  that  the  adopted 
child  shall  have  the  same  interest  in  the  estate  of  adopting 
parent,  by  descent  or  otherwise^  as  if  the  natural  heir  of  such 
parent. 

The  question  whether  the  adopting  father  could  inherit  from 
the  child  is  not  involved  or  discussed  in  the  case. 

In  Bamshisel  v.  Ferrell,  47  Ind.  335,  the  court  expressly  de- 
clares that,  as  between  the  adopted  child  and  the  lawful  chil- 
dren of  the  adopting  parent,  the  legal  relation  as  to  inheri- 
tance is  not  changed  or  affected  by  the  adoption;  that  on 
^^"^  the  death  of  the  adopted  child,  his  next  of  kin  by  blood 
take  from  him. 

In  Davis  v.  King,  95  Ind.  1,  it  appears  that,  in  1883,  the 
Indiana  statute  was  amended  by  providing  that  property,  real 
and  personal,  which  came  to  the  adopted  child  by  gift,  devise 
or  descent  from  the  adopting  parent  should,  on  the  death  of 
the  diild,  go  to  the  heirs  of  the  adopting  parent^  the  same  as 
if  such  child  had  not  been  adopted. 

The  right  of  the  adopting  parent  to  succeed  as  next  of  kin 
to  the  child  was  not  in  this  case. 

In  Bemders  v.  Eoppefanan,  68  Ho.  482,  30  Am.  Bep.  802, 
the  Missouri  court  expressly  ruled  that,  on  the  death  of  the 
adopted  child,  his  estate  will  go  to  his  relations  by  blood,  and 
not  to  those  by  adoption.  This  interpretation  was  based  by 
the  court  upon  the  fact  that  tiie  statute  of  Uiat  state  does  not 
provide  who  shall  inherit  from  the  adopted  child,  but  only  that 
the  adopted  child  shall  inherit'  from  the  adopting  parent 
Delano  v.  Bruerton,  148  Mass.  619,  20  N.  E.  308,  2  L.  R.  A. 
698,  Warren  v.  Prescott>  84  Me.  483,  30  Am,  St  Bep.  370. 
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self  before  seeking  relief.  He  is  entitled  to  be  relietred  from 
liability'* :  Johnston  v.  Salvage  Assn.,  L.  B.  19  Q.  B.  Diy.  458, 
460.  See,  also,  Hnnt  v.  New  Hampshire  Kre  etc.  Assn.,  6S 
N.  H.  305,  73  Am.  St.  Bep.  602,  38  AtL  145,  38  L.  R  A.  514, 
and  cases  cited;  First  Nat.  Bank  v.  Hunton,  70  N.  H.  224, 
46  Atl.  1049 ;  Champion  v.  Brown,  6  Johns.  Ch.  398,  10  Am. 
Dec.  343;  Bnrnmghs  v.  McNeill,  2  Dev.  ft  B.  Bq.  (22  N.  C) 
297,  302;  Central  Trust  Co.  v.  Lonisville  Trust  Co.,  87  Fed. 
23 ;  Ranlangh  v.  Hayes,  1  Vem.  190 ;  Lacey  t.  Hill,  Lu  B.  18 
Eq.  182;  Wolmershausen  v.  GuUick  [1893],  2  Ch.  514;  Cruse 
V.  Paine,  L.  B.  6  Eq.  641,  4  Ch.  App.  441;  Story^s  Equity 
Jurisprudence,  sec.  850;  Bishop^s  Equity,  sec  331;  Idndley 
on  Partnership,  375. 

Except  for  the  provision  that  the  damages  must  be  ascer- 
tained by  a  judgment  after  a  trial  of  the  issue  (immaterial  in 
this  case,  because  such  trial  had  been  had),  dauae  8  is  a  mere 
statement  of  the  law.  The  surety  cannot  sue  the  principal  until 
he  has  paid  the  debt;  but  that  does  not  prevent  the  interposition 
of  equity  to  require  the  principal  to  pay  and  save  the  surety 
harmless. 

But  it  appears  sufficient  to  rest  tha  decision  upon  an  inter- 
pretation of  the  contract  which  gives  effect  to  all  its  provisions, 
avoids  any  conflict  between  them,  and  is  fairly  and  reasonably 
inferable  from  the  evidence.    The  view  that  the  contract  means 
thai  the  insurance  company,  after  taking  control  of  the  pro- 
ceedings in  a  suit  against  the  assured,  cannot  thereafter  foe  dis- 
charged except  by  payment  of  the  indemnity  to  the  assured  or 
securing  his  discharge  ■^•^  from  the  claim,  is  &ought  to  best 
conform  to  the  intent  of  the  parties,  and  is  adopted.    Whether 
in  a  case  where  iiie  company  did  not  so  proceed  the  assured  could 
in  any  form  of  procedure  obtain  any  benefit  from  the  contract 
of  indemnity,  except  upon  proof  of  the  payment  of  damage! 
after  a  trial  of  the  issue,  is  not  now  before  tiie  court 

Decree  for  the  plaintiff. 

."Walker,  J.,  did  not  sit;  the  others  concurred. 


For  Authorities  bearing  upon  the  decision  in  the  principal  case,  Bee 
American  Employers'  Liability  Ins.  Co.  y.  Pordyce,  62  Ark.  562, 
64  Am.  St.  Eep.  305,  36  S.  W.  1051;  Travelers'  Ins.  Co.  v.  Moses,  63 
N.  J.  Eq.  260,  92  Am.  St.  Ecp.  663,  49  Atl.  720;  Worcester  etc.  By. 
Co.  T.  Travelers'  Ins.  Co.,  180  Mass.  263,  91  Am.  St.  Rep.  275  62 
N.  E.  &64,  57  L.  B.  A.  629;  Bain  v.  Atkins,  181  Mass.  240,  92  Am. 
St.  Eep.  411,  63  N.  E.  414,  57  L.  B.  A.  791;  Kansas  City  etc.  B.  B. 
Co.  y.  Southern  By.  News  Co.,  151  Mo.  373,  74  Am.  St.  Ben.  545  52 
S.  W.  205,  45  L.  B.  A.  380.  ^        ' 
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MECHANICS'  BANK  ▼.  CHAEDAVOYNE. 

[69  N.  J.  L.  256,  55  Ati.  1080.] 

KEOOZIABLB  IVflTBinMDBim — ^XndorMminit  in  Blank.—- One 
who  indorsea  a  note  in  blanlc  and  intrusts  it  to  another  to  fill  up 
and  have  discounted  for  the  indorser's  henefit,  is  liable  upon  it  to 
a  bona  fide  holder  for  value,  who  receives  it  before  maturity,  in  the 
nsnal  course  of  business,  from  the  person  to  whom  it  was  intrusted, 
notwithstanding  that  the  latter  filled  it  up  for,  and  fraudulently  con- 
verted it  to,  a  purpose  entirely  different  from  that  for  which  he 
waa  authorised  to  use  it.     (p.  705.) 

nSGOTIABLE  INSTEUMENT8 — ^Indorsement  In  Blank — 
Bona  Fid*  Holder. — ^If  a  bank  receives  a  note  in  the  regular  course  of 
business,  in  good  faith  and  without  notice  of  any  infirmity  in  it, 
in  payment  of  an  indebtedness  due  from  the  person  sending  it,  whose 
wife  has  xadorsed  it  in  blank,  and  intrusted  it  to  him  to  discount  for 
her  benefit,  the  bank  thereby  becomes  a  bona  fide  holder  of  the  note 
for  value,  and  entitled  to  protection  as  such  as  against  the  wife  of 
the  sender  of  the  note.     (p.  705.) 

Iflmbert  &  Stewart,  for  the  plaintiff  in  error. 

A.  C.  Wall,  for  the  defendant  in  error. 


GUMMERE,  C.  J.  This  suit  was  brought  against  Will- 
iam S.  Chardavoyne  and  Annie  N.,  his  wife,  upon  a  promis- 
sory note  made  by  William  to  the  order  of  Annie,  and  indorsed 
by  her.  The  note  is  dated  Newark,  July  28,  1899,  and  is  pay- 
able at  the  Mechanics'  Bank,  Brooklyn,  New  York.  The  case 
was  tried  by  the  court  without  a  jury,  by  consent  of  the  parties 
The  following  are  the  pertinent  facts  found  by  the  trial  court : 
Mrs.  Chardavoyne,  about  ten  days  or  two  weeks  before  July  28. 
1899,  iutroBted  her  husband  with  a  blank  form  of  promissory 
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note,  indorsed  by  her,  to  be  filled  np  and  signed  by  lum,  and 
used  at  the  German  National  Bank  of  Newark,  to  obtain  a  loan 
for  Mrs.  Chardavoyne.    The  German  National  Bank   refused 
to  discount  the  note,  and  its  refusal  was  reported  to  her.     She 
never  authorized  her  husband  to  use  the  note  for  any  other  pTir- 
pose.    Notwithstanding  this  fact,  he,  on  the  twenty-eighth  day 
of  July,  took  the  blank  note  to  the  banking-house  of  the  plain- 
tiff company,  in  Brooklyn,  New  York,  and  the  body   of  the 
instrument  was  then  filled  up  by  the  plaintiff's  president,  at 
the  request  of  Mr.  Chardavo}Tie,  for  a  sum  equal  to  the  amount 
of  an  indebtedness  due  from  **®  Mr.    Chardavoyne     to     the 
plaintiff.     The    next    day  the   note    was    discounted    by    the 
plaintiff,  and  the  proceeds  placed  to  Mr.  Chardavoyne's  credit 
The  president  of  the  bank,  when  he  filled  up  the  note,   waa 
ignorant  of  the  fact  that  it  had  been  indorsed  in  blank  by 
Mrs.  Chardavoyne,  and  the  plaintiff  took  it,  in  the  regular 
course  of  business,  in  g6od  faith,  without  notice  of  any  infirm- 
ity in  it,  and  in  payment  of  the  indebtedness  then  due  to  it 
from  Mr.  Chardavoyne.    On  this  finding  of  facts  judgment 
was  entered  for  the  plaintiff  against  both  the  maker  and  in- 
dorser  of  the  note.    The  writ  of  error  is  sued  out  by  the  iu- 
dorser,  Mrs.  Chardavoyne,  alone. 

The  principal  ground  upon  which  we  are  asked  to  reverse 
this  judgment  is  that,  upon  the  facts  found,  no  hability  on 
the  part  of  Mrs.  Chardavoyne  can  be  predicated.  The  con- 
tention is  that  her  husband  had  no  authority  to  fill  up  the 
note,  except  for  the  purpose  of  having  it  discounted  at  the 
German  National  Bank  for  her  benefit;  that  when  this  pur- 
pose failed  her  husband^s  agency  ceased,  and  her  indorsement 
became  a  nullity,  and  that  his  subsequent  fraudulent  act  in 
having  the  blanks  in  the  note  filled  up,  and  then  appropriating 
it  to  the  payment  of  his  ovm  indebtedness,  did  not  render  her 
responsible  thereon  as  indorser. 

An  examination  of  the  authorities,  however,  wiU  disclose 
that  this  contention  is  untenable.  The  question  to  be  deter- 
mined in  a  case  like  the  present  is  not  what  is  the  actual  limit 
of  authority  conferred  by  the  indorser  of  a  blank  note  upon 
the  person 'into  whose  hands  she  delivers  it,  but  rather,  what 
authority  such  an  indorser,  by  her  conduct,  holds  out  that  per- 
son as  possessing,  to  one  who  takes  the  note  in  good  faith,  for 
value,  and  "without  notice  that  the  actual  authority  conferred 
is  a  limited  one  only;  and  therefore,  as  is  stated  by  Mr.  Par- 
sons (1  Parsons  on  Bills  and  Notes,  110),  ''it  is  no  defense 
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against  a  bona  fide  older,  for  value,  to  prove  either  that  the 
person  to  whom  the  instrument  was  intrusted  in  blank  had 
no  authority  at  all  to  fill  the  blank;  or  that  his  authority  was 
limited  to  a  certain  sum  which  he  had  exceeded;  or  that  he 
was  only  authorized  to  use  the  paper  for  a  particular  purpose, 
and  had  fraudulently  converted  it  to  a  different  purpose;  or 
^*^  that  lie  was  only  authorized  to  fill  the  blank  upon  a  certain 
condition,  which  had  not  happened;  or  that  the  authority  was 
limited  in  point  of  time,  and  that  the  time  had  expired/'  Prac- 
tically the  same  statement  appears  in  1  Daniel  on  Negotiable 
Instruments,  section  143,  where  it  is  said  that  "the  authority 
implied  by  a  signature  in  blank,  and  the  credit  granted,  are  so 
extensive  that  the  party  so  signiQg  will  be  bound,  though  the 
holder  was  only  authorized  to  use  it  for  one  purpose,  and  has 
perverted  it  to  another;  and  though  the  authority  was  limited 
to  a  time  which  has  expired,  or  was  only  to  be  exercised  upon 
a  condition  which  has  not  happened/' 

The  decided  cases  fully  support  the  rule  laid  down  by  these 
authors. 

As  early  as  1780,  Lord  Mansfield,  in  Bussel  v.  Langstaffe, 
Doug.  514,  declared  that  "the  indorsement  on  a  blank  note 
is  a  letter  of  credit  for  an  indefinite  amount.  By  it  the  in- 
dorser  says:  'Trust  Q.  [the  person  who  received  the  note  from 
the  indorser]  to  any  amount,  and  I  will  be  hie  security.'  It 
does  not  lie  in  his  mouth  to  say  that  the  indorsement  is  not 
regular.'' 

In  Qerrard  v.  Lewis,  L.  E.  10  Q.  B.  Div.  30,  it  was  held 
that  "a  man  who  gives  his  acceptance  [to  a  bill  of  exchange] 
in  blank,  holds  out  the  person  to  whom  it  is  intrusted  as  clothed 
with  ostensible  authority  to  fill  in  the  bill  as  he  pleases." 

In  Bank  of  Pittsburg  v.  Neal,  63  U.  S.  (22  How.)  96,  16 
L.  ed.  323,  it  was  held  that  "where  a  party  to  a  negotiable  in- 
strument intrusts  it  to  the  custody  of  another,  with  blanks  not 
filled  up,  whether  it  be  for  the  purpose  to  accommodate  the 
person  to  whom  it  was  intrusted,  or  to  be  used  for  his  own 
benefit,  such  negotiable  instrument  carries  on  its  face  an  im- 
plied authority  to  fill  up  the  blanks  and  perfect  th'  instrument," 
and  that  "a  bona  fide  holder  of  such  an  in^l.  nt,  for  valua- 
ble consideration,  without  notice  of  the  facts  which  impeach  its 
vaUdity  between  the  antecedent  parties,  if  he  takes  it  before 
the  same  becomes  due,  holds  the  title  unaffected  by  these  facts, 
and  may  recover  thereon." 
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la  Michigan  Bank  ▼.  Eldred,  76  U.  S.  (9  Wall.)  544,  19 
L.  ed.  763,  it  is  declared  *«<>  to  be  "weU-aettled  law  that  where 
a  party  to  a  negotiable  bill  of  exchange  or  promiBsory  note, 
containing  blanks,  intrusts  it  to  the  custody  of  another,  whether 
it  be  for  the  purpose  of  accommodating  the  person  to  whom  it 
was  intrusted  or  to  be  used  to  raise  money  for  his  own  benefit, 
such  bill  or  note  espedally  if  it  be  indorsed  in  blank^  carries 
on  its  face  an  implied  authority  in  the  person  to  whom  it  is  so 
intrusted  to  fill  up  the  blanks  in  his  discretion;  and  as  between 
such  party  to  the  bill  or  note,  and  innocent  third  parties  hold- 
ing the  bill  or  note  as  transferees  for  value,  in  the  usual  course 
of  business,  the  person  to  whom  it  is  so  intrusted  must  be 
deemed  to  be  the  agent  of  the  party  who  committed  each  bill 
or  note  to  his  custody;  and  the  legal  ccmclusion  is  that  he  acted 
under  the  authcHrity  of  thai  party,  and  with  his  approbation  and 
consent/' 

In  Van  Duzer  v.  Howe,  21  N.  Y.  631,  it  was  decided  that 
'^a  party  who  intrusts  another  with  his  scceptasioe  in  blank  is 
responsible  to  a  bona  fide  holder,  although  the  blank  is  filled 
with  a  sum  exceeding  that  fixed  as  a  limit  by  the  acceptor/' 

In  Eedlich  v.  Doll,  54  N.  T.  235,  13  Am.  Eep.  573,  the  rule 
is  stated  to  be  that  ^^if  a  note  be  obtained  from  a  maker  by 
fraud ;  if  it  be  made  for  one  purpose  and  used  by  the  holder  for 
another ;  if  it  be  delivered  in  blank,  with  an  agreement  that  the 
blank  shall  be  filled  in  one  way,  and  fl  be  fiUed  in  another; 
iij  all  these  cases  the  maker  is  liable  to  a  bona  fide  holder  for 
value.  The  maker,  rather  than  the  innocent  holder,  must  suf- 
fer for  his  negligence  or  misplaced  confidence.'' 

In  Putnam  v.  Sullivan,  4  Mass.  45,  3  Am.  Dec.  206,  it  was 
held  that  "where  a  merchant  intrusts  his  clerk  with  his  blank 
indorsements,  and  one  by  false  pretenses  obtains  and  uses  them 
(by  writing  and  signing  promissory  notes  upon  ike  face  of  the 
blanks)  such  fraudulent  use  of  them  will  not  discharge  the 
indorser  against  an  innocent  indorsee.'* 

In  Greenfield  Bank  v.  Btowell,  123  Mass.  196,  25  Am.  Eep. 
67,  the  rule  is  laid  down  that  "if  a  man  indorses  a  blank  form 
of  note,  and  delivers  it  with  the  intention  that  the  blank  should 
be  filled,  he  thereby  makes  the  person  to  whom  he  delivers  it 
his  agent,  ^®*  and  is  responsible  for  whatever  date,  sum  or 
time  of  payment  he  may  insert,  to  a  bona  fide  indorsee." 

In  Breckenridge  v.  Lewis,  84  Me.  349,  30  Am.  St  Kep.  853, 
24  Atl.  864,  it  was  decided  that  '^one  who  intrusts  his  signature 
to  another  for  commercial  use — that  is,  to  have  some  business 
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oL>ligation  written  over  it,  becomes  holden  upon  a  negotiable 
I>T-omissory  note  fraudulently  so  written  by  the  person  so  in- 
"timsted  with  it,  and  negotiated  to  an  innocent  holder/' 

It  is  unnecessary  to  multiply  authorities.     Enough  have  been 
•oited  to  make  it  clear  that  one  who  indorses  a  promissory  note 
ixi  blank  and  intrusts  it  to  another  to  fill  it  up  and  have  it 
cliscounted  for  his   (the  indorser's)   benefit,  is  liable  upon  it 
±o  a  bona  fide  holder  for  value,  who  receives  it  before  maturity, 
ixi  the  usual  course  of  business,  from  the  person  to  whom  it  was 
ixs  trusted,  notwithstanding  that  the  latter  has  filled  it  up  for, 
And  fraudulently  converted  it  to,  a  purpose  entirely  different 
from  that  for  which  he  was  authorized  to  use  it     Commercial 
paper  is  a  part  of  the  mercantile  currency  of  the  co\mtry,  and 
Id  order  that  its  free  circulation  may  not  be  impeded,  it  is  the 
settled  policy  of  the  law  that  innocent  holders  thereof,  for 
Talue,  should  have  a  right  to  enforce  payment  of  such  paper 
against  those  who,  by  signing  or  indorsing  it,  either  in  blank 
or  otherwise,  have  caused  it  to  become  a  part  of  such  currency. 
It  is  furtiier  contended  on  behalf  of  the  plaintiff  in  error 
that  if  it  be  considered  that  the  indorser  of  a  blank  promissory 
note  is  liable  to  a  bona  fide  holder,  for  value,  under  the  cir- 
cumstances existing  in  the  present  case,  still  the  plaintiff  bank 
15  not  entitled  to  recover  against  her,  because  it  does  not  occupy 
that  position.     The  fact  is  established  by  the  finding  of  the 
trial  court,  as  has  already  been  stated,  that  the  plaintiff  bank 
took  the  note  ''in  the  regular  course  of  business,  in  good  faith, 
without  notice  of  any  infirmity  in  if    It  is,  therefore,  a  bona 
fide  holder.     The  Ixial  court   further   found   that  the  bank 
took  the  note  ''in  payment  of  an  indebtedness  then  due"  to  it. 
So  far  as  this  state  is  concerned,  the  rule  is  entirely  settled  that 
a  party  taking  a  promissory  note  in  payment  of  an  antecedent 
debt  is  a  holder  of  such  note  for  a  valuable  *^^  consideration, 
and  entitled  to  protection  as  such :  Allaire  v.  Hartshome,  21  N. 
J.  L.  G65,  47  Am.  Dec.  175 ;  Duncan  Sherman  &  Co.  v.  Gilbert, 
29  N.  J.  L.  627.    But,  as  the  transaction  out  of  which  the 
plaintiff's  right  sprang  took  place  in  New  York,  the  question 
to  be  determined  is  whether,  by  the  law  of  that  jurisdiction, 
one  who  so  takes  a  promissory  note  is  a  holder  for  value.    The 
plaintiff  in  error  insists  that  the  rule  established  in  that  state 
is  that  where  the  holder  has  received  the  paper  as  payment  for 
an  antecedent  debt  he  is  not  such  a  holder,  and  refers  us  to 
a  declaration  to  that  effect  contained  in  the  opinion  of  thii 
court  in  Duncan  Sherman  &  Co.  v.  Gilbert^  29  N.  J.  L.  628. 
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No  authority  for  this  statemenl  is  cited  in  the  opinion  referred 
to,  and  an  examiaation  of  the  New  York  cases  do  not  justify 
it. 

On  the  contrary,  the  New  York  decisions  on  this  subject, 

80  far  as  we  have  been  able  to  ascertain  by  an  examination  of 
the  published  reports  of  such  decisions,  are  in  entire  harmony 
with  our  own.  In  1840,  more  than  twenty  years  prior  to  the 
decision  in  Duncan  Sherman  &  Co.  v.  Gilbert,  the  supreme  court 
of  New  York,  in  the  case  of  Bank  of  St.  Albans  v.  Gilliland, 
33  Wend.  311,  36  Am.  Dec.  566,  held  that  "receiving  a  note 
for  a  precedent  debt  is  receiving  it  for  value,  within  the  law- 
merchant,  if  it  be  taken  in  satisfaction  of  such  precedent  debt, 
and  the  indebtedness  be  canceled.*'  To  the  same  effect  is  the 
decision  of  the  court  of  appeals  in  Brown  v.  Leavitt^  31  N. 
Y.  113,  and  in  the  later  case  of  Phoenix  Ins.  Co.  v.  Church, 

81  N.  Y.  218,  37  Am.  Rep.  494,  and  Mayer  v.  Heidelbach,  123 
N.  Y.  332,  25  N.  B.  416,  9  L.  E.  A.  850. 

It  is  further  urged  on  behalf  of  the  plaintiff  in  error  that 
as  she  received  nothing  for  her  indorsement,  she  is,  at  most, 
an  accommodation  indorser,  and  that  section  5  of  our  married 
women^s  act  (Gen.  Stats.,  p.  2017)  exempts  her  from  liability 
on  such  a  contract.  In  disposing  of  this  contention  it  is 
enough  to  say  that  it  has  already  been  decided  by  this  court 
that  where  a  note,  upon  which  a  married  women  puts  her  name, 
in  this  state,  first  comes  into  legal  existence  in  the  state  of 
New  York  (as  was  the  present  case),  the  statutory  provision  ap- 
pealed to  affords  her  no  protection:  Thompson  v.  Taylor,  66 
N.  J.  L.  253,  88  Am.  St  Eep.  485,  49  Atl.  644,  54  L.  R  A- 
685. 

*^  The  only  other  ground  upon  which  the  validity  of  the 
judgment  below  is  attacked  is  based  upon  the  claim  set  up  by 
the  plaintiff  in  error  at  the  trial  of  the  cause,  that  at  the  time 
of  the  transaction  between  her  husband  and  the  bank  the  former 
was  insane,  the  contention  being  that  the  court  erred  in  its 
holding  with  regard  to  the  measure  of  liability  upon  contracts 
made  by  insane  persons.  It  is  quite  immaterial,  however^ 
whether  such  error  occurred  or  not.  The  trial  court  found 
as  a  fact  that  the  husband  of  the  plaintiff  in  error  was  not 
insane  at  the  time  when  he  delivered  the  note  in  suit  to  the 
plaintiff;  and,  as  the  testimony  produced  on  the  subject  of 
Chardavoyne^s  sanity  was  amply  sufficient  to  support  this  find- 
ing, it  must  be  accepted  by  this  court    Consequently,  the  que^ 
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tion   of   the  measure  of  liability,  under  the  conditionB  men- 
tioned, is  not  involved  in  the  decision  of  the  case. 
The  judgment  under  review  should  be  affirmed. 

Ab  to  the  Legal  Effect  of  a  Blank  Indoraemewi  of  a  negotiable  note, 
see  First  N&t.  Bank  v.  Payne,  111  Mo.  291,  38  Am.  St.  Bep.  520,  20  8. 
W.  41;  Dennis  r.  Jackson,  57  Minn.  286,  47  Am.  St.  Bep.  603,  59  N. 
W.  198;  ScoUans  v.  Bollins,  173  Mass.  275,  73  Am.  St.  Bep.  284,  53 
N.  E.  863. 

The  Alteration  of  Instruments  by  fining  blanks  therein  discussed  in 
the  xnono^raphie  note  to  Burgess  y.  BIsuls,  86  Am.  St.  Bep.  107-112. 
A  reference  to  this  note  will  show  that  where  one  has  intrusted  an 
instTument  containing  blanks  to  another  with  the  intent  to  become 
bound  thereon,  he  will  be  liable  upon  the  instrument  though  the 
blanks  be  fiHed.  He  is  deemed  to  have  given  an  implied  authority 
to  the  payee  or  holder  to  fill  the  blanks  with  the  proper  terms:  See, 
also,  Boston  Steel  ete.  Co.  ▼•  Steuer,  IBS  Mass.  140,  97  Am.  St.  Bep. 
426,  66  N.  E.  646. 


HEIDECAMP  v.  JBESET  CITT,  HOBOKEN  AND  PAT- 
TEESON  STREET  RAILWAY  COMPANY. 

[69  N.  J.  L.  284,  55  Atl.  239.] 

PABEKT  AND  OHIIiD — ^Adopted  Children. — Kext  of  Sin  of  an 
adopted  child  is  the  next  of  kin  by  blood  and  not  the  adopting  parent, 
under  a  statute  concerning  adoption  wbich  wholly  fails  to  bestow 
upon  the  adopting  parent  any  right  to  inherit  the  estate  of  the 
adopted  child,     (pp.  708,  709.) 

J.  P.  Mintbum,  for  the  plaintiff  in  error. 
W.  D.  Edwards,  for  the  defendant  in  error. 


VAN  SYCKEL,  J.  This  suit  is  brought  by  John 
Heidecamp,  administrator  of  Annie  Heidecamp,  deceased,  un- 
der  our  death  act,  for  the  benefit  of  the  next  of  kin.   . 

Previously  to  the  injury  which  caused  her  death  Annie  had 
been  adopted  as  the  daughter  of  the  plaintiff,  under  the  '^act 
concerning  the  adoption  of  infants,^'  with  the  written  consent 
of  the  mother. 

"®*  The  trial  court  held  that  the  adopting  father  was  not  the 
next  of  kin,  and  that  the  natural  mother  could  recover  nomi- 
nal damages  only,  and  a  verdict  was  directed  accordingly.  The 
plaintiff  below  is  fhe  plaintiff  in  error.  The  question  to  be 
reviewed  is  whether  this  instruction  of  the  trial  court  is  cor- 
rect 
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Our  death  act,  under  which  this  Buit  is  prosecuted,  pro- 
Tides  that  the  action  shall  be  for  the  exclusive  benefit  of  the 
widow  and  next  of  kin  of  such  deceased  person,  and  the  sum 
recovered  shall  be  distributed  to  such  widow  and  next  of  kin 
in  the  proportions  provided  by  law  in  relation  to  the  distribu- 
tion of  personal  property  left  by  persons  dyin^   intestate. 

*  The  next  of  kin  in  this  act  must  be  held  to  mean  the  next 
of  kin  by  blood,  unless  the  "act  concerning  the  adoption  of 
infants''  impresses  upon  the  teim  a  different  meaning  as  ap- 
plicable to  this  case. 

Our  ''act  concerning  adopticm''   ((Jen.  Stats.,  p.    1714^  pL 
17)  provides  *'that,  upon  the  entry  of  the  decree  of  adoption, 
the  parents  of  the  child,  if  living,  shall  be  devested  of  all  legal 
rights  and  obligations  due  from  them  to  the  child  or  children 
or  from  the  child  or  children  to  them;  and  the  diild  or  children 
shall  be  free  from  all  legal  obligations  of  obedience  or  other- 
wise to  the  parents;  and  the  adopting  parent  or  parents  of  the 
child  or  children  shall  be  invested  with  every  legal  right  in 
respect  to  obedience  and  maintenance  on  the  part  of  the  child 
or  children  as  if  said  child  or  children  had  been  bom  to  them 
in  lawful  wedlock;  and  the  child  or  children  shall  be  invested 
with  every  legal  right,  privilege,  obligation  and  relation  in  re- 
spect to  education,  maintenance  and  Ihe  rights  of  inheritance 
to  real  estate  or  to  the  distribution  in  personal  estate  on  the 
death  of  such  adopting  parent  or  par^its  as  if  bom  to  them 
in  lawful  wedlock.'' 

The  statute  expressly  invests  the  adopting  parent  with  every 
legal  right  in  respect  to  obedience  and  maintenance  on  the  part 
of  the  child  as  ii  Ihe  child  had  been  bom  to  them  in  lawful 
wedlock,  but  it  wholly  fails  to  bestow  upon  the  *®®  adopting 
parent  any  right  to  inherit  the  estate  of  the  adopted  child. 

That  the  draftsman  of  the  act  did  not  intend  to  confer  any 
such  properly  right  upon  the  adopting  parent  is  emphasized 
by  the  immediately  succeeding  provision  that  the  adopted  child 
shall  be  invested  with  every  legal  right,  privilege,  obligation 
and  relation  in  respect  to  education,  maintenance  and  the  rights 
of  inheritance  to  real  estate  or  to  the  distribution  in  personal 
estate,  on  -Qie  death  of  the  adopting  parents  as  if  bom  to  thein 
in  lawful  wedlock. 

The  statute  further  provides  that,  on  the  death  of  the  adopt* 
ing  parent  and  the  subsequent  death  of  the  adopted  child  vrith- 
out  issue,  the  property  of  such  adopting  deceased  parent  shall 
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descend  to^  and  be  distributed  among,  the  next  of  kin  of  said 
parent,  and  not  to  the  next  of  kin  of  the  adopted  child. 

The  adopting  father  is  therefore  excluded  from  inheriting, 
as  the  next  of  kin  of  the  adopted  child,  not  only  by  the  failure 
of  the  statute  to  invest  him  with  such  right,  but  also  by  the 
declaration  that,  in  determining  who  are  the  next  of  Idn  of 
the  adopted  child,  regard  is  not  to  be  paid  to  the  fact  of  adop- 
tion; the  next  of  kin  of  the  adopted  child  are  his  next  of  kin 
by  blood. 

I  have  found  no  authority  which  will  justify  a  different  in- 
terpretation of  our  statutes. 

Barnes  y.  Allen,  25  Ind.  222,  holds  that  adopted  children 
are  the  heirs  of  adopting  father  in  the  degree  of  children,  and 
are  entitled  to  inherit  from  him.  No  other  construction  could 
be  given  to  the  Indiana  statute,  which  provides  that  the  adopted 
child  shall  have  the  same  interest  in  the  estate  of  adopting 
parmt,  by  descent  or  otherwise,  as  if  the  natural  heir  of  such 
parent 

The  question  whether  the  adopting  father  could  inherit  horn 
ibe  child  is  not  involyed  or  discussed  in  the  case. 

In  Bamshisel  v.  Ferrell,  47  Ind.  335,  the  court  expressly  de- 
clares that,  as  between  the  adopted  child  and  the  lawful  chil- 
dren of  the  adopting  parent,  the  legal  relation  as  to  inheri- 
tance is  not  changed  oar  affected  by  tiie  adoption;  that  on 
'^'^  the  dea{h  of  the  adopted  child,  his  next  of  kin  by  blood 
take  from  him. 

In  Davis  y.  King,  95  Ind.  1,  it  appears  that,  in  1883,  the 
Indiana  statute  was  amended  by  providing  that  property,  real 
and  personal,  which  came  to  the  adopted  child  by  gift,  devise 
or  descent  from  the  adopting  parent  should,  on  the  death  of 
tibe  diild,  go  to  the  heirs  of  the  adopting  parent^  the  same  as 
if  such  child  had  not  been  adopted. 

The  right  of  the  adopting  parent  to  succeed  as  next  of  kin 
to  the  child  was  not  in  this  case. 

In  Bemders  y.  Eoppelman,  68  Mo.  482,  30  Am.  Bep.  802, 
the  Missouri  court  expressly  ruled  that,  on  the  death  of  the 
adopted  child,  his  estate  will  go  to  his  relations  by  blood,  and 
not  to  those  by  adoption.  This  interpretation  was  based  by 
the  court  upon  the  fact  that  the  statute  of  that  state  does  not 
provide  who  shall  inherit  from  the  adopted  child,  but  only  that 
the  adopted  child  shall  inherit'  from  the  adopting  parent. 
Delano  y.  Bruerton,  148  Mass.  619,  20  N.  E.  308,  2  L.  B.  A. 
698,  Warren  v.  Frescott,  84  Me.  483^  30  Am.  Si  Bep.  370, 
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self  before  seeking  relief.  He  is  entitled  to  be  relieved  from 
liability^ :  Johnston  v.  Salvage  Assn.,  L,  B.  19  Q.  B.  Div.  458, 
460.  See,  also,  Hunt  v.  New  Hampshire  Eire  etc  Asen.,  6S 
N.  H.  305,  73  Am.  St.  Rep.  602,  38  AtL  145,  38  Li.  K.  A.  514^ 
and  caaes  cited;  First  Kat.  Bank  ▼•  Hnnton,  70  N.  H.  224, 
46  Atl.  1049;  Champion  v.  Brown,  6  Johns.  Ch.  398,  10  Am. 
Dec.  343;  Bnntraghs  v.  McNeill,  2  Dev.  &  B,  Eq.  (22  N.  C.) 
297,  302;  Central  Trust  Co.  v.  Lonisville  Trust  Co.,  87  Fed. 
23;  Eanlaugh  v.  Hayes,  1  Vera.  190;  Lacey  t.  Hill,  K  R  18 
Eq.  182;  Wolmershausen  v.  GuUick  [1893],  2  Ch.  514;  Cruse 
V.  Paine,  L.  B.  6  Eq.  641,  4  Ch.  App.  441;  Story's  Equity 
Jurisprudence,  sec.  860;  Bishop's  Equity,  sec  331;  Lindley 
on  Partnership,  375. 

Except  for  the  provision  that  the  damages  must  be  ascer- 
tained by  a  judgment  after  a  trial  of  the  issue  (immaterial  in 
this  case,  because  such  trial  had  been  had),  dause  8  is  a  mere 
statement  of  the  law.  The  surety  cannot  sue  the  principal  until 
he  has  paid  the  debt;  but  that  does  not  prevent  the  interposition 
of  equity  to  require  the  principal  to  pay  and  save  the  surety 
harmless. 

But  it  appears  sufficient  to  rest  the  decision  upon  an  inter- 
pretation of  the  contract  which  gives  effect  to  all  its  provisions, 
avoids  auy  conflict  between  them,  and  is  fairly  and  reasonably 
inferable  from  the  evidence.    The  view  that  the  contract  means 
thai  the  insurance  company,  after  taking  control  of  the  pro- 
ceedings in  a  suit  against  the  assured,  caimot  thereafter  be  dis- 
charged except  by  payment  of  the  indemnity  to  the  assured  or 
securing  his  discharge  '^^  from  the  claim,  is  thought  to  best 
conform  to  the  intent  of  the  parties,  and  is  adopted.    Whether 
in  a  case  where  the  company  did  not  so  proceed  the  assured  could 
in  any  form  of  procedure  obtain  any  benefit  from  the  contract 
of  indemnity,  except  upon  proof  of  the  payment  of  damages 
after  a  trial  of  the  issue,  is  not  now  before  the  court 

Decree  for  the  plaintiff. 

.Walker,  J.,  did  not  sit;  the  others  concurred. 


For  Authorities  bearing  upon  the  decision  in  the  principal  case,  see 
American  Employers'  Liability  Ins.  Co.  y.  Pordyce,  62  Ark.  562, 
54  Am.  St,  Eep.  305,  36  S.  W.  1051;  Travelers'  Ing.  C!o.  v.  Moses,  63 
N.  J.  Eq.  260,  92  Am.  St.  Ecp.  663,  49  Atl.  720;  Worcester  etc.  By. 
Co.  V.  Travelers'  Ins.  Co.,  180  Mass.  263,  91  Am.  St.  Eep.  275  62 
N.  E.  S64,  57  L.  B.  A.  629;  Bain  v.  Atkins,  181  Mass.  240,  92  Am. 
St.  Bep.  411,  63  N.  E.  414,  57  L.  B.  A.  791;  Kansas  City  etc.  B.  B. 
Co.  y.  Southern  By.  News  Co.,  161  Mo.  373,  74  Am.  St.  Ben.  545  52 
S.  W.  205,  45  L.  B.  A.  380.  ^        ' 
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MECHANICS'  BANK  ▼.  CHAKDAVOYNE. 

[69  N.  J.  L.  256,  55  Atl.  1080.] 

KEgOTTAHTiE  IVflTBinMDBim — IndorMminit  in  Blank.— One 
who  indozaes  a  note  in  blanlc  and  intrusts  it  to  another  to  fill  up 
and  have  discounted  for  the  indorser's  henefit,  is  liable  upon  it  to 
a  hona  fide  ht>lder  for  yalnOy  who  receives  it  before  maturity,  in  the 
usual  course  of  business,  from  the  person  to  whom  it  was  intrusted, 
notwithstanding  that  the  latter  filled  it  up  for,  and  fraudulently  con- 
verted it  to,  a  purpose  entirely  different  from  that  for  wliich  he 
was  authorised  to  use  it.     (p.  705.) 

nSGOTIABLE  INSTEUMENT8 — ^Indorsement  In  Blank — 
Bona  Fide  Holder. — ^If  a  bank  receives  a  note  in  the  regular  course  of 
business,  in  good  faith  and  without  notice  of  any  infirmity  in  it, 
in  payment  of  an  indebtedness  due  from  the  person  sending  it,  whose 
wife  has  indorsed  it  in  blank,  and  intrusted  it  to  him  to  discount  for 
her  benefit,  the  bank  thereby  becomes  a  bona  fide  holder  of  the  note 
for  value,  and  entitled  to  protection  as  such  as  against  the  wife  of 
the  sender  of  the  note.     (p.  705.) 

Lambert  &  Stewart,  for  the  plaintiff  in  error* 

A.  C.  Wall,  for  the  defendant  in  error. 

«^  GUMMEEE,  C.  J.  This  suit  was  bron^t  against  Will- 
iam S.  Chardavoyne  and  Annie  N.,  his  wife,  upon  a  promis- 
sory note  made  by  William  to  the  order  of  Annie,  and  indorsed 
by  her.  The  note  is  dated  Newark,  July  28,  1899,  and  is  pay- 
able at  the  Mechanics'  Bank,  Brooklyn,  New  York.  The  case 
was  tried  by  the  court  without  a  jury,  by  consent  of  the  parties. 
The  following  are  the  pertinent  facts  found  by  the  trial  court : 
Mrs.  Chardavoyne,  about  ten  days  or  two  weeks  before  July  28. 
1899,  intnisted  her  husband  with  a  blank  form  of  promissory 

(7t)l) 
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note,  indorsed  by  her,  to  be  filled  np  and  signed  by  him,  and 
used  at  the  German  National  Bank  of  Newark,  to  obtain  a  loan 
for  Mrs.  Chardavoyne.    The  German  National  Bank  xefnsed 
to  discount  the  note,  and  its  refusal  was  reported  to  her.     She 
never  authorized  her  husband  to  use  the  note  for  any  other  pur- 
pose.    Notwithstanding  this  fact,  he,  on  the  twenty-eighth  day 
of  July,  took  the  blank  note  to  the  banking-house  of  the  plain- 
tiff company,  in  Brooklyn,  New  York,  and  the  body   of  the 
instrument  was  then  filled  up  by  the  plaintiffs  president,  at 
the  request  of  Mr.  Chardavo}Tie,  for  a  sum  equal  to  the  amount 
of  an  indebtedness  due  from  **®  Mr.    Chardavoyne    to    the 
plaintiff.     The    next    day  the    note    was    discounted    by    the 
plaintiff,  and  the  proceeds  placed  to  Mr.  Chardavoyne's  credit 
The  president  of  the  bank,  when  he  filled  up  the  note,  was 
ignorant  of  the  fact  that  it  had  been  indorsed  in   blank  by 
Mrs.  Chardavoyne,  and  the  plaintiff  took  it,  in  the   regular 
course  of  business,  in  g6od  faith,  without  notice  of  any  infirm- 
ity in  it,  and  in  payment  of  the  indebtedness  then  due  to  it 
from  Mr.  Chardavoyne.    On  this  finding  of  facts  judgment 
was  entered  for  the  plaintiff  against  both  the  maker  and  in- 
dorser  of  the  note.    The  writ  of  error  is  sued  out  by  the  in- 
dorser,  Mrs.  Chardavoyne,  alone. 

The  principal  ground  upon  which  we  are  asked  to  reverse 
this  judgment  is  that,  upon  the  facts  found,  no  hability  on 
the  part  of  Mrs.  Chardavoyne  can  be  predicated.  The  con- 
tention is  that  her  husband  had  no  authority  to  fill  up  the 
note,  except  for  the  purpose  of  having  it  discounted  at  the 
German  National  Bank  for  her  benefit;  that  when  this  pur- 
pose failed  her  husband's  agency  ceased,  and  her  indorsement 
became  a  nullity,  and  that  his  subsequent  fraudulent  act  in 
having  the  blanks  in  the  note  filled  up,  and  then  appropriating 
it  to  the  payment  of  his  ovm  indebtedness,  did  not  render  her 
responsible  thereon  as  indorser. 

An  examination  of  the  authorities,  however,  will  disclose 
that  this  contention  is  untenable.  The  question  to  be  deter- 
mined in  a  case  like  the  present  is  not  what  is  the  actual  limit 
of  authority  conferred  by  the  indorser  of  a  blank  note  upon 
the  person' into  whose  hands  she  delivers  it,  but  rather,  what 
authority  such  an  indorser,  by  her  conduct,  holds  out  that  per- 
son as  possessing,  to  one  who  takes  the  note  in  good  faith,  for 
value,  and  "without  notice  that  the  actual  authority  conferred 
is  a  limited  one  only;  and  therefore,  as  is  stated  by  Mr.  Par- 
sons (1  Parsons  on  Bills  and  Notes,  110),  ''it  is  no  defense 
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against  a  bona  fide  older^  for  valne^  to  prove  either  that  the 
person  to  whom  the  instrument  was  in^sted  in  blank  had 
no  authority  at  all  to  fill  the  blank;  or  that  his  authority  was 
limited  to  a  certain  sum  which  he  had  exceeded;  or  that  he 
was  only  authorized  to  use  the  paper  for  a  particular  purpose, 
and  had  fraudulently  converted  it  to  a  different  purpose;  or 
**^  that  he  was  only  authorized  to  fill  the  blank  upon  a  certain 
condition,  which  had  not  happened;  or  that  the  authority  was 
limited  in  point  of  time,  and  that  the  time  had  expired/'  Prac- 
tically the  same  statement  appears  in  1  Daniel  on  Negotiable 
Instruments,  section  143,  where  it  is  said  that  "the  authority 
implied  by  a  signature  in  blank,  and  the  credit  granted,  are  so 
extensive  that  the  party  so  signing  will  be  bound,  though  the 
holder  was  only  authorized  to  use  it  for  one  purpose,  and  has 
perverted  it  to  another;  and  though  the  authority  was  limited 
to  a  time  which  has  expired,  or  was  only  to  be  exercised  upon 
a  condition  which  has  not  happened/' 

The  decided  cases  fully  support  the  rule  laid  down  by  these 
authors. 

As  early  as  1780,  Lord  Mansfield,  in  Eussel  v.  Langstaffe, 
Doug.  614,  declared  that  "the  indorsement  on  a  blank  note 
is  a  letter  of  credit  for  an  indefinite  amount.  By  it  the  in- 
dorser  says :  'Trust  G.  [the  person  who  received  the  note  from 
the  indorser]  to  any  amount,  and  I  will  be  his  security/  It 
does  not  lie  in  his  mouth  to  say  that  the  indorsement  is  not 
regular/^ 

In  Qerrard  v.  Lewis,  L.  E.  10  Q.  B.  Div.  30,  it  was  held 
that  **a  man  who  gives  his  acceptance  [to  a  bill  of  exchange] 
in  blank,  holds  out  the  person  to  whom  it  is  intrusted  as  clothed 
^ith  ostensible  authority  to  fill  in  the  bill  as  he  pleases/' 

In  Bank  of  Pittsburg  v.  Neal,  63  U.  S.  (22  How.)  96,  16 
L.  ed.  323,  it  was  held  that  "where  a  party  to  a  negotiable  in- 
strument intrusts  it  to  the  custody  of  another,  with  blanks  not 
filled  up,  whether  it  be  for  the  purpose  to  accommodate  the 
person  to  whom  it  was  intrusted,  or  to  be  used  for  his  own 
tenefit,  such  negotiable  instrument  carries  on  its  face  an  im- 
plied authority  to  fill  up  the  blanks  and  perfect  th '  instrument,'* 
and  that  "a  bona  fide  holder  of  such  an  int-l.  nt,  for  valua- 
ble consideration,  without  notice  of  the  facts  which  impeach  its 
validity  between  the  antecedent  parties,  if  he  t<ikes  it  before 
the  same  becomes  due,  holds  the  title  unaffected  by  these  facts, 
and  may  recover  thereon.'* 
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In  Michigan  Bank  ▼.  Eldred,  76  U.  S.  (9  WaU.)  544,  19 
L.  ed.  763,  it  is  declared  ««<>  to  be  "weU-eettled  law  that  where 
a  party  to  a  aegotiable  bill  of  exchange  or  promiasory  note, 
containing  blieuiks,  intrusts  it  to  the  custody  of  another,  whether 
it  be  for  the  purpose  of  accommodating  the  person  to  whom  it 
was  intrusted  or  to  be  used  to  raise  money  for  his  own  benefit, 
such  bill  or  note  especially  if  it  be  indorsed  in  blank,  carries 
on  its  face  an  implied  authority  in  the  person  to  whom  it  is  so 
intrusted  to  fill  up  the  blanks  in  his  discretion ;  and  as  between 
such  party  to  the  bill  or  note,  and  innocent  third  parties  hold- 
rag  the  bill  or  note  as  transferees  for  value,  in  the  nsoal  course 
of  business,  the  person  to  whom  it  is  so  intrusted  must  be 
deemed  to  be  the  agent  of  the  party  who  committed  such  bill 
or  note  to  his  custody;  and  the  legal  ccmdusion  is  that  he  acted 
under  tiie  authority  of  that  party,  and  with  his  appcobaiioii  and 
consent/' 

In  Van  Duzer  v.  Howe,  21  N.  Y.  631,  it  was  decided  that 
'^a  party  who  intrusts  another  with  his  secepisaioe  in  blank  is 
responsible  to  a  bona  fide  holder,  although  the  blank  is  filled 
with  a  sum  exceeding  that  fixed  as  a  limit  by  the  acceptor/' 

In  Eedlich  v.  Doll,  54  N.  T.  235,  13  Am.  Hep.  673,  the  rule 
is  stated  to  be  that  ^^if  a  note  be  obtained  from  a  maker  by 
fraud ;  if  it  be  made  for  one  purpose  and  used  by  the  holder  for 
another ;  if  it  be  delivered  in  blaiik,  with  an  agreement  that  the 
blank  shall  be  filled  in  one  way,  and  ft  be  filled  in  another; 
in  all  these  cases  the  maker  is  liable  to  a  bona  fide  holder  for 
value.  The  maker,  rather  than  the  innocent  holder,  must  suf- 
fer for  his  negligence  or  misplaced  confidence." 

In  Putnam  v.  Sullivan,  4  Mass.  45,  3  Am.  Dec  206,  it  was 
held  that  "where  a  merchant  intrusts  his  clerk  with  his  blank 
iudorsements,  and  one  by  false  pretenses  obtains  and  uses  them 
(by  writing  and  signing  promissory  notes  upon  ike  face  of  the 
blanks)  such  fraudulent  use  of  them  will  not  discharge  the 
indorser  against  an  innocent  indorsee/' 

In  Greenfield  Bank  v.  Btowell,  123  Mass.  196,  25  Am.  Bep. 
67,  the  rule  is  laid  down  that  "if  a  man  indorses  a  blank  form 
of  note,  and  delivers  it  with  the  intention  that  the  blank  should 
be  filled,  he  thereby  makes  the  person  to  whom  he  delivers  it 
his  agent,  ^®*  and  is  responsible  for  whatever  date,  sum  or 
time  of  payment  he  may  insert,  to  a  bona  fide  indorsee." 

In  Breckenridge  v.  Lewis,  84  Me.  349,  30  Am.  St  Bep.  363, 
24  Atl.  864,  it  was  decided  that  "one  who  intrusts  his  signature 
to  another  for  commercial  use — ^that  is,  to  have  some  busineflB 
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obligaLion  written  ovor  it,  becomes  holden  upon  a  negotiable 
promissory  note  fraudulently  so  written  by  tiae  person  so  in- 
ti-usted  with  it,  and  negotiated  to  an  innocent  holder/' 

li  is  unnecessary  to  multiply  authorities.    Enough  have  been 
cited  to  make  it  clear  that  one  who  indorses  a  promissory  note 
in  blank  and  intrusts  it  to  another  to  fill  it  up  and  have  it 
discounted  for  his   (the  indorser's)   benefit,  is  liable  upon  it 
tu  a  bona  fide  holder  for  value,  who  receives  it  before  maturity, 
in  the  usual  course  of  business,  from  the  person  to  whom  it  was 
iotrustcd,  notwithstanding  that  the  latter  has  filled  it  up  for, 
and  fraudulently  converted  it  to,  a  purpose  entirely  different 
from  that  for  which  he  was  authorized  to  use  it.     Commercial 
paper  is  a  part  of  the  mercantile  currency  of  the  country,  and 
iu  order  that  its  free  circulation  may  not  be  impeded,  it  is  the 
settled  policy  of  the  law  that  innocent  holders  thereof,  for 
value,  should  have  a  right  to  enforce  payment  of  such  paper 
against  those  who,  by  signing  or  indorsing  it,  either  in  blank 
or  otherwise,  have  caused  it  to  become  a  part  of  such  currency. 
It  is  further  contended  on  behalf  of  the  plaintiff  in  error 
that  if  it  be  considered  that  the  indorser  of  a  blank  promissory 
note  is  liable  to  a  bona  fide  holder,  for  value,  under  the  cir- 
cumstances existing  in  the  present  case,  still  the  plaintiff  bank 
is  not  entitled  to  recover  against  her,  because  it  does  not  occupy 
that  position.    The  fact  is  established  by  the  finding  of  the 
trial  court,  as  has  already  been  stated,  that  the  plaintiff  bank 
took  the  note  *'in  the  regular  course  of  business,  in  good  faith, 
Tsithout  notice  of  any  infirmity  in  if    It  is,  therefore,  a  bona 
fide  holder.     The   Izial  court   further   found   that  the  bank 
took  the  note  "in  payment  of  an  indebtedness  then  due"  to  it. 
So  far  as  this  state  is  concerned,  the  rule  is  entirely  settled  that 
a  party  taking  a  promissory  note  in  payment  of  an  antecedent 
debt  is  a  holder  of  such  note  for  a  valuable  *®^  consideration, 
and  entitled  to  protection  as  such :  Allaire  v.  Hartshome,  21  If. 
J.  L.  665,  47  Am.  Dec.  175 ;  Duncan  Sherman  &  Co.  v.  Gilbert, 
29  N.  J.  L.  627.    But,  as  the  transaction  out  of  which  the 
plaintiff^s  right  sprang  took  place  in  New  York,  the  question 
to  be  determined  is  whether,  by  the  law  of  that  jurisdiction, 
one  who  so  takes  a  promissory  note  is  a  holder  for  value.     The 
plaintiff  in  error  insists  that  the  rule  established  in  that  state 
is  that  where  the  holder  has  received  the  paper  as  payment  for 
an  antecedent  debt  he  is  not  such  a  holder,  and  refers  us  to 
*  declaration  to  that  effect  contained  in  the  opinion  of  thi« 
court  in  Duncan  Sherman  &  Co.  v.  Gilbert,  29  N.  J.  L.  528. 

Am.  St  Eep.,  Vol.  101—45 
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No  authority  for  this  statement  is  cited  in  the  opinion  referred 
to,  and  an  examination  of  the  New  York  cases  do  not  justify 
it 

On  the  contrary,  the  New  York  decisions  on  this  subject, 

80  far  as  we  have  been  able  to  ascertain  by  an  examination  of 
the  published  reports  of  such  decisions,  are  in  entire  harmony 
with  our  own.  In  1840,  more  than  twenty  years  prior  to  the 
decision  in  Duncan  Sherman  &  Co.  v.  Gilbert,  the  supreme  court 
of  New  York,  in  the  case  of  Bank  of  St.  Albans  v.  Gilliland, 
33  Wend.  311,  35  Am.  Dec.  566,  held  that  "receiving  a  note 
for  a  precedent  debt  is  receiving  it  for  value,  within  the  law- 
merchant,  if  it  be  taken  in  satisfaction  of  such  precedent  debt, 
and  the  indebtedness  be  canceled.^'  To  the  same  effect  is  the 
decision  of  the  court  of  appeals  in  Brown  v.  Leavitt^  31  N. 
Y.  113,  and  in  the  later  case  of  Phoenix  Ins.  Co.  ▼.  Church, 

81  N.  Y.  218,  37  Am.  Rep.  494,  and  Mayer  v.  Heidelbach,  123 
N.  Y.  332,  25  N.  E.  416,  9  L.  R.  A.  850. 

It  is  further  urged  on  behalf  of  the  plaintiff  in  error  that 
as  she  received  nothing  for  her  indorsement,  she  is,  at  mos^ 
an  accommodation  indorser,  and  that  section  5  of  our  married 
women^s  act  (Gen.  Stats.,  p.  2017)  exempts  her  from  liability 
on  such  a  contract.  In  disposing  of  this  contention  it  is 
enough  to  say  that  it  has  already  been  decided  by  this  court 
that  where  a  note,  upon  which  a  married  women  puts  her  name, 
in  this  state,  first  comes  into  legal  existence  in  the  state  of 
New  York  (as  was  the  present  case),  the  statutory  provision  ap- 
pealed to  affords  her  no  protection:  Thompson  v.  Taylor,  M 
N.  J.  L.  253,  88  Am.  St  Rep.  485,  49  Atl.  544,  64  L.  R  A. 
586. 

■^  The  only  other  ground  upon  which  the  validity  of  the 
judgment  below  is  attacked  is  based  upon  the  claim  set  up  by 
the  plaintiff  in  error  at  the  trial  of  the  cause,  that  at  the  tune 
of  the  transaction  between  her  husband  and  the  bank  the  former 
was  insane,  the  contention  being  that  the  court  erred  in  its 
•  holding  with  regard  to  the  measure  of  liability  upon  contracts 
,  made  by  insane  persons.  It  is  quite  immaterial,  however, 
whether  such  error  occurred  or  not.  The  trial  court  found 
as  a  fact  that  the  husband  of  the  plaintiff  in  error  was  not 
insane  at  the  time  when  he  delivered  the  note  in  suit  to  the 
plaintiff;  and,  as  the  testimony  produced  on  the  subject  of 
Chardavoyne's  sanity  was  amply  sufficient  to  support  this  find- 
ing, it  must  be  accepted  by  this  court    Consequently,  the  qoe^ 
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tion   of   the  measure  of  liability^  under  the  conditions  men- 
tioned^ is  not  involved  in  the  decision  of  the  case. 
The  judgment  under  review  should  be  afiBxmed. 

As  to  the  Legal  Effect  of  a  Blank  Indargemeni  of  a  negotiable  note^ 
eee  First  Kat.  Bank  v.  Payne,  111  Mo.  291,  38  Am.  St.  Bep.  520,  20  S. 
W.  41;  Bennie  v.  Jackson,  57  Minn.  286,  47  Am.  St.  Bep.  603,  59  N. 
W.  198;  SeoUans  ▼•  Bolline,  173  Mass.  275.  73  Am.  St.  Bep.  284,  58 
N.  £.  863. 

The  Alteration  of  In8trument9  bj  lUlinff  blanks  therein  discossed  Ia 
the  monographic  note  to  Burgess  v.  BIiulo,  86  Am.  St.  Bep.  107-112. 
A  reference  to  this  note  will  show  that  where  one  has  intrusted  an 
instrument  containing  blanks  to  another  with  the  intent  to  become 
bound  thereon,  he  will  be  liable  upon  the  instrument  though  the 
blanks  be  filled.  He  is  deemed  to  have  given  an  implied  authority 
to  the  payee  or  holder  to  fill  the  blanks  with  the  proper  terms:  See, 
also,  Boston  Steel  ete.  Go.  v.  Steuer,  18$  Mass.  140,  97  Am.  Bt  Bep. 
426,  66  N.  £.  646. 


HEIDECAMP  V.  JERSEY  CITY,  HOBOKEN  AND  PAT- 
TEBSON  STREET  RAILWAY  COMPANY. 

[69  N.  J.  L.  284,  55  Atl.  239.] 

PABEKT  AND  OULLD — ^Adopted  Ohlldren. — Next  of  Xln  of  an 
adopted  child  is  the  next  of  kin  by  blood  and  not  the  adopting  parent, 
under  a  statute  concerning  adoption  wliich  wholly  fails  to  bestow 
upon  the  adopting  parent  any  right  to  inherit  the  estate  of  the 
adopted  child,     (pp.  708,  709.) 

J.  P.  Mintbum,  for  the  plaintiff  in  error. 
W.  D.  Edwards,  for  the  defendant  in  error. 


VAN  SYCKEL,  J.  This  suit  is  brougM  by  John 
Heidecamp,  administrator  of  Annie  Heidecamp,  deceased,  un- 
der our  death  act,  for  the  benefit  of  the  next  of  Idn.   . 

Previously  to  the  injury  which  caused  her  death  Annie  had 
been  adopted  as  the  daughter  of  the  plaintiff,  under  the  ''act 
concerning  the  adoption  of  infants^''  with  the  written  consent 
of  the  mother. 

■*  The  trial  court  held  that  the  adopting  father  was  not  the 
next  of  kin,  and  that  the  natural  mother  could  recover  nomi- 
i)al  damages  only,  and  a  verdict  was  directed  accordingly.  The 
plaintiff  below  is  the  plaintiff  in  error.  The  question  to  be 
Teviewed  ia  whether  this  instruction  of  the  trial  court  is  cor- 
lect 
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Our  death  act^  under  which  this  suit  is  prosecnted,  pio- 
Tides  that  the  action  shall  be  for  the  exclusive  benefit  of  the 
widow  and  next  of  kin  of  such  deceased  person^  and  the  sam 
recovered  shall  be  distributed  to  such  widow  and  next  of  kin 
in  the  proporti(ui8  provided  by  law  in  relation  to  the  distribu* 
tion  of  personal  property  left  by  persons  dying  intestate. 

*  The  next  of  kin  in  this  act  must  be  held  to  mean  the  next 
of  kin  by  blood,  unless  the  ^'act  concerning  the  adoption  of 
infants''  impresses  upon  the  teim  a  diiferent  meaning  as  ap- 
plicable to  this  case. 

Our  ''act  ccmoeming  adoption'*  {Qea.  Stats.^  p.  1714,  pL 
17)  provides  **that,  upon  the  entry  of  the  decree  of  adoption, 
the  parents  of  the  child,  if  living,  shall  be  devested  of  all  legal 
rights  and  obligations  due  from  them  to  the  child  or  children 
or  from  the  diild  or  children  to  them;  and  the  child  or  children 
shall  be  free  from  all  legal  obligations  of  obedience  or  other- 
wise to  the  parents;  and  the  adopting  parent  or  parents  of  the 
child  or  children  diall  be  invested  with  every  legal  right  in 
respect  to  obedience  and  maintenance  on  the  part  of  the  child 
or  children  as  if  said  child  or  children  had  been  bom  to  them 
in  lawful  wedlock;  and  the  child  or  children  shall  be  invested 
with  every  legal  right,  privilege,  obligation  aind  relation  in  re- 
spect to  education,  maintenance  and  the  rights  of  inheritance 
to  real  estate  or  to  the  distribution  in  personal  estate  on  the 
death  of  such  adopting  parent  or  par^its  as  if  bom  to  them 
in  lawful  wedlock.'* 

The  statute  expressly  invests  the  adopting  parent  with  every 
legal  right  in  respect  to  obedience  and  maintenance  on  the  part 
of  the  child  as  if  the  child  had  been  bom  to  them  in  lawful 
wedlock,  but  it  wholly  fails  to  bestow  upon  the  ^^^  adopting 
parent  any  right  to  inherit  the  estate  of  the  adopted  child. 

That  the  draftsman  of  the  act  did  not  intend  to  confer  any 
such  propertv  right  upon  the  adopting  parent  is  emphasized 
by  the  immeaiately  succeeding  provision  that  the  adopted  child 
shall  be  invested  with  every  legal  right,  privilege,  obligation 
and  relation  in  respect  to  education,  maintenance  and  the  rights 
of  inheritance  to  real  estate  or  to  the  distribution  in  personal 
estate,  on  the  death  of  the  adopting  parents  as  if  bom  to  them 
in  lawful  wedlock. 

The  statute  further  provides  that,  on  the  death  of  the  adopt- 
ing  parent  and  the  subsequent  death  of  the  adopted  child  with- 
out issue,  the  property  of  such  adopting  deceased  parent  shall 
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descend  to^  and  be  distributed  among^  the  next  of  kin  of  said 
f>arent^  and  not  to  the  next  of  kin  of  tiie  adopted  child. 

The  adopting  father  is  therefore  exclnded  from  inheriting, 
as  the  next  of  kin  of  the  adopted  child,  not  only  by  the  failure 
of  the  statute  to  invest  him  with  such  right,  but  also  by  the 
declaration  that^  in  determining  who  are  the  next  of  Idn  of 
the  adopted  child,  regard  is  not  to  be  paid  to  the  fact  of  adop- 
iion;  the  next  of  kin  of  the  adopted  child  are  his  next  of  kin 
l)y  blood. 

I  have  found  no  authority  which  will  justify  a  different  in- 
terpretation of  our  statutes. 

Barnes  v.  Allen,  25  Ind.  222,  holds  that  adopted  children 
are  the  heirs  of  adopting  father  in  the  degree  of  children,  and 
are  entitled  to  inherit  from  him.  No  other  construction  could 
be  given  to  the  Indiana  statute,  which  provides  that  the  adopted 
child  shall  have  the  same  interest  in  the  estate  of  adopting 
parmt,  by  descent  or  otherwise,  as  if  the  natural  heir  of  such 
parent. 

The  question  whether  the  adopting  father  could  inherit  from 
•Hie  diild  is  not  involved  or  discussed  in  the  case. 

In  Bamshisel  v.  Ferrell,  47  Ind.  335,  the  court  expressly  de- 
clares that,  as  between  the  adopted  child  and  the  lawful  chil- 
dren of  the  adopting  parent,  the  legal  relation  as  to  inheri- 
tance is  not  changed  oar  affected  by  the  adoption;  that  on 
^^^  the  deafh  of  the  adopted  child,  his  next  of  kin  by  blood 
take  from  him. 

In  Davis  v.  King,  95  Ind.  1,  it  appears  that^  in  1883,  the 
Indiana  statute  was  amended  by  proyiding  that  property,  real 
and  personal,  which  came  to  the  adopted  child  by  gift,  devise 
or  descent  from  the  adopting  parent  should,  on  the  death  of 
the  diild,  go  to  the  heirs  of  the  adopting  parent,  the  same  as 
if  such  child  had  not  been  adopted. 

The  right  of  the  adopting  parent  to  succeed  as  next  of  kin 
to  the  child  was  not  in  this  case. 

In  Bemders  v.  Koppehnan,  68  Mo.  482,  30  Am.  Sep.  802, 
the  Missouri  court  expressly  ruled  that,  on  the  death  of  the 
adopted  child,  his  estate  will  go  to  his  relations  by  blood,  and 
not  to  those  by  adoption.  This  interpretation  vras  based  by 
the  court  upon  the  fact  that  the  statute  of  that  state  does  not 
provide  who  shall  inherit  from  the  adopted  child,  but  only  that 
the  adopted  child  shall  inherit'  from  the  adopting  parent 
Delano  t.  Bruerton,  148  Mass.  619,  20  N.  E.  308,  2  L.  E.  A. 
698^  Warren  v.  Prescott,  84  Me.  483,  30  Am.  Si  Bep.  370, 
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self  before  seekmg  reliel  He  is  entitled  to  be  relieved  from 
liability" :  Johnston  v.  Salvage  Assn.,  L.  R  19  Q.  B.  Dir.  458, 
460.  See,  also.  Hunt  v.  New  Hampshiie  FiiB  etc  Assn.,  68 
N.  H.  305,  73  Am.  St.  Bep.  602,  38  AtL  145,  38  li.  R  A.  514, 
and  cases  cited;  First  Nat.  Bank  v.  Hunton,  70  N.  H.  224, 
46  Atl.  1049;  Champion  v.  Brown,  6  Johns.  Ch.  398,  10  Am. 
Dea  343;  Burroughs  v.  McNdll,  2  Dev.  &  B.  Eq.  (22  N.  C.) 
297,  302;  Central  Trust  Co.  v.  Louisville  Trust  Co.,  87  Fed. 
23;  Eanlaugh  v.  Hayes,  1  Vem.  190;  Lacey  v.  Hill,  L.  K.  18 
Eq.  182;  Wolmershausen  v.  GuUick  [1893],  2  Ch.  514;  Cruse 
V.  Paine,  L.  R.  6  Eq.  641,  4  Ch.  App.  441;  Story's  Equity 
J-urisprudence,  sec.  850;  Bishop's  Equity,  sec.  331;  Lindley 
on  Partnership,  375. 

Except  for  the  provision  that  the  damages  must  be  ascer- 
tained by  a  judgment  after  a  trial  of  the  issue  (immaterial  in 
this  case,  because  such  trial  had  been  had),  dauae  8  is  a  mere 
statement  of  the  law.  The  surety  cannot  sue  the  principal  until 
he  has  paid  the  debt;  but  that  does  not  prevent  the  interposition 
of  equity  to  require  the  principal  to  pay  and  save  the  surety 
harmless. 

But  it  appears  sufficient  to  rest  ihs  decision  upon  an  inter- 
pretation of  the  contract  which  gives  effect  to  all  its  provisions, 
avoids  any  conflict  between  them,  and  is  fairly  and  reasonably 
inferable  from  the  evidence.  The  view  that  the  contract  means 
that  the  insurance  company,  after  taking  control  of  the  pro- 
ceedings in  a  suit  against  the  assured,  cannot  thereafter  be  dis- 
diarged  except  by  payment  of  the  indemnity  to  the  assured  or 
securing  his  discharge  ^^^^  from  the  claim,  is  thought  to  best 
conform  to  the  intent  of  the  parties,  and  is  adopted.  Whether 
in  a  case  where  Hlxe  company  did  not  so  proceed  the  assured  covld 
in  any  form  of  procedure  obtain  any  benefit  from  the  contract 
of  indemnity,  except  upon  proof  of  the  payment  of  damages 
after  a  trial  of  the  issue,  is  not  now  before  the  court 

Decree  for  the  plaintiff. 

Walker,  J.,  did  not  sit;  the  others  concurred. 


For  Authorities  bearing  upon  the  decision  in  the  principal  case,  b6« 
American  Employers'  Liability  Ins.  Co.  v.  Fordyce,  62  Ark  562, 
64  Am.  St.  Eep.  305,  36  S.  W.  1051;  Travelers'  Ins.  Co.  v.  Moses,  63 
N.  J.  Eq.  260,  92  Am.  St.  Rep.  663,  49  AtL  720;  Worcester  etc.  By. 
Co.  V.  Travelers'  Ins.  Co.,  180  Mass.  263,  91  Am.  St.  Rep.  275  63 
N.  E.  S64,  57  L.  R.  A.  629;  Bain  v.  Atkins,  181  Mass.  240,  92  Am. 
St.  Bep.  411,  63  N.  E.  414,  57  L.  R.  A.  791;  Kansas  City  etc.  B.  B. 
Co.  V.  Southern  Ry.  News  Co.,  151  Mo.  373,  74  Am.  St.  Ren.  545  5$ 
S.  W.  205,  45  L.  R.  A.  380.  '^        * 


CASES 

ZV  THS 

COUET  OF  EEE0E8  AND  APPEALS 


Of 


NEW    JERSEY. 


MECHABTICS'  BANK  v.  CHARDAVOYNE. 

[69  N.  J.  L.  256,  65  Ml.  1080.] 

KE€KKCIABI2  nTOXBUMEliTB — JoAantmntt  In  Blank. — One 
^ho  indorses  a  note  in  blanJk  and  intmsts  it  to  another  to  fill  up 
and  have  discounted  for  the  indorser's  benefit,  is  liable  upon  it  to 
a  bona  fide  bolder  for  value,  who  receives  it  before  maturity,  in  the 
usual  course  of  business,  from  the  person  to  whom  it  was  intrusted, 
notwithstanding  that  the  latter  filled  it  up  for,  and  fraudulently  con- 
verted it  to,  a  purpose  entirelv  different  from  that  for  which  he 
was  authorised  to  use  it.     (p.  705.) 

JStEGOTULELE  INSTBUICENTS — ^Indorsement  in  Blank— 
Bona  Tidm  Holdec* — ^If  a  bank  receives  a  note  in  the  regular  course  of 
business,  in  good  faith  and  without  notice  of  any  infirmity  in  it, 
in  payment  of  an  indebtedness  due  from  the  person  sending  it,  whose 
wife  has  indorsed  it  in  blank,  and  intrusted  it  to  him  to  discount  for 
her  benefit,  the  bank  thereby  becomes  a  bona  fide  holder  of  the  note 
for  value,  and  entitled  to  protection  as  such  as  against  the  wife  of 
the  sender  of  the  note.     (p.  705.) 

I^mbert  ft  Stewart^  for  the  plaintiff  in  error. 

A.  C.  Wall,  for  the  defendant  in  error. 

*^  GUMMEEE,  C.  J.  This  suit  was  brought  against  Will- 
iam S.  (3hardavoyne  and  Annie  N.,  his  wife,  upon  a  promis- 
sory note  made  by  William  to  the  order  of  Annie,  and  indorsed 
by  her.  The  note  is  dated  Newark,  July  28,  1899,  and  is  pay- 
able at  the  Mechanics'  Bank,  Brooklyn,  New  York.  The  case 
was  tried  by  the  court  without  a  jury,  by  consent  of  the  parties. 
The  following  are  the  pertinent  facts  found  by  the  trial  court: 
Mrs.  Chardavojme,  about  ten  days  or  two  weeks  before  July  28. 
1B99.,  intrusted  her  husband  with  a  blank  form  of  promissory 

(7D1) 
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note,  indorsed  by  her,  to  be  filled  up  and  signed  by  him,  and 
used  at  the  German  National  Bank  of  Newark,  to  obtain  a  loan 
for  Mrs.  Chardavoyne.  The  Grerman  National  Bank  refused 
to  discount  the  note,  and  its  refusal  was  reported  to  her.  She 
never  authorized  her  husband  to  use  the  note  for  any  other  pur- 
pose. Notwithstanding  this  fact,  he,  on  the  twenly-eighth  day 
of  July,  took  the  blank  note  to  the  banking-house  of  the  plain- 
tiff company,  in  Brooklyn,  New  York,  and  the  body  of  the 
instrument  was  then  filled  up  by  the  plaintifPs  president,  at 
the  request  of  Mr.  Chardavoyne,  for  a  sum  equal  to  the  amount 
of  an  indebtedness  due  from  ^"^  Mr.  Chardavoyne  to  the 
plaintiff.  The  next  day  the  note  was  discounted  by  the 
plaintiff,  and  the  proceeds  placed  to  Mr.  Chardavoyne's  credit. 
The  president  of  the  bank,  when  he  filled  up  the  note,  was 
ignorant  of  the  fact  that  it  had  been  indorsed  in  blank  by 
Mrs.  Chardavoyne,  and  the  plaintiff  took  it,  in  the  regular 
course  of  business,  in  gOod  faith,  without  notice  of  any  infirm- 
ity in  it^  and  in  payment  of  the  indebtedness  then  due  to  it 
from  Mr.  Chardavoyne.  On  this  finding  of  facts  judgment 
was  entered  for  the  plaintiff  against  both  the  maker  and  in- 
dorser  of  the  note.  The  writ  of  error  is  sued  out  by  the  in- 
dorser,  Mrs.  Chardavoyne,  alone. 

The  principal  ground  upon  which  we  are  asked  to  reverse 
this  judgment  is  that,  upon  the  facts  found,  no  Uability  on 
the  part  of  Mrs.  Chardavoyne  can  be  predicated.  The  con- 
tention is  that  her  husband  had  no  authority  to  fill  up  the 
note,  except  for  the  purpose  of  having  it  discounted  at  the 
German  National  Bank  for  her  benefit;  that  when  this  pur- 
pose failed  her  husband^s  agency  ceased,  and  her  indorsement 
became  a  nullity,  and  that  his  subsequent  fraudulent  act  in 
having  the  blanks  in  the  note  filled  up,  and  then  appropriating 
it  to  the  payment  of  his  own  indebtedness,  did  not  render  her 
responsible  thereon  as  indorser. 

An  examination  of  the  authorities,  however,  will  disclose 
that  this  contention  is  untenable.  The  question  to  be  deter- 
mined in  a  case  like  the  present  is  not  what  is  the  actual  limit 
of  authority  conferred  by  the  indorser  of  a  blank  note  upon 
the  person 'into  whose  hands  she  delivers  it,  but  rather,  what 
authority  such  an  indorser,  by  her  conduct,  holds  out  that  per- 
son as  possessing,  to  one  who  takes  the  note  in  good  faith,  for 
value,  and  "without  notice  that  the  actual  authority  conferred 
is  a  limited  one  only;  and  therefore,  as  is  stated  by  Mr.  Par- 
sons (1  Parsons  on  Bills  and  Notes,  110),  *'it  is  no  defense 
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against  a  bona  fide  older^  for  value,  to  prove  either  that  the 
person  to  whom  the  instrument  was  intrusted  in  blank  had 
no  authority  at  all  to  fill  the  blank;  or  that  his  authority  was 
limited  to  a  certain  sum  which  he  had  exceeded;  or  that  he 
was  only  authorized  to  use  the  paper  for  a  particular  purpose, 
and  had  fraudulently  converted  it  to  a  different  purpose;  or 
^°^  that  he  was  only  authorized  to  fill  the  blank  upon  a  certain 
condition,  which  had  not  happened;  or  that  the  authority  was 
limited  in  point  of  time,  and  that  the  time  had  expired/'  Prac- 
tically the  same  statement  appears  in  1  Daniel  on  Negotiable 
Instruments,  section  143,  where  it  is  said  that  "the  authority 
implied  by  a  signature  in  blank,  and  the  credit  granted,  are  so 
extensive  that  the  party  so  signing  will  be  bound,  though  the 
holder  was  only  authorized  to  use  it  for  one  purpose,  and  has 
perverted  it  to  another;  and  though  the  authority  was  limited 
to  a  time  which  has  expired,  or  was  only  to  be  exercised  upon 
a  condition  Which  has  not  happened/' 

The  decided  cases  fully  support  the  rule  laid  down  by  these 
authors. 

As  early  as  1780,  Lord  Mansfield,  in  Bussel  v.  Langstaffe, 
Doug.  514,  declared  that  '^the  indorsement  on  a  blank  note 
is  a  letter  of  credit  for  an  indefinite  amount.  By  it  the  in- 
dorser  says :  'Trust  G.  [the  person  who  received  the  note  from 
the  indorser]  to  any  amount,  and  I  will  be  hie  security.*  It 
docs  not  lie  in  his  mouth  to  say  that  the  indorsement  is  not 
regular.'' 

In  Gerrard  v.  Lewis,  L.  B.  10  Q.  B.  Div.  30,  it  was  held 
that  "a  man  who  gives  his  acceptance  [to  a  bill  of  exchange] 
in  blank,  holds  out  the  person  to  whom  it  is  intrusted  as  clothed 
with  ostensible  authority  to  fill  in  the  bill  as  he  pleases." 

In  Bank  of  Pittsburg  v.  Neal,  63  II.  S.  (22  How.)  96,  16 
L.  ed.  323,  it  was  held  that  ''where  a  party  to  a  negotiable  in- 
strument intrusts  it  to  the  custody  of  another,  with  blanks  not 
filled  up,  whether  it  be  for  the  purpose  to  accommodate  the 
person  to  whom  it  was  intrusted,  or  to  be  used  for  his  own 
benefit,  such  negotiable  instrument  carries  on  its  face  an  im- 
plied authority  to  fill  up  the  blanks  and  perfect  t?'  instrument," 
and  that  "a  bona  fide  holder  of  such  an  ins,l.  nt,  for  valua- 
ble consideration,  without  notice  of  the  facts  which  impeach  its 
validity  between  the  antecedent  parties,  if  he  takes  it  before 
the  same  becomes  due,  holds  the  title  unaffected  by  these  facts, 
and  may  recover  thereon." 
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In  Michigan  Bank  ▼.  Eldred,  T6  U.  S.  (^  WaU.)  544,  19 
1m  ed.  763,  it  ifi  declared  ««>  to  be  ^'weU-aettied  law  that  where 
a  party  to  a  negotiable  bill  of  exchange  or  promiasory  nate, 
containing  bliEmka^  intrusts  it  to  the  custody  of  another,  whether 
it  be  for  the  purpose  of  accommodating  the  person  to  whom  it 
was  intrusted  or  to  be  used  to  raise  money  for  his  own  benefit, 
such  bill  or  note  especially  if  it  be  indorsed  in  blank,  carries 
on  its  face  an  implied  «ruthority  in  the  person  to  whom  it  is  so 
intrusted  to  fill  up  the  blanks  in  his  discretion ;  and  as  between 
such  party  to  the  bill  or  note,  and  innocent  third  parties  hold- 
ing the  bill  or  note  as  transferees  for  value,  in  the  usual  course 
of  business,  the  person  to  whom  it  is  so  intrusted  must  be 
deemed  to  be  the  agent  of  the  party  who  committed  such  bill 
or  note  to  his  custody;  and  the  legal  conclusion  is  that  he  acted 
under  the  auth<»:ity  of  that  party,  and  with  his  appiTobation  and 
consent.** 

In  Van  Duzer  v.  Howe,  21  N.  Y.  531,  it  was  decided  that 
'^a  party  who  intrusts  another  with  his  Bccepim.Qe  in  blank  is 
responsible  to  a  bona  fide  holder,  although  the  blank  is  filled 
with  a  sum  exceeding  that  fixed  as  a  limit  by  the  acceptor/* 

In  Eedlich  v.  Doll,  54  H".  T.  235,  13  Am.  Rep.  673,  the  rule 
is  stated  to  be  that  '^if  a  note  be  obtained  from  a  maker  by 
fraud ;  if  it  be  made  for  one  purpose  and  used  by  the  holder  for 
another ;  if  it  be  delivered  in  blank,  with  an  agreement  that  the 
blank  shall  be  filled  in  one  way,  and  il  be  filled  in  another; 
in  all  these  cases  the  maker  is  liable  to  a  bona  fide  holder  for 
value.  The  maker,  rather  than  the  innocent  holder,  must  suf- 
fer for  his  negligence  or  misplaced  confidence.** 

In  Putnajn  v.  Sullivan,  4  Mass.  46,  3  Am.  Dec.  206,  it  was 
held  that  "where  a  merchant  intrusts  his  clerk  with  his  blank 
indorsements,  and  one  by  false  pretenses  obtains  and  uses  them 
(by  writing  and  signing  promissory  notes  upon  the  face  of  the 
blanks)  such  fraudulent  use  of  them  will  not  discharge  the 
indorscr  against  an  innocent  indorsee.** 

In  Greenfield  Bank  v.  Stowell,  123  Mass.  196,  26  Am.  Bep. 
€7,  the  rule  is  laid  down  that  "if  a  man  indorses  a  blank  form 
of  note,  and  delivers  it  with  the  intention  that  the  blank  shoidd 
be  filled,  he  thereby  makes  the  person  to  whom  he  delivers  it 
his  agent,  *®*  and  is  responsible  for  whatever  date,  sum  or 
time  of  payment  he  may  insert,  to  a  bona  fide  indorsee.** 

In  Breckenridge  v.  Lewis,  84  Me.  349,  30  Am.  St  Bep.  853, 
24  Atl.  864,  it  was  decided  that  "one  who  intrusts  his  signature 
to  another  for  commercial  use — that  is,  to  have  some  busineBS 


July,  1903.]    Mechanics'  Bank  v.  Chaedavotnk.  705 

obligation  written  over  it,  becomes  holden  upon  a  negotiable 
promissory  note  fraudulently  so  written  by  tiie  person  so  in- 
trusted with  it,  and  negotiated  to  an  innocent  holder/' 

Tl  is  unnecessary  to  multiply  authorities.     Enough  have  been 

cited  to  make  it  clear  that  one  who  indorses  a  promissory  note 

in  blank  and  intrusts  it  to  another  to  fill  it  up  and  have  it 

discounted  Jor  his   (the  indorser's)   benefit,  is  liable  upon  it 

to  a  bona  fide  holder  for  value,  who  receives  it  before  maturity, 

in  the  usual  course  of  business,  from  the  person  to  whom  it  was 

intrusted,  notwithstanding  that  the  latter  has  filled  it  up  for, 

and  fraudulently  converted  it  to,  a  purpose  entirely  different 

from  that  for  which  he  was  authorized  to  use  it     Commercial 

paper  is  a  part  of  the  mercantile  currency  of  the  country,  and 

in  order  that  its  free  circulation  may  not  be  impeded,  it  is  the 

settled  policy  of  the  law  that  innocent  holders  thereof,  for 

value,  should  have  a  right  to  enforce  payment  of  such  paper 

against  those  who,  by  signing  or  indorsing  it,  either  in  blank 

or  otherwise,  have  caused  it  to  become  a  part  of  such  currency. 

It  is  further  contended  on  behalf  of  the  plaintiff  in  error 
that  if  it  be  considered  that  the  indorser  of  a  blank  promissory 
note  is  liable  to  a  bona  fide  holder,  for  value,  under  the  cir- 
cumstances existing  in  the  present  case,  still  the  plaintiff  bank 
is  not  entitled  to  recover  against  her,  because  it  does  not  occupy 
that  position.  The  fact  is  established  by  the  finding  of  the 
trial  court,  as  has  already  been  stated,  that  the  plaintiff  bank 
took  the  note  ''in  the  regular  course  of  business,  in  good  faith, 
without  notice  of  any  infirmity  in  it"  It  is,  therefore,  a  bona 
fide  holder.  The  trial  court  further  found  that  the  bank 
took  the  note  "in  payment  of  an  indebtedness  then  due'*  to  it. 
So  far  as  this  state  is  concerned,  the  rule  is  entirely  settled  that 
a  party  taking  a  promissory  note  in  payment  of  an  antecedent 
debt  is  a  holder  of  such  note  for  a  valuable  *®*  consideration, 
and  entitled  to  protection  as  such :  Allaire  v.  Hartshome,  21  If. 
J.  L.  G65,  47  Am.  Dec.  175 ;  Duncan  Sherman  &  Co.  v.  Gilbert, 
29  N.  J.  L.  627.  But,  as  the  transaction  out  of  which  the 
plaintiff^s  right  sprang  took  place  in  New  York,  the  question 
ic  be  determined  is  whether,  by  the  law  of  that  jurisdiction, 
one  who  so  takes  a  promissory  note  is  a  holder  for  value.  The 
plaintiff  in  error  insists  that  the  rule  established  in  that  state 
is  that  where  the  holder  has  received  the  paper  as  payment  for 
an  antecedent  debt  he  is  not  such  a  holder,  and  refers  us  to 
a  declaration  to  that  effect  contained  in  the  opinion  of  thi« 
court  in  Duncan  Sherman  &  Co.  v.  Gilbert,  29  N.  J.  L.  528. 

Am.  Bt  Bep.,  Vol.  101—45 
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No  authority  for  this  statement  is  cited  in  the  opinion  referred 
to,  and  an  examination  of  the  New  York  cases  do  not  jiistif  y 
it. 

On  the  contrary,  the  New  York  decisions  on  this  subject, 
so  far  as  we  have  been  able  to  ascertain  by  an  examination  of 
the  published  reports  of  such  decisions,  are  in  entire  harmony 
with  our  own.     In  1840,  more  than  twenty  years  prior  to  the 
decision  in  Duncan  Sherman  &  Co.  v.  Gilbert,  the  supreme  court 
of  New  York,  in  the  case  of  Bank  of  St.  Albans  v.  Gilliland, 
33  Wend.  311,  36  Am.  Dec.  566,  held  that  "receiving  a  note 
for  a  precedent  debt  is  receiving  it  for  value,  within  the  law- 
merchant>  if  it  be  taken  in  satisfaction  of  such  precedent  deb^ 
and  the  indebtedness  be  canceled.''    To  the  same  effect  is  the 
decision  of  the  court  of  appeals  in  Brown  v.  Leavitt,  31  N. 
Y.  113,  and  in  the  later  case  of  Phoenix  Ins.  Co.  v.  Church, 
81  N.  Y.  218,  37  Am.  Rep.  494,  and  Mayer  v.  Heidelbach,  123 
N.  Y.  332,  25  N.  E.  416,  9  L.  R.  A.  850. 

It  is  further  urged  on  behalf  of  the  plaintiff  in  error  that 
as  she  received  nothing  for  her  indorsement,  she  is,  at  most, 
an  accommodation  indorser,  and  that  section  5  of  our  married 
women^s  act  (Gen.  Stats.,  p.  2017)  exempts  her  from  liability 
on  such  a  contract.     In  disposing  of    this    contention  it    is 
enough  to  say  that  it  has  already  been  decided  by  this  court 
that  where  a  note,  upon  which  a  married  women  puts  her  name, 
in  this  state,  first  comes  into  legal  existence  in  the  state  of 
New  York  (as  was  the  present  case),  the  statutory  provision  ap- 
pealed to  affords  her  no  protection:  Thompson  v.  Taylor,  66 
N.  J.  L.  263,  88  Am.  St.  Eep.  485,  49  Atl.  544,  54  L.  IL  A. 
585. 

■^  The  only  other  ground  upon  which  the  validity  of  the 
judgment  below  is  attacked  is  based  upon  the  claim  set  up  by 
the  plaintiff  in  error  at  the  trial  of  the  cause,  that  at  the  time 
of  the  transaction  between  her  husband  and  the  bank  the  former 
was  insane,  the  contention  being  that  the  court  erred  in  its 
holding  with  regard  to  the  measure  of  liability  upon  contracts 
,  made  by  insane  persons.  It  is  quite  immaterial,  however, 
whether  such  error  occurred  or  not.  The  trial  court  found 
as  a  fact  that  the  husband  of  the  plaintiff  in  error  was  not 
insane  at  the  time  when  he  delivered  the  note  in  suit  to  the 
plaintiff;  and,  as  the  testimony  produced  on  the  subject  of 
Chardavoyne^s  sanity  was  amply  sujBBcient  to  support  this  find- 
ing, it  must  be  accepted  by  this  court    Consequently,  the  ques* 
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tion  of  the  measure  of  liability^  under  the  conditions  men- 
tioned, is  not  involved  in  the  decision  of  the  case. 
The  judgment  under  review  should  be  afiBxmed. 

As  to  the  Legal  Effect  of  a  Blank  Indorsement  of  a  negotiable  note^ 
see  First  Nat.  Bank  v.  Payne,  111  Mo.  291,  38  Am.  8t.  Bep.  520,  20  8. 
W.  41;  Bennie  ▼.  Jackson,  57  Minn.  286,  47  Am.  St.  Bep.  603,  59  N. 
W.  198;  Scollane  ▼.  BoUine,  173  Mass.  275.  73  Am.  St.  Bep.  284,  58 
N.  E.  863. 

The  Alteration  of  Instruments  bj  lUlinff  blanks  therein  discussed  in 
the  monographic  note  to  Burgess  v.  BIiSlo,  86  Am.  St.  Bep.  107-112. 
A  reference  to  this  note  will  show  that  where  one  has  intrusted  an 
instrument  containing  blanks  to  another  with  the  intent  to  become 
bound  thereon,  he  will  be  liable  upon  the  instrument  though  the 
blanks  be  filled.  He  is  deemed  to  have  given  an  implied  authority 
to  the  payee  or  holder  to  fill  the  blanks  with  the  proper  terms:  See, 
also,  Boston  Steel  ete.  Go.  v.  Steuer,  18$  Mass.  140,  97  Am.  St.  Bep. 
420,  66  N.  E.  646. 


HEIDECAMP  V.  JERSEY  CITT,  HOBOKEN  AND  PAT- 
TEE80N  8TEEET  RAILWAY  COMPANY. 

[69  N.  J.  L.  284,  55  Atl.  239.] 

PABEKT  AND  CHILD— Adopted  Ohildren.— Next  of  XlB  of  an 
adopted  child  is  the  next  of  kin  by  blood  and  not  the  adopting  parent, 
under  a  statute  concerning  adoption  which  wholly  fails  to  bestow 
upon  the  adopting  parent  any  right  to  inherit  the  estate  of  the 
adopted  child,    (pp.  708,  709.) 

J.  P.  Mintbum,  for  the  plaintiff  in  error. 
W.  D.  Edwards,  for  the  defendant  in  error. 


VAN  SYCKEL,  J.  This  suit  is  brougbt  by  John 
Heidecamp,  administrator  of  Annie  Heidecamp,  deceased,  un- 
der our  death  act,  for  the  benefit  of  the  next  of  kin.   . 

Previously  to  the  injury  which  caused  her  death  Annie  had 
been  adopted  as  the  daughter  of  the  plaintiff,  under  the  ''act 
concerning  the  adoption  of  inf  ants,''  with  the  written  consent 
of  the  mother. 

^^  The  trial  court  held  that  the  adopting  father  was  not  the 
next  of  kin,  and  that  the  natural  mother  could  recover  nomi- 
i^al  damages  only,  and  a  verdict  was  directed  accordingly.  The 
plaintiff  below  is  the  plaintiff  in  error.  The  question  to  be 
reviewed  ia  whether  this  instruction  of  the  trial  court  is  cor- 
rect 
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been  performed^  the  existence  of  a  subeisting  obligatioii  on  the 

part  of  the  insurance  company  is  established. 

The  defendants  urge  that  there  is  a  greater  risk  of  unfavor- 
able verdicts  and  of  greater  verdicts  in  suits  like  the  plaintiff's 
against  the  paper  company  when  the  defendant  is  insolvent  and 
not  a  going  concern,  and  that  the  policy  was  intended  to  pro- 
tect against  this  risk  by  providing  that  there  should  be  no  lia- 
bility for  any  policy  holder  who  was  unable  to  pay  the  judgment 
The  difficulty  with  this  argument  is  that  it  is  not  the  inability 
to  make  pa}Tnent,  but  the  nonpayment,  which  the  construction 
claimed  would  make  material.  If  it  was  intended  that  insol- 
vency at  the  time  of  the  trial  should  avoid  the  policy,  a  pro- 
vision to  that   effect  could  easily  have  been  inserted. 

500  rJ^^Q  insurcrs  chose  to  protect  themselves  from  that  class 
of  business  by  declining  it,  instead  of  providing  for  the  con- 
tingency in  the  policy,  or  adjusting  the  premiums  charged  with 
reference  thereto.     The  insolvency  which  prevents  payment  is 
insolvency  after  judgment,  and  not  during  the  trial,  and  might, 
ah  was  the  case  in  Bain  v.  Atkins,  181  Mass.  240,  92  Am.  St. 
Eep.  411,  63  N*.  E.  414,  57  L.  E.  A.  792,  be  produced  by  the 
judgment  itself.     It  does  not  necessarily  follow  that  because 
an  insured  was  insolvent  he  could  not  arrange  for  a  payment 
of  such  a  claim.     The  provision  would  be  entirely  ineffective 
to  guard  against  the  risks  of  insolvency,  whatever  they  are. 
The  paper  company  are  not  in  bankruptcy.     There  is  nothing 
to  prevent  their  making  some  payment  to  the  plaintiff,  if  not 
more  than  the  dollar  which  has  already  been  paid  by  the  sale 
of  their  property,  and  which  at  least,  on  the  defendants'  own 
contention,  they  are  now  legally  liable  to  pay.     Every  dollar 
paid  over  by  the  paper  company  would  establish  a  fresh  obli- 
gation of  the  insurance  company  to  pay  until  the  five  thousand 
dollar  limit  was  reached.     Insolvency  merely  could  not  be  « 
practical  defense  against  the  will  of  the  assured.    To  effect  the 
purpose  for  which  it  is  claimed  the  provision  was  inserted,  it 
would  be  necessary  to  limit  the  insurers'  UabiUty  to  the  reim- 
bursement of  the  insured  for  the  value  of  his  property  sold  un- 
der execution  in  a  suit  upon  a  claim  covered  by  the  poUcy.    It 
is  not  probable  the  object  of  the  provision  was  a  purpose  it  is 
so  ill-adapted  to  effect. 

Great  stress  has  been  placed  upon  the  two  decisions  upon 
like  policies  in  New  Jersey  and  Maine:  Frye  v.  Bath  etc.  Co., 
97  Me.  241,  94  Am.  St.  Eep.  600,  64  Atl.  395,  59  L.  R.  A.  444; 
Travelers'  Ins.  Co.  v.  Moses,  63  N.  J.  Eq.  260,  92  Am.  St  Bep. 
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B63^  49  Ati.  720.  In  Ddther  of  these  cases,  as  has  been  stated^ 
was  any  attention  giyen  to  the  stipulations  as  to  the  manner 
in  which,  the  contract  of  indemnity  was  to  be  performed,  while 
in  the  Maine  case  the  parties  apparently  abandoned  these  provi- 
sions of  the  contract,  for  the  defense  of  the  original  suit  was 
not  conducted  in  accordance  with  the  terms  of  the  present  con- 
tract, hut  by  the  assured  and  the  insurers  jointly,  and  the  ques- 
tion of  the  effect  of  the  assumption  of  the  defense  and  sole 
control  of  the  original  suit  was  not  and  could  not  have  been 
raised. 

The  weight  of  the  New  Jersey  case  as  an  authority  is  dimin- 
is=hed  hy  the  opinion  in  the  court  of  chancery  holding  the  con- 
trary view,  which  is  more  in  accord  with  the  authorities  on  the 
question  in  this  jurisdiction  to  which  reference  has  been  made. 
Notwithstanding  the  respect  due  to  the  opinions  of  these  courts, 
the  results  reached  in  them  cannot  be  followed  in  ttiis  jurisdic- 
tion.    The  proceeding  is  in  equity  and  not  at  law.     The  facts 
that  the  plaintiff  is  in  no  way  a  party  to  the  contract  of  in- 
demnity, that  he  paid  no  part  of  the  consideration,  that  the 
contract  was  one  exclusively  *^^  between  the  paper  company 
and  the  insurance  company  for  the  protection  of  the  former, 
upon  which  reliance  is  placed,  are  not  decisive  in  equity.     In 
Holt  V.  Penacook  Sav.  Bank,  62  N.  H.  65.  Holt  was  not  a 
party  to  the  mortgage  which  he  sought  to  enforce.     It  was  not 
made  for  his  benefit,  but  to  indemnify  Gage  from  his  liabil- 
ity as  surety.     Gage  had  never  been  and  could  not  be  damni- 
fied, because  it  had  been  judicially  determined  that  he  was  not 
liable  to  the  plaintiff;  but  Holfs  right  to  the  provision  that 
had  been  made  by  his  debtor  for  the  ultimate  discharge  of  his 
debt  in  case  the  surety  paid  was  maintained.     The  ground 
upon  which  the  plaintiff^s  equitable  right  to  tbe  provision  made 
by  his  debtor  for  the  ultimate  discharge  of  a  claim  which  might 
arise  against  him  can,  consistently  with  the  authorities  in  this 
state,  be  denied,  is  not  apparent    Neither  is  it  clear  that  the 
paper  company,  while  unable  to  maintain  an  action  at  law 
upon  the  policy  without  payment  of  the  judgment  against  them, 
might  not  in  equity  obtain  such  a  performance  of  the  contract 
of  indemnity  as  would  protect  them  without  such  prior  payment. 
There  are  authorities  in  this  state  and  elsewhere  tendinsr  to 
sustain  power  in  equity  to  compel  the  specific  performance  of 
a  contract  to  indemnify  before  there  has  been  such  a  breach  of 
the  contract  as  would  sustain  an  action  at  law.    "In  equity,^* 
it  is  said^  ''the  plaintiff  need  not  pay  and  perhaps  ruin  him* 
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self  before  seeking  reUel  He  is  entitled  to  be  relieved  from 
liability^ :  Johnston  v.  Salvage  Assn.,  L.  R.  19  Q.  B.  Div.  458, 
460.  See,  also.  Hunt  v.  New  Hampshire  Fiie  etc  Assn.,  68 
N.  H.  306,  73  Am.  St.  Bep.  602,  38  Ail  145,  38  L.  K.  A.  514, 
and  cases  cited;  First  Nat  Bank  ▼•  Hunton,  70  N.  H.  224, 
46  Atl.  1049 ;  Champion  v.  Brown,  6  Johns.  Ch.  398,  10  Am. 
Dec.  343;  Bnrroughs  v.  McNeiU,  2  Dev.  &  B.  Eq.  (22  N.  C) 
297,  302;  Central  Tnist  Co.  v.  Lonifiville  Trust  Co.,  87  Fed. 
23 ;  Ranlaugh  v.  Hayes,  1  Vern.  190 ;  Lacey  v.  Hill,  Li.  R  18 
Eq.  182;  Wolmershausen  v.  GuUick  [1893],  2  Ch.  514;  Cruse 
V.  Paine,  L.  R.  6  Eq.  641,  4  Ch.  App.  441;  Story's  Bqmty 
Jurisprudence,  sec.  850;  Bishop's  Equity,  sec.  331;  lindley 
on  Partnership,  375. 

Except  for  the  provision  that  the  damages  must  be  ascer- 
tained by  a  judgment  after  a  trial  of  the  issue  (immaterial  in 
this  case,  because  such  trial  had  been  had),  clause  8  is  a  mere 
statement  of  the  law.  The  surety  camaot  sue  the  principal  nntU 
he  has  paid  the  debt;  but  that  does  not  prevent  the  interpositioii 
of  equity  to  require  the  principal  to  pay  and  save  the  surety 
harmless. 

But  it  appears  sufficient  to  rest  the  decifflon  upon  an  inter- 
pretation of  the  contract  which  gives  eSect  to  all  its  provisions, 
avoids  any  conflict  between  them,  and  is  fairly  and  reasonably 
inferable  from  the  evidence.  The  view  that  the  contract  means 
that  the  insurance  company,  after  taking  control  of  the  pro- 
ceedings in  a  suit  against  the  assured,  cannot  thereafter  be  dis- 
charged except  by  payment  of  the  indemnity  to  the  assnred  or 
securing  his  discharge  •^^  from  the  claim,  is  tiiought  to  best 
conform  to  the  intent  of  the  parties,  and  is  adopted.  Whether 
in  a  case  where  ihe  company  did  not  so  prooead  the  assured  couid 
in  any  form  of  procedure  obtain  any  benefit  from  the  contract 
of  indemnify,  except  upon  proof  of  the  payment  of  damages 
after  a  trial  of  the  issue,  is  not  now  before  the  courL 

Decree  for  the  plaintiff. 

."Walker,  J.,  did  not  sit;  the  others  concurred. 


For  Authorities  bearing  upon  the  decision  in  the  principal  case,  see 
American  Employers'  Liability  Ins.  Co.  v.  Fordyce,  62  Ark.  562, 
64  Am.  St.  Rep.  305,  36  S.  W.  1051;  Traveleni'  Ins.  Co.  v.  Moses,  63 
N.  J.  Eq.  260,  92  Am.  St.  Rep.  663,  49  Atl.  720;  Worcester  etc.  Bv. 
Co.  V.  Travelers'  Ins.  Co.,  180  Mass.  263,  91  Am.  St.  Rep.  275  62 
N.  E.  S64,  57  L.  R.  A.  629;  Bain  v.  Atkins,  181  Mass.  240,  92  Am. 
St.  Rep.  411,  63  N.  E.  414,  57  L.  R.  A.  791;  Kansas  City  etc.  B.  B. 
Co.  V.  Southern  Ry.  News  Co.,  151  Mo.  373,  74  Am.  St.  Reo.  545  5i 
S.  W.  205,  45  L.  R.  A.  380.  ' 
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MECHANICS'  BANK  v.  CHAKDAVOYNE. 

[69  N.  J.  L.  256,  65  Atl.  1080.] 

KEQOTTABTtK  IJfaTBXnMElfT8---Indanamitiit  In  Blank.— One 
'who  indoTiies  a  note  in  blanJL  and  intniats  it  to  another  to  fill  up 
and  have  discounted  for  the  indorser's  benefit,  is  liable  upon  it  to 
a  bona  fide  holder  for  value,  who  receives  it  before  maturity,  in  the 
nsnal  course  of  business,  from  the  person  to  whom  it  was  intrusted, 
notwithstanding  that  the  latter  filled  it  up  for,  and  fraudulently  con- 
verted it  to,  a  purpose  entirely  different  from  that  for  which  he 
was  authorised  to  use  it.     (p.  705.) 

ICBOOTIABIiB  IKSTBU  MENTfl — ^Indorsement  in  Blank — 
Bona  Fide  Holdec. — ^If  a  bank  receives  a  note  in  the  regular  course  of 
business,  in  good  faith  and  without  notice  of  any  infirmity  in  it, 
in  payment  of  an  indebtedness  due  from  the  person  sending  it,  whose 
'Wife  has  indorsed  it  in  blank,  and  intrusted  it  to  him  to  discount  for 
her  benefit,  the  bank  thereby  becomes  a  bona  fide  holder  of  the  note 
for  value,  and  entitled  to  protection  as  such  as  against  the  wife  of 
the  sender  of  the  note.     (p.  705.) 

Lambert  &  Stewart^  for  the  plaintiff  in  error, 

A.  C.  Wall,  for  the  defendant  in  error. 

*^  GUMMEBE,  C.  J.  This  suit  was  brought  against  Will- 
ifttn  S.  Chardavoyne  and  Annie  N.,  his  wife,  upon  a  promis- 
sory note  made  by  William  to  the  order  of  Annie,  and  indorsed 
by  her.  The  note  is  dated  Newark,  July  28,  1899,  and  is  pay- 
able at  the  Mechanics'  Bank,  Brooklyn,  New  York.  The  case 
was  tried  by  the  court  without  a  jury,  by  consent  of  the  parties. 
The  following  are  the  pertinent  facts  found  by  the  trial  court : 
Mrs.  Chardavoyne,  about  ten  days  or  two  weeks  before  July  2S. 
18^.,  intrufited  her  husband  with  a  blank  form  of  promissory 

(701) 
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note,  indorsed  by  her,  to  be  filled  np  and  signed  by  him,  and 
used  at  the  German  National  Bank  of  Newark,  to  obtain  a  loan 
for  Mrs.  Chardavoyne.    The  German  National  Bank   refused 
to  discount  the  note,  and  its  refusal  was  reported  to  her.      She 
never  authorized  her  husband  to  use  the  note  for  any  other  pur- 
pose.    Notwithstanding  this  fact,  he,  on  the  twenty-eighth  day 
of  July,  took  the  blank  note  to  the  banking-house  of  ttie  plain- 
tiff company,  in  Brooklyn,  New  York,  and  the  body    of   the 
instrument  was  then  filled  up  by  the  plaintiff's  president,  at 
the  request  of  Mr.  Chardavo}Tie,  for  a  sum  equal  to  the  amount 
of  an  indebtedness  due  from  **®  Mr.    Chardavoyne    to     the 
plaintiff.     The    next    day  the   note    was    discounted    by    the 
plaintiff,  and  the  proceeds  placed  to  Mr.  Chardavoyne's  credit 
The  president  of  the  bank,  when  he  filled  up  the  note,   was 
ignorant  of  the  fact  that  it  had  been  indorsed  in  blank   by 
Mrs.  Chardavoyne,  and  the  plaintiff  took  it,  in  the  regular 
course  of  business,  in  gOod  faith,  without  notice  of  any  infirm- 
ity in  it,  and  in  payment  of  the  indebtedness  then  due  to  it 
from  Mr.  Chardavoyne.     On  this  finding  of  facts  judgment 
was  entered  for  the  plaintiff  against  both  the  maker  and  in- 
dorser  of  the  note.    The  writ  of  error  is  sued  out  by  the  in- 
dorser,  Mrs.  Chardavoyne,  alone. 

The  principal  ground  upon  which  we  are  asked  to  reTerse 
this  judgment  is  that,  upon  the  facts  found,  no  liability  on 
the  part  of  Mrs.  Chardavoyne  can  be  predicated.  The  con- 
tention is  that  her  husband  had  no  authority  to  fill  up  the 
note,  except  for  the  purpose  of  having  it  discounted  at  the 
German  National  Bank  for  her  benefit;  that  when  this  pur- 
pose failed  her  husband^s  agency  ceased,  and  her  indorsement 
became  a  nullity,  and  that  his  subsequent  fraudulent  act  in 
having  the  blanks  in  the  note  filled  up,  and  then  appropriating 
it  to  the  payment  of  his  ovm  indebtedness,  did  not  render  her 
responsible  thereon  as  indorser. 

An  examination  of  the  authorities,  however,  will  disclose 
that  this  contention  is  untenable.  The  question  to  be  deter- 
mined in  a  case  like  the  present  is  not  what  is  the  actual  limit 
of  authority  conferred  by  the  indorser  of  a  blank  note  upon 
the  person' into  whose  hands  she  delivers  it,  but  rather,  what 
authority  such  an  indorser,  by  her  conduct,  holds  out  that  per- 
son as  possessing,  to  one  who  takes  the  note  in  good  faith,  for 
value,  and '^'without  notice  that  the  actual  authority  conferred 
is  a  limited  one  only;  and  therefore,  as  is  stated  by  Mr.  Par- 
sons (1  Parsons  on  Bills  and  Notes,  110),  **it  is  no  defense 
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against  a  bona  fide  older,  for  value,  to  prove  either  that  the 
person   to   whom  the  instrument  was  intrusted  in  blank  had 
no  authority  at  all  to  fill  the  blank;  or  that  his  authority  was 
limited  to  a  certain  sum  which  he  had  exceeded;  or  that  he 
was  only  authorized  to  use  the  paper  for  a  particular  purpose, 
and  had   fraudulently  converted  it  to  a  different  purpose;  or 
**^  that  he  was  only  authorized  to  fill  the  blank  upon  a  certain 
condition,  which  had  not  happened;  or  that  the  authority  was 
limited  in  point  of  time,  and  that  the  time  had  expired/'  Prac- 
tically the  same  statement  appears  in  1  Daniel  on  N^egotiable 
Instruments,  section  143,  where  it  is  said  that  "the  authority 
implied  by  a  signature  in  blank,  and  the  credit  granted,  are  so 
extensive  that  the  party  so  signing  will  be  bound,  though  the 
holder  was  only  authorized  to  use  it  for  one  purpose,  and  has 
perverted  it  to  another;  and  though  the  authority  was  limited 
to  a  time  which  has  expired,  or  was  only  to  be  exercised  upon 
a  condition  Which  has  not  happened/' 

The  decided  cases  fully  support  the  rule  laid  down  by  these 
authors. 

As  early  as  1780,  Lord  Mansfield,  in  Bussel  v.  Langstaffe, 
Doug.  514,  declared  that  '^the  indorsement  on  a  blank  note 
is  a  letter  of  credit  for  an  indefinite  amoimt.  By  it  the  in- 
dorser  says:  ^Trust  G.  [the  person  who  received  the  note  from 
the  indorser]  to  any  amount,  and  I  wiU  be  his  security/  It 
does  not  he  in  his  mouth  to  say  that  the  indorsement  is  not 
regular/* 

In  Gerrard  v.  Lewis,  L.  E.  10  Q.  B;  Div.  30,  it  was  held 
that  "a  man  who  gives  his  acceptance  [to  a  bill  of  exchange] 
in  blank,  holds  out  the  person  to  whom  it  is  intrusted  as  clothed 
with  ostensible  authority  to  fill  in  the  bill  as  he  pleases/' 

In  Bank  of  Pittsburg  v.  Neal,  63  XT.  S.  (22  How.)  96,  16 
L.  ed.  323,  it  was  held  that  '^here  a  party  to  a  negotiable  in- 
strument intrusts  it  to  the  custody  of  another,  with  blanks  not 
filled  up,  whether  it  be  for  the  purpose  to  accommodate  the 
person  to  whom  it  was  intrusted,  or  to  be  used  for  his  own 
benefit,  such  negotiable  instrument  carries  on  its  face  an  im- 
plied authority  to  fill  up  the  blanks  and  perfect  th'  instrument," 
and  that  *'a  bona  fide  holder  of  such  an  in&l.        nt,  for  valua- 
ble consideration,  without  notice  of  the  facts  whiiji  impeach  its 
validity  between  the  antecedent  parties,  if  he  t<tkes  it  before 
the  same  becomes  due,  holds  the  title  unaffected  by  these  facts, 
and  may  recover  thereon/' 
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In  Michigan  Bank  ▼.  Eldred,  76  U.  S.  (9  Wall.)  544,  19 
L.  ed.  763,  it  m  declared  ««<>  to  be  "well-aettled  law  that  wheue 
a  party  to  a  n^gotiabk  bill  of  exchange  or  promifisory  note, 
containing  bliemkB^  intrusts  it  to  the  custody  of  another,  whether 
it  be  for  the  purpose  of  accommodating  the  person  to  whom  it 
was  intrusted  or  to  be  used  to  raise  money  for  his  own  benefit, 
such  bill  or  note  especially  if  it  be  indorsed  in  blank,  carries 
on  its  face  an  implied  ftuthority  in  the  person  to  whom  it  is  so 
intrusted  to  fill  up  the  blanks  in  his  discretion ;  and  as  betweeoi 
such  party  to  the  bill  or  note,  and  innocent  third  parties  hold- 
ing the  bill  or  note  as  transferees  for  value,  in  the  nsiml  course 
of  business,  the  person  to  whom  it  is  so  intrusted  most  be 
deemed  to  be  the  agent  of  the  party  who  committed  such  bill 
or  note  to  his  custody ;  and  the  legal  conclusion  is  that  he  acted 
under  the  authority  of  that  party,  and  with  his  approbation  and 
consent/* 

In  Van  Duzer  v.  Howe,  21  N.  Y.  £31,  it  was  decided  that 
'^a  party  who  inirusts  another  with  his  accq)ta(noe  in  blank  is 
responsible  to  a  bona  fide  holder,  although  the  blank  is  filled 
with  a  sum  exceeding  that  fixed  as  a  limit  by  the  acceptor/' 

In  Eedlich  v.  Doll,  64  N".  T.  235,  13  Am.  Eep.  673,  the  rule 
is  stated  to  be  that  '^if  a  note  be  obtained  from  a  maker  by 
fraud ;  if  it  be  made  for  one  purpose  and  used  by  the  holder  for 
another ;  if  it  be  delivered  in  blank,  with  an  agreement  that  the 
blank  shall  be  filled  in  one  way,  and  3  be  filled  in  another; 
in  all  these  cases  the  maker  is  liable  to  a  bona  fide  holder  for 
value.  The  maker,  rather  than  the  innocent  holder,  must  suf- 
fer for  his  negligence  or  misplaced  confidence.*' 

In  Putnam  v.  Sullivan,  4  Mass.  46,  3  Am.  Dec.  206,  it  was 
held  that  "where  a  merchant  intrusts  his  clerk  with  his  blank 
indorsements,  and  one  by  false  pretenses  obtains  and  uses  them 
(by  writing  and  signing  promissory  notes  upon  the  face  of  the 
blanks)  such  fraudulent  use  of  them  will  not  discharge  the 
indorser  against  an  innocent  indorsee.*' 

In  Greenfield  Bank  y.  Stowell,  123  Mass.  196,  25  Am.  Rep. 
€7,  the  rule  is  laid  down  that  "if  a  man  indorses  a  blank  form 
of  note,  and  delivers  it  vnth  the  intention  that  the  blank  should 
be  filled,  he  thereby  makes  the  person  to  whom  he  delivers  it 
his  agent,  *^*  and  is  responsible  for  whatever  date,  sum  or 
time  of  payment  he  may  insert,  to  a  bona  fide  indorsee/' 

In  Breckenridge  v.  Lewis,  84  Me.  349,  30  Am.  St  Rep.  363, 
24  Atl.  864,  it  was  decided  that  '^one  who  intrusts  his  signature 
to  another  for  commercial  use — ^that  is,  to  have  soms  bnsinsfls 


-July,  1903.]    Mechanics'  Bank  v.  Chaedavoynb.  706 

obligation  written  over  it,  becomes  holden  upon  a  negotiable 
jjromissory  note  fraudulently  so  written  by  the  person  so  in- 
i;iiistcd  with  it,  and  negotiated  to  an  innocent  holder/' 

It  is  unnecessary  to  multiply  authorities.    Enough  have  been 
•cited  to  make  it  clear  that  one  who  indorses  a  promissory  note 
in  blank  and  intrusts  it  to  another  to  fill  it  up  and  have  it 
discounted  for  his   (the  indorser's)   benefit,  is  liable  upon  it 
to  a  bona  fide  holder  for  value,  who  receives  it  before  maturity, 
in  the  usual  course  of  business,  from  the  person  to  whom  it  was 
ID  trusted,  notwithstanding  that  the  latter  has  filled  it  up  for, 
and  fraudulently  converted  it  to,  a  purpose  entirely  different 
from  that  for  which  he  was  authorized  to  use  it     Commercial 
paper  is  a  part  of  the  mercantile  currency  of  the  country,  and 
in  order  that  its  free  circulation  may  not  be  impeded,  it  is  the 
settled  policy  of  the  law  that  innocent  holders  thereof,  for 
value,  should  have  a  right  to  enforce  payment  of  such  paper 
against  those  who,  by  signing  or  indorsing  it,  either  in  blank 
or  otherwise,  have  caused  it  to  become  a  part  of  such  currency. 
It  is  further  contended  on  behalf  of  the  plaintiff  in  error 
that  if  it  be  considered  that  the  indorser  of  a  blank  promissory 
note  is  liable  to  a  bona  fide  holder,  for  value,  under  the  cir- 
cumstances existing  in  the  present  case,  still  the  plaintiff  bank 
is  not  entitled  to  recover  against  her,  because  it  does  not  occupy 
that  position.     The  fact  is  established  by  the  finding  of  the 
trial  court,  as  has  already  been  stated,  that  the  plaintiff  bank 
took  the  note  "in  the  regular  course  of  business,  in  good  faith, 
without  notice  of  any  infirmity  in  if    It  is,  therefore,  a  bona 
fide   holder.     The   trial  court   further   found   that  the  bank 
took  the  note  "in  payment  of  an  indebtedness  then  due'*  to  it. 
So  far  as  this  state  is  concerned,  the  rule  is  entirely  settled  that 
a  party  taking  a  promissory  note  in  payment  of  an  antecedent 
debt  is  a  holder  of  such  note  for  a  valuable  *®*  consideration, 
and  entitled  to  protection  as  such :  Allaire  v.  Hartshome,  21  N". 
J.  L.  665,  47  Am.  Dec.  175;  Duncan  Sherman  &  Co.  v.  Gilbert, 
29  N.  J.  L.  627.    But,  as  the  transaction  out  of  which  the 
plaintiff's  right  sprang  took  place  in  New  York,  the  question 
to  be  determined  is  whether,  by  the  law  of  that  jurisdiction, 
one  who  so  takes  a  promissory  note  is  a  holder  for  value.    The 
plaintiff  in  error  insists  that  the  rule  established  in  that  state 
is  that  where  the  holder  has  received  the  paper  as  payment  for 
an  antecedent  debt  he  is  not  such  a  holder,  and  refers  us  to 
a  declaration  to  that  effect  contained  in  the  opinion  of  thii 
court  in  Duncan  Sherman  &  Co.  v.  Gilbert,  29  K  J.  L.  528. 

Am.  St  Eep.,  VoL  101—45 
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No  authority  for  this  statemenl  is  cited  in  the  opinion  referred 
to,  and  an  examination  of  the  New  York  cases  do  not  Jnstify 
it. 

On  the  contrary,  the  New  York  decisions  on  this  subject, 
so  far  as  we  have  been  able  to  ascertain  by  an  examination  of 
the  published  reports  of  such  decisions,  are  in  entire  harmony 
with  our  own.  In  1840,  more  than  twenty  years  prior  to  the 
decision  in  Duncan  Sherman  &  Co.  v.  Gilbert,  the  supreme  court 
of  New  York,  in  the  case  of  Bank  of  St.  Albans  ▼.  Gilliland, 
33  Wend.  311,  36  Am.  Dec.  566,  held  that  ''receiving  a  note 
for  a  precedent  debt  is  receiving  it  for  value,  within  the  law- 
merchant,  if  it  be  taken  in  satisfaction  of  such  precedent  debt, 
and  the  indebtedness  be  canceled.*'  To  the  same  effect  is  tiie 
decision  of  the  court  of  appeals  in  Brown  v.  Leavitt,  31  N. 
Y.  113,  and  in  the  later  case  of  Phoenix  Ins.  Co.  v.  Church, 
81  N.  Y.  218,  37  Am.  Rep.  494,  and  Mayer  v.  Heidelbach,  123 
N.  Y.  332,  25  N.  E.  416,  9  L.  E.  A.  850. 

It  is  further  urged  on  behalf  of  the  plaintiff  in  error  that 
as  she  received  nothing  for  her  indorsement,  she  is,  at  most, 
an  accommodation  indorser,  and  that  section  5  of  our  married 
women's  act  (Gen.  Stats.,  p.  2017)  exempts  her  from  liability 
on  such  a  contract.  In  disposing  of  this  contention  it  is 
enough  to  say  that  it  has  already  been  decided  by  this  court 
that  where  a  note,  upon  which  a  married  women  puts  her  name, 
in  this  state,  first  comes  into  legal  existence  in  the  state  of 
New  York  (as  was  the  present  case),  the  statutory  provision  ap- 
pealed to  affords  her  no  protection:  Thompson  v.  Taylor,  6^ 
N.  J.  L.  253,  88  Am.  St.  Eep.  485,  49  Atl.  544,  54  L.  R  A. 
685. 

^^  The  only  other  ground  upon  which  the  validity  of  the 
judgment  below  is  attacked  is  based  upon  the  claim  set  up  by 
the  plaintiff  in  error  at  the  trial  of  the  cause,  that  at  the  time 
of  the  transaction  between  her  husband  and  the  bank  the  former 
was  insane,  the  contention  being  that  the  court  erred  in  its 
holding  with  regard  to  the  measure  of  liability  upon  contracts 
,  made  by  insane  persons.  It  is  quite  immaterial,  however, 
whether  such  error  occurred  or  not.  The  trial  court  found 
as  a  fact  that  the  husband  of  the  plaintiff  in  error  was  not 
insane  at  the  time  when  he  delivered  the  note  in  suit  to  the 
plaintiff;  and,  as  the  testimony  produced  on  the  subject  of 
Chardavoyne's  sanity  was  amply  suflBcient  to  support  this  find- 
ing, it  must  be  accepted  by  this  court    Consequently,  the  que»* 
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tion  of  the  measxire  of  liability,  imcler  the  conditions  men« 
tioned,  is  not  involved  in  the  decision  of  the  case. 
The  judgment  under  review  should  be  affirmed. 

As  to  the  Legal  Effect  of  a  Blank  Indoraemeni  of  a  negotiable  note^ 
see  First  Kat.  Bank  v.  Payne,  111  Mo.  291,  38  Am.  St.  Bep.  520,  20  8. 
"W.  41;  Dennis  v.  Jackson,  57  Minn.  286,  47  Am.  St.  Bep.  603,  69  N. 
1^.  198;  ScoUans  v.  BoUins,  173  Mass.  275.  73  Am.  St.  Bep.  284,  53 
N.  B.  863. 

The  Alteration  of  Instrtimente  hj  filling  blanks  therein  discussed  in 
the  monographic  note  to  Burgess  v.  BIiSlo,  86  Am.  St.  Bep.  107-112* 
A  reference  to  this  note  will  show  that  where  one  has  intrusted  an 
instrument  containing  blanks  to  another  with  the  intent  to  become 
bound  thereon,  he  will  be  liable  upon  the  instrument  though  the 
blanks  be  filled.  He  is  deemed  to  have  given  an  implied  authority 
to  the  payee  or  holder  to  fill  the  blanks  with  the  proper  terms:  See, 
also,  Boston  Steel  etc.  Go.  y.  Steuer,  18$  Mass.  140,  97  Am.  St.  Bep. 
420,  66  N.  E.  646. 


HEIDECAMP  V.  JEESET  CITY,  HOBOKEN  AND  PAT- 
TEESON  STEEET  EAILWAT  COMPANY, 

[69  N.  J.  L.  284,  55  Atl.  239.] 

PABEMT  ANB  CHILD — ^Adopted  Ohlldren.— Keact  of  dn  of  an 
adopted  child  is  the  next  of  kin  by  blood  and  not  the  adopting  parent, 
under  a  statute  concerning  adoption  which  wholly  fails  to  bestow 
upon  the  adopting  parent  any  right  to  inherit  the  estate  of  the 
adopted  ehild.    (pp.  708,  709.) 

J.  P.  Mintbum,  for  the  plaintiff  in  error. 
W.  D.  Edwards,  for  the  defendant  in  error. 


VAN  SYCKEL,  J.  This  suit  is  brought  by  John 
Heideoamp,  administrator  of  Annie  Heidecamp,  deceased,  un- 
der our  death  act,  for  the  benefit  of  the  next  of  kin.   . 

Previously  to  the  injury  which  caused  her  death  Annie  had 
been  adopted  as  the  daughter  of  the  plaintiff,  under  the  ''act 
concerning  the  adoption  of  infants,''  with  the  written  consent 
of  the  mother. 

"*•  The  trial  court  held  that  the  adopting  father  was  not  the 
next  of  kin,  and  that  the  natural  mother  could  recover  nomi- 
nal damages  only,  and  a  verdict  was  directed  accordingly.  The 
plaintiff  below  is  the  plaintiff  in  error.  The  question  to  be 
reviewed  is  whether  this  instruction  of  Uie  trial  court  is  cor* 
rect 
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been  performed^  the  existence  of  a  subsisting  obligation  on  the 
part  of  the  insurance  company  is  established. 

The  defendants  urge  that  ttiere  is  a  greater  risk  of  unfavor- 
able verdicts  and  of  greater  verdicts  in  suits  like  the  plaintiffs 
against  the  paper  company  when  the  defendant  is  insolvent  and 
not  a  going  concern,  and  that  the  policy  was  intended  to  pro- 
tect against  this  risk  by  providing  that  there  should  be  no  lia- 
bility for  any  policy  holder  who  was  unable  to  pay  the  judgment 
The  difficulty  with  this  argument  is  that  it  is  not  the  inability 
to  make  payment,  but  the  nonpayment,  which  the  construction 
claimed  would  make  material.  If  it  was  intended  that  insol- 
vency at  the  time  of  the  trial  should  avoid  the  policy,  a  pro- 
vision to  that   effect  could  easily  have  been  inserted. 

BOO  rjij^g  insurers  chose  to  protect  themselves  from  that  class 
of  business  by  declining  it,  instead  of  providing  for  the  con- 
tingency in  the  policy,  or  adjusting  the  premiums  charged  with 
reference  thereto.     The  insolvency  which  prevents  payment  is 
insolvency  after  judgment,  and  not  during  the  trial,  and  might, 
as  was  the  case  in  Bain  v.  Atkins,  181  Mass.  240,  92  Am.  St. 
Eep.  411,  63  N.  E.  414,  57  L.  E.  A.  792,  be  produced  by  the 
judgment  itself.     It  does  not  necessarily  follow  that  because 
an  insured  was  insolvent  he  could  not  arrange  for  a  payment 
of  such  a  claim.     The  provision  would  be  entirely  ineffective 
to  guard  against  the  risks  of  insolvency,  whatever  they   are. 
The  paper  company  are  not  in  bankruptcy.     There  is  nothing 
to  prevent  their  making  some  payment  to  the  plaintiff,  if  not 
more  than  the  dollar  which  has  already  been  paid  by  the  sale 
of  their  property,  and  which  at  least,  on  the  defendants*  own 
contention,  they  are  now  legally  liable  to  pay.     Every  dollar 
paid  over  by  the  paper  company  would  establish  a  fresh  obli- 
gation of  the  insurance  company  to  pay  until  the  five  thousand 
dollar  limit  was  reached.     Insolvency  merely  could  not  be  a 
practical  defense  against  the  will  of  the  assured.     To  effect  the 
purpose  for  which  it  is  claimed  the  provision  was  inserted,  it 
would  be  necessary  to  limit  the  insurers'  liability  to  the  reim- 
bursement of  the  insured  for  the  value  of  his  property  sold  un- 
der execution  in  a  suit  upon  a  claim  covered  by  the  policy.    It 
is  not  probable  the  object  of  the  provision  was  a  purpose  it  is 
so  ill-adapted  to  effect. 

Great  stress  has  been  placed  upon  the  two  decisions  upon 
like  policies  in  New  Jersey  and  Maine:  Frye  v.  Bath  etc.  Co., 
97  Me.  241,  94  Am.  St.  Eep.  600,  64  Atl.  395,  69  L.  E.  A.  444; 
Travelers'  Ins-  Co.  v.  Moses,  63  N.  J.  Eq.  260,  92  Am.  St  Eep. 
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663^  49  Atl.  720.  In  neither  of  these  cases,  as  has  been  stated, 
iras  any  attention  given  to  the  stipulations  as  to  the  manner 
in  which  the  contract  of  indemnity  was  to  be  performed,  while 
in  the  Maine  case  the  parties  apparently  abandoned  these  provi- 
Bions  of  the  contract,  for  the  defense  of  the  original  suit  was 
not  conducted  in  accordance  with  the  terms  of  the  present  con- 
tract, but  by  the  assured  and  the  insurers  jointly,  and  the  ques- 
tion of  the  effect  of  the  assumption  of  the  defense  and  sole 
control  of  the  original  suit  was  not  and  could  not  have  been 
raised. 

The  weight  of  the  New  Jersey  case  as  an  authority  is  dimin- 
ished by  the  opinion  in  the  court  of  chancery  holding  the  con- 
trary view,  which  is  more  in  accord  with  the  authorities  on  the 
question  in  this  jurisdiction  to  which  reference  has  been  made. 
!N  otwithstanding  the  respect  due  to  the  opinions  of  these  courts, 
the  results  reached  in  them  cannot  be  followed  in  this  jurisdic- 
tion.    The  proceeding  is  in  equity  and  not  at  law.     The  facts 
that  the  plaintiff  is  in  no  way  a  party  to  the  contract  of  in- 
demnity, that  he  paid  no  part  of  the  consideration,  that  the 
contract  was  one  exclusively  *^*  between  the  paper  company 
and  the  insurance  company  for  the  protection  of  the  former, 
upon  which  reliance  is  placed,  are  not  decisive  in  equity.     In 
Holt  V.  Penacook  Sav.  Bank,  62  N.  H.  65.  Holt  was  not  a 
party  to  the  mortgage  which  he  sought  to  enforce.    It  was  not 
made  for  his  benefit,  but  to  indemnify  Gage  from  his  babil- 
ity  as  surety.    Gage  had  never  been  and  could  not  be  damni- 
fied, because  it  had  been  judicially  determined  that  he  was  not 
liable  to  the  plaintiff;  but  Holfs  right  to  the  provision  that 
had  been  made  by  his  debtor  for  the  ultimate  discharge  of  his 
debt  in  case  the  surety  paid  was  maintained.    The  ground 
upon  which  the  plaintiff's  equitable  right  to  the  provision  made 
by  his  debtor  for  the  ultimate  discharge  of  a  claim  which  might 
arise  against  him  can,  consistently  with  the  authorities  in  this 
state,  be  denied,  is  not  apparent     Neither  is  it  clear  that  the 
paper  company,  while  unable  to  maintain  an  action  at  law 
upon  the  policy  without  payment  of  the  judgment  against  them, 
might  not  in  equity  obtain  such  a  performance  of  the  contract 
of  indemnity  as  would  protect  them  without  such  prior  pa}Tnent. 
There  are  authorities  in  this  state  and  elsewhere  tending  to 
sustain  power  in  equity  to  compel  the  specific  performance  of 
a  contract  to  indemnify  before  there  has  been  such  a  breach  of 
the  contract  as  would  sustain  an  action  at  law.    'In  equity,'* 
it  is  said^  ''the  plaintiff  need  not  pay  and  perhaps  ruin  him- 
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self  before  seeking  reKel  He  is  entitled  to  be  relieved  fiam 
liability'* :  Johnston  v.  Salvage  Assn.,  L.  B.  19  Q.  B.  Div.  458, 
460.  See,  also.  Hunt  v.  New  Hampshire  Fire  etc  Assn.,  6^ 
N.  H.  306,  73  Am.  St  Bep.  602,  38  AtL  145,  38  L  R  A.  514, 
and  cases  cited;  Firefc  Nat.  Bank  ▼.  Hnnton,  70  N.  H.  224, 
46  Atl.  1049;  Champion  v.  Brown,  6  Johns.  Ch.  398,  10  Am- 
Dec.  343;  Bnrrtmghs  v.  McNeill,  2  Dev.  &  B.  Bq.  (22  N.  C.) 
297,  302;  Central  Tnist  Co.  v.  Lonifiville  Trust  Co.,  87  Fed. 
23 ;  Ranlaugh  v.  Hayes,  1  Vem.  190 ;  Lacey  v.  Hill,  K  R  18 
Eq.  182;  Wolmershausen  v.  GuUick  [1893],  2  Ch.  614;  Cruse 
Y.  Paine,  L.  R.  6  Eq.  641,  4  Ch.  App.  441;  Story^s  Equity 
Jurisprudence,  sec.  860;  Bishop^s  Equity,  sec  331;  lindley 
on  Partnership,  375. 

Except  for  the  provision  that  the  damages  must  be  ascer- 
tained by  a  judgment  after  a  trial  of  the  issue  (immaterial  in 
this  case,  because  such  trial  had  been  had),  dause  8  is  a  mere 
statement  of  the  law.  The  surety  cannot  sue  the  principal  until 
he  has  paid  the  debt;  but  that  does  not  prevent  the  interposition 
of  equity  to  require  the  principal  to  pay  and  save  the  surety 
harmless. 

But  it  appears  sufficient  to  rest  the  decision  upon  an  inter- 
pretation of  the  contract  which  gives  effect  to  all  its  provisions, 
avoids  any  conflict  between  them,  and  is  fairly  and  reasonably 
inferable  from  the  evidence.    The  riew  that  the  contract  means 
that  the  insurance  company,  after  taking  control  of  the  pro- 
ceedings in  a  suit  against  the  assured,  cannot  thereafter  be  dis- 
charged except  by  payment  of  the  indemnity  to  the  assured  or 
securing  his  discharge  •^^  from  the  claim,  is  thought  to  best 
conform  to  the  intent  of  the  parties,  and  is  adopted.    Whether 
in  a  case  where  the  company  did  not  so  proceed  the  assured  could 
in  any  form  of  procedure  obtain  any  benefit  from  the  contract 
of  indemnity,  except  upon  proof  of  the  paym^xt  of  damages 
after  a  trial  of  the  issue,  is  not  now  before  the  court 

Decree  for  the  plaintiff. 

."Walker,  J.,  did  not  sit;  the  others  concurred. 


For  Authorities  bearing  upon  the  decision  in  the  principal  case,  see 
American  Employers'  Liability  Ins.  Co.  v.  Fordyce,  62  Ark  562, 
54  Am.  St.  Eep.  305,  36  8.  W.  1051;  Travelers'  Ins.  Co.  v.  Moses,  63 
N.  J.  Eq.  260,  92  Am.  St.  Rep.  663,  49  Atl.  720;  Worcester  etc  By. 
Co.  V.  Travelers'  Ins.  Co.,  180  Mass.  263,  91  Am.  St.  Rep.  275  62 
N.  E.  364,  57  L.  R.  A.  629;  Bain  v.  Atkins,  181  Mass.  240,  92  Anu 
St.  Bep.  411,  63  N.  E.  414,  57  L.  R.  A.  791;  Kansas  City  etc.  B.  B. 
Co.  V.  Southern  By.  News  Co.,  151  Mo.  373,  74  Am.  St.  Ben.  545  52 
B.  W.  205,  45  L.  B.  A.  380.  F-  *™,  « 
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MECHANICS'  BANK  v.  CHAJRDAVOYNE. 

[69  N.  J.  L.  256,  65  Atl.  1080.] 

KEQOXIABIaB  UfftCBXTMEHTB — Jndanuaj&Dt  to  Blank. — One 
who  indorses  a  note  in  blank  and  intrusts  it  to  another  to  fill  up 
and  have  discounted  for  the  indorser's  benefit,  is  liable  upon  it  to 
a  bona  fide  holder  for  value,  who  receives  it  before  maturity,  in  the 
usual  course  of  business,  from  the  peraon  to  whom  it  was  intrusted, 
notwithstanding  that  the  latter  filled  it  up  for,  and  fraudulently  con- 
verted it  to,  a  purpose  entirely  diflferent  from  that  for  which  he 
iras  authorised  to  use  it.     (p.  705.) 

IfEOOTIABIiB  IKSTBUMENTfl — ^IndDrsemont  in  Blank — 
Bona  Tidb  Holder. — ^If  a  bank  receives  a  note  in  the  regular  course  of 
business,  in  good  faith  and  without  notice  of  any  infirmity  in  it, 
in  payment  of  an  indebtedness  due  from  the  person  sending  it,  whose 
wife  has  indorsed  it  in  blank,  and  intrusted  it  to  him  to  discount  for 
her  benefit,  the  bank  thereby  becomes  a  bona  fide  holder  of  the  note 
for  value,  and  entitled  to  protection  as  such  as  against  the  wife  of 
the  sender  of  the  note.     (p.  705.) 

I^mbert  &  Stewart^  for  the  plaintiff  in  error* 

A.  C.  Wall,  for  the  defendant  in  error. 

*^  GUMMEBE,  C.  J.  TMb  suit  was  brought  against  Will- 
iam S.  Chardavoyne  and  Annie  N.,  his  wife,  upon  a  promis- 
sory note  made  by  William  to  the  order  of  Annie,  and  indorsed 
by  her.  The  note  is  dated  Newark,  July  28,  1899,  and  is  pay- 
able at  the  Mechanics'  Sank,  Brooklyn,  New  York.  The  case 
was  tried  by  the  court  without  a  jury,  by  consent  of  the  parties. 
The  following  are  the  pertinent  facts  found  by  the  trial  court : 
Mrs.  Chardavoyne,  about  ten  days  or  two  weeks  before  July  28. 
18^,  intrusted  her  husband  with  a  blank  form  of  promissory 
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note,  indorsed  by  her,  to  be  filled  up  and  signed  by  him,  and 
used  at  the  German  National  Bank  of  Newark,  to  obtain  a  loan 
for  Mrs.   Chardavoyne.    The  German  National  Bank  refused 
to  discount  the  note,  and  its  refusal  was  reported  to  her.     She 
never  authorized  her  husband  to  use  the  note  for  any  other  pur- 
pose.    Notwithstanding  this  fact,  he,  on  the  twenty-eighth  day 
of  July,  took  the  blank  note  to  the  banking-house  of  the  plain- 
tiff company,  ui  Brooklyn,  New  York,  and  the  body   of  the 
instrument  was  then  filled  up  by  the  plaintiflPs  president,  at 
the  request  of  Mr.  Chardavoyne,  for  a  sum  equal  to  the  amount 
of  an  indebtedness  due  from  **®  Mr.    Chardavoyne     to    the 
plaintiff.     The    next    day  the    note    was    discounted     by    the 
plaintiff,  and  the  proceeds  placed  to  Mr.  Chardavoyne's  credit. 
The  president  of  the  bank,  when  he  filled  up  the  note,  waa 
ignorant  of  the  fact  that  it  had  been  indorsed  in  blank  by 
Mrs.  Chardavoyne,  and  the  plaintiff  took  it,  in  the   regular 
course  of  business,  in  gOod  faith,  without  notice  of  any  infirm- 
ity in  it,  and  in  payment  of  the  indebtedness  then  due  to  it 
from  Mr.  Chardavoyne.     On  this  finding  of  facts  judgment 
was  entered  for  the  plaintiff  against  both  the  maker  and  in- 
dorser  of  the  note.    The  writ  of  error  is  sued  out  by  the  in- 
dorser,  Mrs.  Chardavoyne,  alone. 

The  principal  ground  upon  which  we  are  asked  to  reverse 
this  judgment  is  that,  upon  the  facts  found,  no  liability  on 
the  part  of  Mrs,  Chardavoyne  can  be  predicated.  The  con- 
tention is  that  her  husband  had  no  authority  to  fill  up  ibe 
note,  except  for  the  purpose  of  having  it  discounted  at  the 
German  National  Bank  for  her  benefit;  that  when  this  pur- 
pose failed  her  husband's  agency  ceased,  and  her  indorsement 
became  a  nullity,  and  that  his  subsequent  fraudulrait  act  in 
having  the  blanks  in  the  note  filled  up,  and  then  appropriating 
it  to  the  payment  of  his  ovm  indebtedness,  did  not  render  her 
responsible  thereon  as  indorser. 

An  examination  of  the  authorities,  however,  will  disclose 
that  this  contention  is  untenable.  The  question  to  be  deter- 
mined in  a  case  like  the  present  is  not  what  is  the  actual  limit 
of  authority  conferred  by  the  indorser  of  a  blank  note  upon 
the  person' into  whose  hands  she  delivers  it,  but  rather,  what 
authority  such  an  indorser,  by  her  conduct,  holds  out  that  per- 
son as  possfessing,  to  one  who  takes  the  note  in  good  faith,  for 
value,  and  "without  notice  that  the  actual  authority  conferred 
is  a  limited  one  only;  and  therefore,  as  is  stated  by  Mr.  Par- 
sons (1  Parsons  on  Bills  and  Notes,  110),  ''it  is  no  defense 
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against  a  bona  fide  older^  for  value,  to  prove  either  that  ihe 
person  to  whom  the  instrument  was  intrusted  in  blank  had 
no  authority  at  all  to  fill  the  blank;  or  that  his  authority  was 
limited  to  a  certain  sum  which  he  had  exceeded;  or  that  he 
was  only  authorized  to  use  the  paper  for  a  particular  purpose, 
and  had  fraudulently  converted  it  to  a  different  purpose;  or 
**^  that  he  was  only  authorized  to  fill  the  blank  upon  a  certain 
condition,  which  had  not  happened;  or  that  the  authority  was 
limited  in  point  of  time,  and  that  the  time  had  expired/'  Prac- 
tically the  same  statement  appears  in  1  Daniel  on  N^egotiable 
Instruments,  section  143,  where  it  is  said  that  "the  authority 
implied  by  a  signature  in  blank,  and  the  credit  granted,  are  so 
extensive  that  the  party  so  signing  will  be  bound,  though  the 
holder  was  only  authorized  to  use  it  for  one  purpose,  and  has 
perverted  it  to  anoiher;  and  though  the  authority  was  limited 
to  a  time  which  has  expired,  or  was  only  to  be  exercised  upon 
a  condition  Which  has  not  happened." 

The  decided  cases  fully  support  the  rule  laid  down  by  these 
authors. 

As  early  as  1780,  Lord  Mansfield,  in  Eussel  v.  Langstaffe, 
Doug.  514,  declared  that  "the  indorsement  on  a  blank  note 
is  a  letter  of  credit  for  an  indefinite  amoimt.  By  it  the  in- 
dorser  says:  ^Trust  G.  [the  person  who  received  the  note  from 
the  indorser]  to  any  amount,  and  I  wiU  be  his  security/  It 
does  not  lie  in  his  mouth  to  say  that  the  indorsement  is  not 
regular/' 

In  Gerrard  v.  Lewis,  L.  E.  10  Q.  B^  Div.  30,  it  was  held 
that  "a  man  who  gives  his  acceptance  [to  a  bill  of  exchange] 
iu  blank,  holds  out  the  person  to  whom  it  is  intrusted  as  clothed 
with  ostensible  authority  to  fill  in  the  bill  as  he  pleases/' 

In  Bank  of  Pittsburg  v.  Neal,  63  XT.  S.  (22  How.)  96,  16 
L.  ed.  323,  it  was  held  that  '%here  a  party  to  a  negotiable  in- 
strument intrusts  it  to  the  custody  of  another,  with  blanks  not 
filled  up,  whether  it  be  for  the  purpose  to  accommodate  the 
person  to  whom  it  was  intrusted,  or  to  be  used  for  his  own 
benefit,  such  negotiable  instrument  carries  on  its  face  an  im- 
plied authority  to  fill  up  the  blanks  and  perfect  th'  instrument,*' 
and  that  ''a  bona  fide  holder  of  such  an  in&l  nt,  for  valua- 
ble consideration,  without  notice  of  the  facts  which  impeach  its 
validity  between  the  antecedent  parties,  if  he  takes  it  before 
the  same  becomes  due,  holds  the  title  unaffected  by  these  facts, 
and  may  recover  thereon/' 
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Ift  Michigan  Bank  t.  Eldred,  76  U.  S.  (9  WaU.)  544,  19 
L.  ed.  763,  it  ifi  declared  ««<>  to  be  "weU-aettled  law  that  where 
a  party  to  a  negotiable  bill  of  exchange  or  promiflsory  note, 
containing  blisLnka,  intrusts  it  to  the  custody  of  another^  whether 
it  be  for  the  purpoae  of  accommodating  the  perscm  to  whom  it 
was  intrusted  or  to  be  used  to  raise  money  for  his  own  benefit, 
such  bill  or  note  especially  if  it  be  indorsed  in  blank,  carries 
on  its  face  an  implied  fuithority  in  the  person  to  whom  it  is  so 
intrusted  to  fill  up  the  blanks  in  his  discretion ;  and  as  betweego. 
such  party  to  the  bill  or  note,  and  innocent  third  parties  hold- 
ing the  bill  or  note  as  transferees  for  value,  in  the  usual  course 
of  business,  the  person  to  whom  it  is  so  intrusted  must  be 
deemed  to  be  the  agent  of  the  party  who  committed,  such  bill 
or  note  to  his  custody ;  and  the  legal  conclusion  is  that  he  acted 
under  the  authority  of  that  party,  and  with  his  approbation  and 
consent/* 

In  Van  Duzer  v.  Howe,  21  N.  T.  631,  it  was  decided  that 
^'a  party  who  intrusts  another  with  his  acceptaaoe  in  blank  is 
responsible  to  a  bona  fide  holder,  although  the  blank  is  fiUed 
with  a  sum  exceeding  that  fixed  as  a  limit  by  the  acceptor/' 

In  Eedlich  v.  Doll,  64  N.  Y.  235,  13  Am.  Eep.  673,  the  rule 
is  stated  to  be  that  '^if  a  note  be  obtained  from  a  maker  by 
fraud ;  if  it  be  made  for  one  purpose  and  used  by  the  holder  for 
another ;  if  it  be  delivered  in  blaik,  with  an  agreement  that  the 
blank  shall  be  filled  in  one  way,  and  il  be  filled  in  another; 
in  all  these  cases  the  maker  is  liable  to  a  bona  fide  holder  for 
value.  The  maker,  rather  than  the  innocent  holder,  must  suf- 
fer for  his  negligence  or  misplaced  confidence." 

In  Putnam  v.  Sullivan,  4  Mass.  45,  3  Am.  Dec  206,  it  was 
held  that  ''where  a  merchant  intrusts  his  clerk  with  his  blank 
iDdorsements,  and  one  by  false  pretenses  obtains  and  uses  them 
(by  writing  and  signing  promissory  notes  upon  ttie  face  of  the 
blanks)  such  fraudulent  use  of  them  will  not  discharge  the 
indorser  against  an  innocent  indorsee.*' 

In  Greenfield  Bank  v.  Stowell,  123  Mass.  196,  25  Am.  Rep. 
67,  the  rule  is  laid  down  that  "if  a  man  indorses  a  blank  form 
of  note,  and  delivers  it  with  the  intention  that  the  blank  should 
be  filled,  he  thereby  makes  the  person  to  whom  he  delivers  it 
his  agent,  *®^  and  is  responsible  for  whatever  date,  sum  or 
time  of  payment  he  may  insert,  to  a  bona  fide  indorsee." 

In  Breckenridge  v.  Lewis,  84  Me.  349,  30  Am.  St  Rep.  363, 
24  Atl.  864,  it  was  decided  that  '^one  who  intrusts  his  signature 
to  another  for  commercial  use — ^that  is,  to  hare  some  business 
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oLligation  written  ovor  it,  becomes  holden  upon  a  negotiable 
promissory  note  fraudulently  so  written  by  lie  person  so  in- 
trusted with  it,  and  negotiated  to  an  innocent  holder/' 

It  is  unnecessary  to  multiply  authorities.     Enough  have  been 
<!ited  to  make  it  clear  that  one  who  indorses  a  promissory  note 
ixi  blank  and  intrusts  it  to  another  to  fill  it  up  and  have  it 
cLiscountcd  for  his   (the  indorser's)   benefit,  is  liable  upon  it 
±Kj  a  bona  fide  holder  for  value,  who  receives  it  before  maturity, 
in  the  usual  course  of  business,  from  the  person  to  whom  it  was 
irs  trusted,  notwithstanding  that  the  latter  has  filled  it  up  for, 
and  fraudulently  converted  it  to,  a  purpose  entirely  different 
from  that  for  which  he  was  authorized  to  use  it.     Commercial 
paper  is  a  part  of  the  mercantile  currency  of  the  country,  and 
in  order  that  its  free  circulation  may  not  be  impeded,  it  is  the 
settled  policy  of  the  law  that  innocent  holders  thereof,  for 
value,  should  have  a  right  to  enforce  payment  of  such  paper 
against  those  who,  by  signing  or  indorsing  it,  either  in  blank 
or  otherwise,  have  caused  it  to  become  a  part  of  such  currency. 
It  is  further  contended  on  behalf  of  the  plaintiff  in  error 
that  if  it  be  considered  that  the  indorser  of  a  blank  promissory 
note  is  liable  to  a  bona  fide  holder,  for  value,  under  the  cir- 
cumstances existing  in  the  present  case,  still  the  plaintiff  bank 
is  not  entitled  to  recover  against  her,  because  it  does  not  occupy 
that  position.     The  fact  is  established  by  the  finding  of  the 
trial  court,  as  has  already  been  stated,  that  the  plaintiff  bank 
took  the  note  "in  the  regular  course  of  business,  in  good  faith, 
without  notice  of  any  iofirmity  in  if    It  is,  therefore,  a  bona 
fide   holder.     The   trial   court   further   found  that  the  bank 
took  the  note  "in  payment  of  an  indebtedness  then  due'*  to  it 
So  far  as  this  state  is  concerned,  the  rule  is  entirely  settled  that 
a  party  taking  a  promissory  note  in  payment  of  an  antecedent 
debt  is  a  holder  of  such  note  for  a  valuable  *®*  consideration, 
and  entitled  to  protection  as  such:  Allaire  v.  Hartshome,  21  N". 
J.  L.  C65,  47  Am.  Dec.  175 ;  Duncan  Sherman  &  Co.  v.  Gilbert, 
29  N.  J.  L.  627.    But,  as  the  transaction  out  of  which  the 
plaintiff's  right  sprang  took  place  in  New  York,  the  question 
to  be  determined  is  whether,  by  the  law  of  that  jurisdiction, 
one  who  so  takes  a  promissory  note  is  a  holder  for  value.    The 
plaintiff  in  error  insists  that  the  rule  established  in  that  state 
is  that  where  the  holder  has  received  the  paper  as  payment  for 
an  antecedent  debt  he  is  not  such  a  holder,  and  refers  us  to 
a  declaration  to  that  effect  contained  in  the  opinion  of  thii 
court  in  Duncan  Sherman  &  Co.  v.  Gilbert^  29  N.  J.  L.  528. 

Am.  St.  Rep.,  VoL  101—45 
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No  authority  for  this  statemenl  is  cited  in  the  opinion  referred 
to,  and  an  examination  of  the  New  York  cases  do  not  justify 
it 

On  the  contrary,  the  New  York  decisions  on  this  subject, 

80  far  as  we  have  been  able  to  ascertain  by  an  examination  of 
the  published  reports  of  such  decisions,  are  in  entire  harmony 
with  our  own.  In  1840,  more  than  twenty  years  prior  to  the 
decision  in  Duncan  Sherman  &  Co.  v.  Gilbert,  the  supreme  court 
of  New  York,  in  the  case  of  Bank  of  St.  Albans  v.  Gilliland, 
33  Wend.  311,  35  Am.  Dec.  566,  held  that  ''receiving  a  note 
for  a  precedent  debt  is  receiving  it  for  value,  within  the  law- 
merchant,  if  it  be  taken  in  satisfaction  of  such  precedent  debt, 
and  the  indebtedness  be  canceled.^'  To  the  same  effect  is  ihe 
decision  of  the  court  of  appeals  in  Brown  v.  Leavitt,  31  N. 
Y.  113,  and  in  the  later  case  of  Phoenix  Ins.  Co.  ▼.  Church, 

81  N.  Y.  218,  37  Am.  Rep.  494,  and  Mayer  v.  Heidelbach,  123 
N.  Y.  332,  25  N.  B.  416,  9  L.  B.  A.  850. 

It  is  further  urged  on  behalf  of  the  plaintiff  in  error  that 
as  she  received  nothing  for  her  indorsement,  she  is,  at  mos^ 
an  accommodation  indorser,  and  that  section  5  of  our  married 
women^s  act  (Gen.  Stats.,  p.  2017)  exempts  her  from  liability 
on  such  a  contract.  In  disposing  of  this  contention  it  i» 
enough  to  say  that  it  has  already  been  decided  by  this  court 
that  where  a  note,  upon  which  a  married  women  puts  her  name, 
in  this  state,  first  comes  into  legal  existence  in  the  state  of 
New  York  (as  was  the  present  case),  the  statutory  provision  ap- 
pealed to  affords  her  no  protection:  Thompson  v.  Taylor,  66 
N.  J.  L.  253,  88  Am.  St  Eep.  485,  49  Atl.  544,  54  L.  R  A. 
686. 

®®®  The  only  other  ground  upon  which  the  validity  of  the 
judgment  below  is  attacked  is  based  upon  the  claim  set  up  by 
the  plaintiff  in  error  at  the  trial  of  the  cause,  that  at  the  time 
of  the  transaction  between  her  husband  and  the  bank  the  former 
was  insane,  the  contention  being  that  the  court  erred  in  its 
■  holding  with  regard  to  the  measure  of  liability  upon  contracts 
,  made  by  insane  persons.  It  is  quite  immaterial,  however, 
whether  such  error  occurred  or  not.  The  trial  court  found 
as  a  fact  that  the  husband  of  the  plaintiff  in  error  was  not 
insane  at  the  time  when  he  delivered  the  note  in  suit  to  the 
plaintiff;  and,  as  the  testimony  produced  on  the  subject  of 
Chardavoyne's  sanity  was  amply  sufficient  to  support  this  find- 
ing, it  must  be  accepted  by  this  court    Consequently,  the  quefl- 
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tioii  of  the  measure  of  liability,  under  the  conditions  men- 
tioned, is  not  involved  in  the  decision  of  the  case. 
The  judgment  under  review  should  be  affirmed. 


As  to  the  Legal  Effect  of  a  Blank  Indorsement  of  a  negotiable  nota^ 
see  First  Nat.  Bank  ▼.  Payne,  111  Mo.  291,  88  Am.  St.  Bep.  520,  20  8. 
W.  41;  Dennis  ▼.  Jackson,  57  Minn.  286,  47  Am.  St.  Rep.  603,  59  N. 
'W.  198;  ScoUans  ▼.  BoUins,  173  Masa.  275,  73  Am.  St.  Bep.  284,  58 
N.  B.  863. 

The  Alteration  of  Instruments  hj  filling  blanks  therein  diseussed  in 
the  monographie  note  to  Burgess  ▼.  BIsulo,  86  Am.  St.  Bep.  107-112. 
A  referenee  to  this  note  will  show  that  where  one  has  intrusted  an 
instrument  containing  blanks  to  another  with  the  intent  to  become 
bound  thereon,  he  will  be  liable  upon  the  instrument  though  the 
blanks  be  filled.  He  is  deemed  to  have  given  an  implied  authority 
to  the  payee  or  holder  to  fill  the  blanks  with  the  proper  terms:  See, 
also,  Boston  Steel  etc.  Co.  v.  Bteuer,  IBS  Mass.  140,  97  Am.  St.  Bep. 
426,  66  N.  E.  646. 


HEIDECAMP  V.  JERSEY  CITT,  HOBOKBN  AND  PAT- 
TEESON  STBEET  RAILWAY  COMPANY. 

[69  N.  J.  L.  284,  55  Atl.  239.] 

PARENT  AKD  OHIIiD — ^Adopted  Ohlldren. — JXsnt  of  Kin  of  an 

adopted  child  is  the  next  of  kin  by  blood  and  not  the  adopting  parent, 
under  a  statute  concerning  adoption  wbich  wholly  fails  to  bestow 
upon  the  adopting  parent  any  right  to  inherit  the  estate  of  the 
adopted  ehild.     (pp.  708,  709.) 

J.  P.  Mintbum,  for  the  plaintiff  in  error. 
W.  D.  Edwards^  for  the  defendant  in  error. 


VAN  SYCKEL,  J.  This  suit  ia  brougbt  by  John 
Heidecamp^  administrator  of  Annie  Heidecamp,  deceased,  un- 
der our  death  act,  for  the  benefit  of  the  next  of  kin.   . 

Previously  to  the  injury  which  caused  her  death  Annie  had 
been  adopted  as  the  daughter  of  the  plaintiff,  under  the  ''act 
concerning  the  adoption  of  infants,'^  with  the  written  consent 
of  the  mother. 

i'^  The  trial  court  held  that  the  adopting  father  was  not  the 
next  of  kin,  and  that  the  natural  mother  could  recover  nomi- 
nal damages  only,  and  a  verdict  was  directed  accordingly.  The 
plaintiff  below  is  the  plaintiff  in  error.  The  question  to  be 
reviewed  is  whether  this  instruction  of  the  trial  court  is  cor- 
rect 
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Our  death  act,  under  which  thia  suit  is  prosecuted,  pio- 
vides  that  the  action  shall  be  for  the  exclusive  benefit  of  the 
widow  and  next  of  kin  of  such  deceased  person^  and  the  sum 
recovered  shall  be  distributed  to  such  widow  and  next  of  kin 
in  the  proportionB  provided  by  law  in  relation  to  the  distribu- 
tion of  personal  property  left  by  persons  dying  intestate. 

•  The  next  of  kin  in  this  act  must  be  held  to  mean  the  next 
of  kin  by  blood,  unless  the  '^act  concerning  the  adoption  of 
infants''  impresses  upon  the  teim  a  different  meaning  as  ap- 
plicable to  this  case. 

Our  ^act  eonoeming  adoption''   (Gen.  Stats.,  p.  1714,  pL 

17)  provides  *that,  upon  the  entry  of  the  decree  of  adoption, 
the  parents  of  the  child,  if  living,  shall  be  devested  of  all  I^^ 
rights  and  obligations  due  from  them  to  the  child  or  childrai 
or  from  the  child  or  children  to  them;  and  the  child  or  children 
shall  be  free  from  all  legal  obligations  of  obedience  or  other- 
wise to  the  parents;  and  the  adopting  parent  or  parents  of  the 
child  or  children  shall  be  invested  vnth  every  legal  right  in 
respect  to  obedience  and  maintenance  on  the  part  of  the  child 
or  children  as  if  said  child  or  children  had  been  bom  to  them 
in  lawful  wedlock;  and  the  child  or  children  shall  be  invested 
with  every  legal  right,  privilege,  obligation  aind  relation  in  re- 
spect to  education,  maintenance  and  the  rights  of  inheritance 
to  real  estate  or  to  the  distribution  in  personal  estate  on  the 
death  of  such  adopting  parent  or  parents  as  if  bom  to  them, 
in  lawful  wedlock." 

The  statute  expressly  invests  the  adopting  parent  with  every 
legal  right  in  respect  to  obedience  and  maint^ance  on  the  part 
of  the  child  as  if  the  child  had  been  bom  to  them  in  lawful 
wedlock,  but  it  wholly  fails  to  bestow  upon  the  ^®*  adopting 
parent  any  right  to  inherit  the  estate  of  the  adopted  child. 

That  the  draftsman  of  the  act  did  not  intend  to  confer  any 
such  property  right  upon  the  adopting  parent  is  emphasized 
by  the  imme'diately  succeeding  provision  that  the  adopted  child 
shall  be  invested  with  every  legal  right,  privilege,  obligation 
and  relation  in  respect  to  education,  maintenance  and  the  rights 
of  ioheritance  to  real  estate  or  to  the  distribution  in  personal 
estate,  on  £he  death  of  the  adopting  parents  as  if  bom  to  them 
in  lawful  wedlock. 

The  statute  further  provides  that,  on  the  death  of  the  adopt* 
ing  parent  aud  the  subsequent  death  of  the  adopted  child  vrith- 
out  issue,  the  property  of  such  adopting  deceased  parent  shall 
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descend  to^  and  be  distributed  among,  the  next  of  kin  of  said 
parent,  and  not  to  the  next  of  kin  of  ttie  adopted  child. 

The  adopting  father  is  therefore  excluded  from  inheriting, 
as  the  next  of  kin  of  the  adopted  child,  not  only  by  the  failure 
of  the  statute  to  invest  him  with  such  right,  but  also  by  the 
declaration  that,  in  determining  who  are  the  next  of  Idn  of 
the  adopted  child,  regard  is  not  to  be  paid  to  the  fact  of  adop- 
tion; the  next  of  kin  of  the  adopted  child  are  his  next  of  kin 
by  blood. 

I  have  found  no  authority  which  will  justify  a  different  in- 
terpretation of  our  statutes. 

Barnes  v.  Allen,  25  Ind.  222,  holds  that  adopted  children 
are  the  heirs  of  adopting  father  in  the  degree  of  children,  and 
are  entitled  to  inherit  from  him.  No  other  construction  could 
be  given  to  the  Indiana  statute,  which  provides  that  the  adopted 
child  shall  have  the  same  interest  in  the  estate  of  adopting 
parent,  by  descent  or  otherwise,  as  if  the  natural  heir  of  such 
parent. 

The  question  whether  the  adopting  father  could  inherit  from 
the  child  is  not  involved  or  discussed  in  the  case. 

In  Bamshisel  v.  Ferrell,  47  Ind.  335,  the  court  expressly  de- 
clares that,  as  between  the  adopted  child  and  the  lawful  chil- 
dren of  the  adopting  parent,  the  legal  relation  as  to  inheri- 
tance is  not  changed  or  affected  by  the  adoption;  that  on 
^^^  the  deafh  of  the  adopted  child,  his  next  of  kin  by  blood 
take  from  him. 

In  Davis  ▼.  King,  95  Ind.  1,  it  appears  that,  in  1883,  the 
Indiana  statute  was  amended  by  providing  that  property,  real 
and  personal,  which  came  to  the  adopted  child  by  gift,  devise 
or  descent  from  the  adopting  parent  should,  on  the  deatk  of 
the  diild,  go  to  the  heirs  of  the  adopting  parent,  the  same  as 
if  such  child  had  not  been  adopted. 

The  right  of  the  adopting  parent  to  succeed  as  next  of  kin 
to  the  child  was  not  in  this  case. 

In  Bemders  y.  Eoppelman,  €8  Mo.  482,  30  Am.  Bep.  802, 
the  Missouri  court  expressly  ruled  that,  on  the  death  of  the 
adopted  child,  his  estate  will  go  to  his  relations  by  blood,  and 
not  to  those  by  adoption.  This  interpretation  was  based  by 
the  court  upon  the  fact  that  the  statute  of  that  state  does  not 
provide  who  shall  inherit  from  the  adopted  child,  but  only  that 
the  adopted  child  shall  inherit'  from  the  adopting  parent 
Delano  v.  Bruerton,  148  Mass.  619,  20  N.  E.  308,  2  L.  R  A. 
698^  Warren  v.  Frescott,  84  Me.  483^  30  Am.  Si  Bep.  370. 
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self  before  seeking  relief.  He  is  entitled  to  be  relieved  from 
liability'' :  Johnston  v.  Salvage  Assn.,  L.  R  19  Q.  B.  Div.  458, 
460.  See,  also,  Htmt  v.  New  Hampshiie  Fire  etc.  Assn.,  6S 
N.  H.  305,  73  Am.  St.  Bep.  602,  38  AtL  145,  38  L.  R.  A.  514, 
and  cases  cited;  First  Nat  Bank  t.  Hnnton,  70  N.  H.  224, 
46  Atl.  1049;  Champion  v.  Brown,  6  Johns.  Ch.  398,  10  Am. 
Dec.  343;  Burroughs  v.  McNall,  2  Dev.  &  B.  Eq.  (22  N.  C.) 
297,  302;  Central  Trust  Co.  v.  LouisTille  Trust  Co.,  87  Fed. 
23;  Eanlaugh  v.  Hayes,  1  Vem.  190;  Lacey  y.  Hill,  K  R  18 
Eq.  182;  Wolmershausen  v.  Gullick  [1893],  2  Ch,  514;  Cruse 
V.  Paine,  L.  R.  6  Eq.  641,  4  Ch.  App.  441;  Story's  Equiiy 
Jurisprudence,  sec.  860;  Bishop's  Equity,  sec-  331;  Idndley 
on  Partnership,  375. 

Except  for  the  provision  that  the  damages  must  be  ascer- 
tained by  a  judgment  after  a  trial  of  the  issue  (immaterial  in 
this  case,  because  such  trial  had  been  had),  dauae  8  is  a  mere 
statement  of  the  law.  The  surety  cannot  sue  the  principal  until 
he  has  paid  the  debt;  but  that  does  not  prevent  tiie  interposition 
of  equity  to  require  the  principal  to  pay  and  save  the  surety 
harmless. 

But  it  appears  sufficient  to  rest  the  decision  upon  an  inter- 
pretation of  tiie  contract  which  gives  effect  to  all  its  provisions, 
avoids  any  conflict  between  them,  and  is  fairly  and  reasonably 
inferable  from  the  evidence.  The  view  that  the  contract  means 
thai  the  insurance  company,  after  taking  control  of  the  pro- 
ceedings in  a  suit  against  the  assured,  cannot  thereafter  be  dis- 
charged except  by  payment  of  the  indemnity  to  the  assured  or 
securing  his  discharge  •^^^  from  the  claim,  is  tiiought  to  best 
conform  to  the  intent  of  the  parties,  and  is  adopted.  Whether 
in  a  case  where  the  company  did  not  so  proceed  the  assured  could 
in  any  form  ol  procedure  obtain  any  benefit  from  the  contract 
of  indemnity,  except  upon  proof  of  iiie  payment  of  damages 
after  a  trial  of  the  issue,  is  not  now  before  the  court 

Decree  for  the  plaintiff. 

.Walker,  J.,  did  not  sit;  the  others  concurred. 


For  Authorities  bearing  upon  the  decision  in  the  principal  case,  Bee 
American  Employers'  Liability  Ins.  Co.  v.  Fordyce,  62  Ark.  562, 
64  Am.  St.  Eep.  305,  36  S.  W.  1051;  Travelers'  Ins.  Co.  ▼.  Moses,  63 
N.  J.  Eq.  260,  92  Am.  St.  Rep.  663,  49  Atl.  720  j  Worcester  etc.  By. 
Co.  ▼.  Travelers'  Ins.  Co.,  180  Mass.  263,  91  Am.  St.  Rep.  275  62 
N.  E.  364,  57  L.  R.  A.  629;  Bain  v.  Atkins,  181  Mass.  240,  92  Am. 
St.  Rep.  411,  63  N.  E.  414,  57  L.  R.  A.  791;  Kansas  City  etc.  R,  R 
Co.  ▼.  Southern  "Ry,  News  Co.,  151  Mo.  373,  74  Am.  St.  Rep.  545  52 
S.  W.  205,  45  L.  R.  A.  380.  ' 
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NEW    JERSEY. 


MECHANICS'  BANK  y.  CHAEDAVOYNE. 

[69  N.  J.  L.  256,  65  Atl.  1080.] 

MEgQTTABTiK  nnHSUHSlITS— Indanwomit  in  Blank.— One 
who  indonea  a  note  in  blank  and  intmats  it  to  another  to  fill  up 
and  have  discounted  for  the  indorser's  henefit,  i»  liable  upon  it  to 
a  bona  fide  ht>lder  for  value,  who  receives  it  before  maturity,  in  the 
usual  course  of  business,  from  the  person  to  whom  it  was  intrusted, 
notwithstanding  that  the  latter  filled  it  up  for,  and  fraudulently  con- 
verted it  to,  a  purpose  entirely  different  from  that  for  which  he 
was  authorised  to  use  it.     (p.  705.) 

IfEOOTIABLE  OffSTBUMENTB — Indorseinent  In  Blank — 
Bona  Fide  Holdoc. — ^If  a  bank  receives  a  note  in  the  regular  course  of 
business,  in  good  faith  and  without  notice  of  any  infirmity  in  it, 
in  pa3rment  of  an  indebtedness  due  from  the  person  sending  it,  whose 
wife  has  indorsed  it  in  blank,  and  intrusted  it  to  him  to  discount  for 
her  benefit,  the  bank  thereby  becomes  a  bona  fide  holder  of  the  note 
for  value,  and  entitled  to  protection  as  such  as  against  the  wife  of 
the  sender  of  the  note.     (p.  705.) 

I^mbert  &  Stewart^  for  the  plaintiJl  in  error. 

A.  C.  Wall,  for  the  defendant  in  error. 

«^  GUMMEEE,  C.  J.  This  suit  was  brought  against  Will- 
iam S.  Chardavoyne  and  Annie  N.,  his  wife,  upon  a  promis- 
sory note  made  by  William  to  the  order  of  Annie,  and  indorsed 
by  her.  The  note  is  dated  Newark,  July  28,  1899,  and  is  pay- 
able at  the  Mechanics'  Bank,  Brooklyn,  New  York.  The  case 
was  tried  by  the  court  without  a  jury,  by  consent  of  the  parties 
The  following  are  the  pertinent  facts  found  by  the  trial  court : 
Mrs.  Chardavoyne,  about  ten  days  or  two  weeks  before  July  28. 
181^9,  intrusted  her  husband  with  a  blank  form  of  promissory 

(7D1) 
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note,  indorsed  by  her,  to  be  filled  np  and  signed  by  him,  and 
used  at  the  German  National  Bank  of  Newark,  to  obtain  a  loan 
for  Mrs.  Chardavoyne.    The  German  National   Bank  refused 
to  discount  the  note,  and  its  refusal  was  reported  to  her.     She 
never  authorized  her  husband  to  use  the  note  for  any  other  pur- 
pose.    Notwithstanding  this  fact,  he,  on  the  twenty-eighth  day 
of  July,  took  the  blank  note  to  the  banking-house  of  the  plain- 
tiff company,  in  Brooklyn,  New  York,  and  the   body  of  the 
instrument  was  then  filled  up  by  the  plaintiff^s  president,  at 
the  request  of  Mr.  Chardavo}Tie,  for  a  sum  equal  to  the  amount 
of  an  indebtedness  due  from  **®  Mr.    Chardavoyne    to    the 
plaintiff.     The    next    day  the   note    was    discounted    by    the 
I)laintiff,  and  the  proceeds  placed  to  Mr.  Chardavoyne's  credit 
The  president  of  the  bank,  when  he  filled  up  the  note,  was 
ignorant  of  the  fact  that  it  had  been  indorsed  in  blank  by 
Mrs.  Chardavoyne,  and  the  plaintiff  took  it,  in  the   regular 
course  of  business,  in  gOod  faith,  without  notice  of  any  infirm- 
ity in  it,  and  in  payment  of  the  indebtedness  then  due  to  it 
from  Mr.  Chardavoyne.     On  this  finding  of  facts  Judgment 
was  entered  for  the  plaintiff  against  both  the  maker  and  in- 
dorser  of  the  note.    The  writ  of  error  is  sued  out  by  the  in- 
dorser,  Mrs.  Chardavoyne,  alone. 

The  principal  ground  upon  which  we  are  asked  to  reverse 
this  judgment  is  that,  upon  the  facts  found,  no  Uability  on 
the  part  of  Mrs.  Chardavoyne  can  be  predicated.  The  con- 
tention is  that  her  husband  had  no  authority  to  fill  up  the 
note,  except  for  the  purpose  of  having  it  discounted  at  the 
German  National  Bank  for  her  benefit;  that  when  this  pu/^ 
pose  failed  her  husband's  agency  ceased,  and  her  indorsement 
became  a  nullity,  and  that  his  subsequent  fraudulent  act  in 
having  the  blanks  in  the  note  filled  up,  and  then  appropriating 
it  to  the  pa}Tnent  of  his  own  indebtedness,  did  not  render  her 
responsible  thereon  as  indorser. 

An  examination  of  the  authorities,  however,  will  disclose 
that  this  contention  is  untenable.  The  question  to  be  deter- 
mined in  a  case  like  the  present  is  not  what  is  the  actual  limit 
of  authority  conferred  by  the  indorser  of  a  blank  note  upon 
the  person 'into  whose  hands  she  delivers  it,  but  rather,  what 
authority  such  an  indorser,  by  her  conduct,  holds  out  that  per- 
son as  possessing,  to  one  who  takes  the  note  in  good  faith,  for 
value,  and'* without  notice  that  the  actual  authority  conferred 
is  a  limited  one  only;  and  therefore,  as  is  stated  by  Mr.  Par- 
sons (1  Parsons  on  Bills  and  Notes,  110),  **it  is  no  defense 
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against  a  bona  fide  older^  for  valne^  to  prove  either  that  fhe 
person  to  whom  the  instrument  was  intrusted  in  blank  had 
no  authority  at  all  to  fill  the  blank;  or  that  his  authority  was 
limited  to  a  certain  sum  which  he  had  exceeded;  or  that  he 
was  only  authorized  to  use  the  paper  for  a  particular  purpose, 
and  had   fraudulently  converted  it  to  a  different  purpose;  or 
***•  that  he  was  only  authorized  to  fill  the  blank  upon  a  certain 
condition,  which  had  not  happened;  or  that  the  authority  was 
limited  in  point  of  time,  and  that  the  time  had  expired/'  Prac- 
tically the  same  statement  appears  in  1  Daniel  on  Negotiable 
Instruments,  section  143,  where  it  is  said  that  "the  authority 
implied  by  a  signature  in  blank,  and  the  credit  granted,  are  so 
extensive  that  the  party  so  signing  will  be  bound,  though  the 
holder  was  only  authorized  to  use  it  for  one  purpose,  and  has 
perverted  it  to  another;  and  though  the  authority  was  limited 
to  a  time  which  has  expired,  or  was  only  to  be  exercised  upon 
a  condition  Which  has  not  happened/' 

The  decided  cases  fully  support  the  rule  laid  down  by  these 
authors. 

As  early  as  1780,  Lord  Mansfield,  in  Eussel  v.  Langstaffe, 
Doug.  514,  declared  that  ''the  indorsement  on  a  blank  note 
is  a  letter  of  credit  for  an  indefinite  amount.  By  it  the  in* 
dorser  says:  'Trust  G.  [the  person  who  received  the  note  from 
the  indorser]  to  any  amount,  and  I  will  be  his  security/  It 
does  not  he  in  his  mouth  to  say  that  the  indorsement  is  not 
regular/' 

In  Gerrard  v.  Lewis,  L.  B.  10  Q.  B.  Div.  30,  it  was  held 
that  "a  man  who  gives  his  acceptance  [to  a  bill  of  exchange] 
in  blank,  holds  out  the  person  to  whom  it  is  intrusted  as  clothed 
with  ostensible  authori^  to  fill  in  the  bill  as  he  pleases/' 

In  Bank  of  Pittsburg  v.  Neal,  63  TJ.  S.  (22  How.)  96,  16 
L.  ed.  323,  it  was  held  that  "where  a  party  to  a  negotiable  in- 
strument intrusts  it  to  the  custody  of  another,  with  blanks  not 
filled  up,  whether  it  be  for  the  purpose  to  accommodate  the 
person  to  whom  it  was  intrusted,  or  to  be  used  for  his  own 
benefit,  such  negotiable  instrument  carries  on  its  face  an  im- 
plied authority  to  fill  up  the  blanks  and  perfect  th '  instrument/' 
and  that  "a  bona  fide  holder  of  such  an  ins,l.  nt,  for  valua- 
ble consideration,  without  notice  of  the  facts  which  impeach  its 
validity  between  the  antecedent  parties,  if  he  iikes  it  before 
the  same  becomes  due,  holds  the  title  unaffected  by  these  facts, 
and  may  recover  thereon.'* 
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In  Michigan  Bank  ▼.  Eldred,  76  U.  S.  (^  WaU.)  544,  19 
L,  ed.  763,  it  is  declared  «««  to  be  "wdl-aetiled  law  that  where 
a  party  to  a  negotiable  bill  ol  exchange  or  promiasory  note, 
containing  bliErnks,  intniats  it  to  the  custody  of  another^  whether 
it  be  for  the  purpose  of  accommodating  the  person  to  whom  it 
was  intrusted  or  to  be  used  to  raise  money  for  his  own  benefit, 
such  bill  or  note  especially  if  it  be  indorsed  in  blanb^  carries 
on  its  face  an  implied  atUthority  in  the  person  to  whom  it  is  so 
intrusted  to  fill  up  the  blanks  in  his  discretion ;  and  as  between 
such  party  to  the  hill  or  note,  and  innocent  third  parties  hold- 
ing the  bill  or  note  as  transferees  for  Taiue,  in  the  usual  course 
of  business,  the  person  to  whom  it  is  so  intrusted  most  be 
deemed  to  be  the  asent  of  the  party  who  committed  such  bill 
or  note  to  his  custody ;  and  the  legal  conclusion  is  that  he  acted 
under  the  authority  of  that  party,  and  with  his  approbation  and 
consent/' 

In  Van  Duzer  v.  Howe,  21  N.  Y,  531,  it  was  decided  that 
^'a  party  who  intrusts  another  with  his  acceptaoxoe  in  blank  is 
responsible  to  a  bona  fide  holder,  although  the  blank  is  filled 
with  a  sum  exceeding  that  fixed  as  a  limit  by  the  acceptor/' 

In  Eedlich  v.  Doll,  64  N.  T.  235,  13  Am.  Eep.  573,  the  rule 
is  stated  to  be  that  ^'if  a  note  be  obtained  from  a  maker  by 
fraud ;  if  it  be  made  for  one  purpose  and  used  by  the  holder  for 
another ;  if  it  be  delivered  in  blank,  with  an  agreement  that  the 
blank  shall  be  filled  in  one  way,  and  11  be  filled  in  another; 
in  all  these  cases  the  maker  is  liable  to  a  bona  fide  holder  for 
value.  The  maker,  rather  than  the  innocent  holder,  must  suf- 
fer for  his  negligence  or  misplaced  confidence/^ 

In  Putnam  v.  Sullivan,  4  Mass.  45,  3  Am.  Dec,  206,  it  was 
held  that  "where  a  merchant  intrusts  his  clerk  with  his  blank 
indorsements,  and  one  by  false  pretenses  obtains  and  uses  them 
(by  writing  and  signing  promissory  notes  upon  tiie  face  of  the 
blanks)  such  fraudulent  use  of  them  will  not  discharge  the 
indorser  against  an  innocent  indorsee." 

In  Greenfield  Bank  v.  Btowell,  123  Mass.  196,  25  Am.  Bep. 
67,  the  rule  is  laid  down  that  "if  a  man  indorses  a  blank  form 
of  note,  and  delivers  it  with  the  intention  that  the  blank  should 
be  filled,  he  thereby  makes  the  person  to  whom  he  delivers  it 
his  agent,  *^*  and  is  responsible  for  whatever  date,  sum  or 
time  of  payment  he  may  insert,  to  a  bona  fide  indorsee.** 

In  Breckenridge  v.  Lewis,  84  Me.  349,  30  Am.  St  Bep.  853, 
24  Atl.  864,  it  was  decided  that  "one  who  intrusts  his  signature 
to  another  for  commercial  use — ^that  is,  to  haye  some  businstt 
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-obligation  written  ovor  it,  becomes  holden  upon  a  negotiable 
promissory  note  fraudulently  so  written  by  the  person  bo  in- 
ti-usted  with  it,  and  negotiated  to  an  innocent  holder/' 

Ti  is  unnecessary  to  multiply  auihoritieB.    Enough  have  been 

cited  to  make  it  clear  that  one  who  indorses  a  promissory  note 

in  blank  and  intrusts  it  to  another  to  fill  it  up  and  have  it 

<liscounted  for  his   (the  indorser^s)   benefit,  is  liable  upon  it 

to  a  bona  fide  holder  for  value,  who  receives  it  before  maturity, 

in  the  usual  course  of  business,  from  the  person  to  whom  it  was 

intrusted,  notwithstanding  that  the  latter  has  filled  it  up  for, 

and  fraudulently  converted  it  to,  a  purpose  entirely  different 

from  that  for  which  he  was  authorized  to  use  it.     Commercial 

paper  is  a  part  of  the  mercantile  currency  of  the  country,  and 

in  order  that  its  free  circulation  may  not  be  impeded,  it  is  the 

settled  policy  of  the  law  that  innocent  holders  thereof,  for 

value,  should  have  a  right  to  enforce  payment  of  such  paper 

against  those  who,  by  signing  or  indorsing  it,  either  in  blank 

or  otherwise,  have  caused  it  to  become  a  part  of  such  currency. 

It  is  further  contended  on  behalf  of  the  plaintiff  in  error 
that  if  it  be  considered  that  the  indorser  of  a  blank  promissory 
note  is  liable  to  a  bona  fide  holder,  for  value,  under  the  cir- 
cumstances existing  in  the  present  case,  still  the  plaintiff  bank 
is  not  entitled  to  recover  against  her,  because  it  does  not  occupy 
that  position.  The  fact  is  established  by  the  finding  of  the 
trial  court,  as  has  already  been  stated,  that  the  plaintiff  bank 
took  the  note  '^in  the  regular  course  of  business,  in  good  faith, 
without  notice  of  any  infirmity  in  it/'  It  is,  therefore,  a  bona 
fide  holder.  The  trial  court  further  found  that  the  bank 
took  the  note  "in  payment  of  an  indebtedness  then  due*'  to  it 
So  far  as  this  state  is  concerned,  the  rule  is  entirely  settled  that 
a  party  taking  a  promissory  note  in  payment  of  an  antecedent 
debt  is  a  holder  of  such  note  for  a  valuable  *®*  consideration, 
and  entitled  to  protection  as  such :  Allaire  v.  H artshome,  21  N". 
J.  L.  G65,  47  Am.  Dec.  175 ;  Duncan  Sherman  &  Co.  v.  Gilbert, 
29  K".  J.  L.  627.  But,  as  the  transaction  out  of  which  the 
plaintiff^s  right  sprang  took  place  in  New  York,  the  question 
to  be  determined  is  whether,  by  the  law  of  that  jurisdiction, 
one  who  so  takes  a  promissory  note  is  a  holder  for  value.  The 
plaintiff  in  error  insists  that  the  rule  established  in  that  state 
is  that  where  the  holder  has  received  the  paper  as  payment  for 
an  antecedent  debt  he  is  not  such  a  holder,  and  refers  us  to 
a  declaration  to  that  effect  contained  in  the  opinion  of  thii 
court  in  Duncan  Sherman  &  Co.  v.  Gilbert^  29  N.  J.  L.  528. 

Am.  St.  Rep.,  Vol.  101—45 
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No  authority  for  this  statement  is  cited  in  the  opinion  referred 
to^  and  an  examination  of  the  New  York  cases  do  not  justify 
it 

On  the  contrary,  the  New  York  decisions  on  this  subject, 

80  far  as  we  have  been  able  to  ascertain  by  an  examination  of 
the  published  reports  of  such  decisions,  are  in  entire  harmony 
with  our  own.  In  1840,  more  than  twenty  years  prior  to  the 
decision  in  Duncan  Sherman  &  Co.  y.  Gilbert,  the  supreme  court 
of  New  York,  in  the  case  of  Bank  of  St.  Albans  v.  Gilliland, 
33  Wend.  311,  36  Am.  Dec.  566,  held  that  "receiving  a  note 
for  a  precedent  debt  is  receiving  it  for  value,  within  the  law- 
merchant,  if  it  be  taken  in  satisfaction  of  such  precedent  debt, 
and  the  indebtedness  be  canceled.'*  To  the  same  effect  is  ihe 
decision  of  the  court  of  appeals  in  Brown  v.  Leavitt,  31  N. 
Y.  113,  and  in  the  later  case  of  Phoenix  Ins.  Co.  v.  Church, 

81  N.  Y.  218,  37  Am.  Rep.  494,  and  Mayer  v.  Heidelbach,  123 
N.  Y.  332,  25  N.  B.  416,  9  L.  B.  A.  850. 

It  is  further  urged  on  behalf  of  the  plaintiff  in  error  that 
as  she  received  nothing  for  her  indorsement,  she  is^  at  most, 
an  accommodation  indorser,  and  that  section  5  of  our  married 
women^s  act  (Gen.  Stats.,  p.  2017)  exempts  her  from  liability 
on  such  a  contract.  In  disposing  of  this  contention  it  is 
enough  to  say  that  it  has  already  been  decided  by  this  court 
that  where  a  note,  upon  which  a  married  women  puts  her  name, 
in  this  state,  first  comes  into  legal  existence  in  the  state  of 
New  York  (as  was  the  present  case),  the  statutory  provision  ap- 
pealed to  affords  her  no  protection:  Thompson  v.  Taylor,  66 
N.  J.  L.  253,  88  Am.  St  Eep.  485,  49  Atl.  544,  54  L.  E.  A. 
586. 

®®®  The  only  other  ground  upon  which  the  validity  of  the 
judgment  below  is  attacked  is  based  upon  the  claim  set  up  by 
the  plaintiff  in  error  at  the  trial  of  the  cause,  that  at  the  time 
of  the  transaction  between  her  husband  and  the  bank  the  former 
was  insane,  the  contention  being  that  the  court  erred  in  its 
holding  with  regard  to  the  measure  of  liability  upon  contract* 
made  by  insane  persons.  It  is  quite  immaterial,  however, 
whether  such  error  occurred  or  not.  The  trial  court  found 
as  a  fact  that  the  husband  of  the  plaintiff  in  error  was  not 
insane  at  the  time  when  he  delivered  the  note  in  suit  to  the 
plaintiff;  and,  as  the  testimony  produced  on  the  subject  of 
Chardavoyne's  sanity  was  amply  sufficient  to  support  this  find- 
ing, it  must  be  accepted  by  this  court    Consequently,  the  que** 
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tion   of  the  measure  of  liability^  tinder  the  conditions  men- 
tioned^ is  not  involyed  in  the  decision  of  the  case. 
The  judgment  under  review  should  be  affirmed. 


As  to  the  Legal  Effect  of  a  Blank  Indorsement  of  a  negotiable  nota^ 
see  First  Nat.  Bank  y.  Payne,  111  Mo.  291,  88  Am.  St.  Bep.  520,  20  8. 
^W.  41;  Dennis  ▼.  Jackson,  57  Minn.  286,  47  Am.  St.  Bep.  603,  59  N. 
W.  198;  Scollans  v.  BoUins,  173  Mass.  275.  73  Am.  St.  Bep.  284,  58 
N.  E.  863. 

The  Alteration  of  Instruments  bj  filling  blanks  therein  discussed  in 
the  monographie  note  to  Burgess  ▼.  BIiulo,  86  Am.  St.  Bep.  107-112* 
A  reference  to  this  note  will  show  that  where  one  has  intrusted  an 
instrument  containing  blanks  to  another  with  the  intent  to  become 
bound  thereon,  he  "vnll  be  liable  upon  the  instrument  though  the 
blanks  be  filled.  He  is  deemed  to  have  given  an  implied  authority 
to  the  payee  or  holder  to  fill  the  blanks  with  the  proper  terms:  See, 
also,  Boston  Steel  etc.  Co.  v.  Steuer,  18$  Mass.  140,  97  Am.  St.  Bep. 
426,  66  K.  E.  646. 


HEIDECAMP  V.  JEESEY  CITT,  HOBOKEN  AND  PAT- 
TERSON STBEET  RAILWAY  COMPANY. 

[69  N.  J.  L.  284,  55  Atl.  239.] 

PARENT  AKD  CHILD — ^Adopted  Ohildxen. — TXeaX  of  Kin  of  an 

adopted  child  is  the  next  of  kin  by  blood  and  not  the  adopting  parent, 
under  a  statute  concerning  adoption  which  wholly  fails  to  bestow 
upon  the  adopting  parent  any  right  to  inherit  the  estate  of  the 
adopted  ehild.     (pp.  708,  709.) 

J.  P.  Mintbum,  for  the  plaintiff  in  error. 
W.  D.  Edwards,  for  the  defendant  in  error. 


VAN  SYCKEL,  J.  This  suit  is  brough*  by  John 
Heidecamp,  administrator  of  Annie  Heidecamp,  deceased,  un- 
der our  death  act,  for  the  benefit  of  the  next  of  kin.   . 

Previously  to  the  injury  which  caused  her  death  Annie  had 
been  adopted  as  the  daughter  of  the  plaintiff,  under  the  ''act 
concerning  the  adoption  of  infants,''  with  the  written  consent 
of  the  mother. 

■^  The  trial  court  held  that  the  adopting  father  was  not  the 
next  of  kin,  and  that  the  natural  mother  could  recover  nomi- 
nal damages  only,  and  a  verdict  was  directed  accordingly.  The 
plaintiff  below  is  the  plaintiff  in  error.  The  question  to  be 
T^viewed  ia  whether  this  instruction  of  the  trial  court  is  cor- 
rect 
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Our  death  act,  under  which  thia  snit  is  prosecuted,  pro- 
vides that  the  action  shall  be  for  the  exclusive  benefit  of  ihe 
widow  and  next  of  kin  of  such  deceased  person^  and  the  sum. 
recovered  shall  be  distributed  to  such  widow  and  next  of  kin 
in  the  proportians  provided  by  law  in  relation  to  the  distribu- 
tion of  personal  property  left  by  persons  dying  intestate. 

-  The  next  of  kin  in  this  act  must  be  held  to  mean  the  next 
of  kin  by  blood,  unless  the  ''act  concerning  the  adoption  of 
infants^'  impresses  upon  the  term  a  different  meaning  as  ap- 
plicable to  this  case. 

Our  ^act  eonoeming  adoption''  (Gen.  Stats.,  p.  1714,  pL 
17)  provides  *that,  upon  the  entry  of  the  decree  of  adoption, 
the  parents  of  the  child^  if  living,  shall  be  devested  of  all  l^al 
rights  and  obligations  due  from  them  to  the  child  or  children 
or  from  the  child  or  children  to  them ;  and  the  child  or  children 
shall  be  free  from  all  legal  obligations  of  obedience  or  other- 
wise to  the  parents;  and  the  adopting  parent  or  parents  of  the 
child  or  children  shall  be  invested  with  every  legal  right  in 
respect  to  obedience  and  maintenance  on  the  part  of  the  child' 
or  children  as  if  said  child  or  children  had  been  bom  to  them 
in  lawful  wedlock;  and  the  child  or  children  shall  be  invested 
with  every  legal  right,  privilege,  obligation  aind  relation  in  re- 
spect to  education,  maintenance  and  tiie  rights  of  inheritance 
to  real  estate  or  to  the  distribution  in  personal  estate  on  the 
death  of  such  adopting  parent  or  parents  as  if  bom  to  them 
in  lawful  wedlock.^' 

The  statute  expressly  invests  the  adopting  parent  with  every 
legal  right  in  respect  to  obedience  and  maint^ance  on  the  part 
of  the  child  as  if  the  child  had  been  bom  to  them  in  lawful 
wedlock,  but  it  wholly  fails  to  bestow  upon  the  ^®*  adopting 
parent  any  right  to  hiherit  the  estate  of  the  adopted  chUd. 

That  the  draftsman  of  the  act  did  not  intend  to  confer  any 
such  properly  right  upon  the  adopting  parent  is  emphasized 
by  the  imme'aiately  succeeding  provision  that  the  adopted  child 
shall  be  invested  with  every  legal  right,  privilege,  obligation 
and  relation  in  respect  to  education,  maintenance  and  the  rights 
of  inheritance  to  real  estate  or  to  the  distribution  in  personal 
estate,  on  £he  death  of  the  adopting  parents  as  if  bom  to  them 
in  lawful  wedlock. 

The  statute  further  provides  that,  on  the  death  of  the  adopt* 
ing  parent  and  the  subsequent  death  of  the  adopted  child  with- 
out issue,  the  property  of  such  adopting  deceased  parent  shall 
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descend  to,  and  be  distributed  among,  the  next  of  kin  of  said 
parent,  and  not  to  the  next  of  kin  of  the  adopted  child. 

The  adopting  father  is  therefore  excluded  from  inheriting, 
as  the  next  of  kin  of  the  adopted  child,  not  only  by  the  failure 
of  the  statute  to  invest  him  with  such  right,  but  also  by  the 
declaration  that,  in  determining  who  are  the  next  of  ]dn  of 
the  adopted  child,  regard  is  not  to  be  paid  to  the  fact  of  adop- 
tion; the  next  of  kin  of  the  adopted  child  are  his  next  of  kin 
by  blood. 

I  have  found  no  authority  which  will  justify  a  different  in- 
terpretation of  our  statutes. 

Barnes  v.  Allen,  25  Ind.  222,  holds  that  adopted  children 
are  the  heirs  of  adopting  father  in  the  degree  of  children,  and 
are  entitled  to  inherit  from  him.  No  other  construction  could 
be  given  to  the  Indiana  statute,  which  provides  that  the  adopted 
child  shall  have  the  same  interest  in  the  estate  of  adopting 
parent,  by  descent  or  otherwise,  as  if  the  natural  heir  of  such 
parenl 

Hie  question  whether  the  adopting  father  could  inherit  from 
the  child  is  not  involved  or  discussed  in  the  case. 

In  Bamshisel  v.  Ferrell,  47  Ind.  335,  the  court  expressly  de- 
clares that,  as  between  the  adopted  child  and  the  lawful  chil- 
dren of  the  adopting  parent,  the  legal  relation  as  to  inheri- 
tance is  not  changed  or  affected  by  the  adoption;  that  on 
^^^  the  deafh  of  the  adopted  child,  his  next  of  kin  by  blood 
take  from  him. 

In  Davis  v.  King,  95  Ind.  1,  it  appears  tfaat^  in  1883,  the 
Indiana  statute  was  amended  by  providing  that  property,  real 
and  personal,  which  came  to  the  adopted  child  by  gift,  devise 
or  descent  from  the  adopting  parent  should,  on  the  death  of 
the  child,  go  to  the  heirs  of  the  adopting  parent,  the  same  as 
if  such  child  had  not  been  adopted. 

The  right  o£  the  adopting  parent  to  succeed  as  next  of  kin 
to  the  child  was  not  in  this  case. 

In  Bemders  v.  Eoppehnan,  €8  Mo.  482,  30  Am.  Bep.  802, 
the  Missouri  court  expressly  ruled  that,  on  the  death  of  the 
adopted  child,  his  estate  will  go  to  his  relations  by  blood,  and 
not  to  those  by  adoption.  This  interpretation  was  based  by 
the  court  upon  the  fact  that  the  statute  of  that  state  does  not 
provide  who  shall  inherit  from  the  adopted  child,  but  only  that 
the  adopted  child  shall  inherit'  from  the  adopting  parent 
Delano  v.  Bruerton,  148  Mass.  619,  20  N.  E.  308,  2  L.  E.  A. 
698,  Warren  v.  Prescott,  84  Me.  483,  30  Am.  St  Eep.  370, 
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self  before  seekiTig  reKel  He  is  entitled  to  be  relieved  from 
liability^ :  Johnston  v.  Salvage  Assn.,  L.  B.  19  Q.  B.  Div.  458, 
460.  See,  also.  Hunt  v.  New  Hampshire  Hie  eta  Assn.,  6S 
N.  H.  305,  73  Am.  St.  Bep.  602,  38  Ati.  145,  38  Ir.  R  A.  514, 
and  cases  cited;  First  Not  Bank  ▼.  Hnnton,  70  N.  H.  224, 
46  Atl.  1049;  Champion  v.  Brown,  6  Johns.  Ch.  398,  10  Am. 
Dea  343;  BnrrcFughs  v.  McNeill,  2  Dev.  &  B.  Eq.  (22  N.  a) 
297,  302;  Central  Trust  Co.  v.  Louisville  Trust  Co.,  87  Fed. 
23 ;  Eanlangh  v.  Hayes,  1  Vem.  190 ;  Lacey  v.  Hill,  K  K.  18 
Eq.  182;  Wolmershausen  v.  GuUick  [1893],  2  Ch.  514;  Cruse 
V.  Paine,  L.  B.  6  Eq.  641,  4  Ch.  App.  441;  Story^s  Equity- 
Jurisprudence,  sec.  850;  Bishop^s  Equity,  sec.  331;  Ldndley 
on  Partnership,  375. 

Except  for  the  provision  that  the  damages  must  be  ascer- 
tained by  a  judgment  after  a  trial  of  the  issue  (immaterial  in 
this  case,  because  such  trial  had  been  had),  dause  8  is  a  mere 
statement  of  the  law.  The  surety  cannot  sue  the  principal  until 
he  has  paid  the  debt;  but  that  does  not  prevent  the  interposition 
of  equity  to  require  the  principal  to  pay  and  save  the  surety 
harmless. 

But  it  appears  sufficient  to  rest  the  decision  upon  an  inter- 
pretation of  lie  contract  which  gives  effect  to  all  its  provisions, 
avoids  any  conflict  hetween  them,  and  is  fairly  and  reasonably 
inferable  from  the  eyidence.  The  view  that  the  contract  means 
thai  the  insurance  company,  after  taking  control  of  the  pro- 
ceedings in  a  suit  against  the  assured,  cannot  thereafter  be  dis- 
charged except  by  payment  of  the  indemnity  to  the  assured  or 
securing  his  discharge  •^^  from  the  claim,  is  thought  to  best 
conform  to  the  intent  of  the  parties,  and  is  adopted.  Whether 
in  a  case  where  the  company  did  not  so  proceed  the  assured  could 
in  any  form  ol  procedure  obtain  any  benefit  from  the  contract 
of  indemnity,  except  upon  proof  of  the  pa3rm6Dt  of  damages 
after  a  trial  of  the  issue,  is  not  now  before  the  oourL 

Decree  for  the  plaintifl. 

."Walker,  J.,  did  not  sit;  the  others  concurred. 


For  Authorities  bearing  npon  the  decision  in  the  principal  case,  see 
American  Employers'  Liability  Ins.  Co.  v.  Fordyce,  62  Ark.  562, 
64  Am.  St.  Rep.  305,  36  S.  W.  1051;  Travelers'  Ing,  Co.  v.  Moses,  63 
N.  J.  Eq.  260,  92  Am.  St.  Bep.  663,  49  Atl.  720;  Worcester  etc.  By. 
Co.  V.  Travelers'  Ins.  Co.,  180  Mass.  263,  91  Am.  St.  Bep.  275  62 
N.  E.  S64,  57  L.  B.  A.  629;  Bain  v.  Atkins,  181  Mass.  240,  92  Am. 
St.  Bep.  411,  63  N.  E.  414,  57  L.  B.  A.  791;  Kansas  City  etc.  B.  B. 
Co.  V.  Southern  By.  News  Co.,  151  Mo.  373,  74  Am.  St.  Bep,  545  5S 
S.  W.  205,  45  L.  B.  A.  380.  * 
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MECHANICS'  BANK  v.  CHAEDAVOYNE. 

[69  N.  J.  L.  250,  55  Atl.  1080.] 

aOSqOTTABTiTi  nroZBinMElffTB— IndorMmnit  in  Blank.-— One 
irlio  indoises  a  note  in  blanJL  and  intrusts  it  to  another  to  fill  up 
and  have  discounted  for  the  indorser's  henefit,  is  liable  upon  it  to 
a  bona  fide  ht)lder  for  value,  who  receives  it  before  maturity,  in  the 
usual  course  of  business,  from  the  person  to  whom  it  was  intrusted, 
notwithstanding  that  the  latter  filled  it  up  for,  and  fraudulently  con- 
verted it  to,  a  purpose  entirely  different  from  that  for  which  he 
was  authorised  to  use  it.     (p.  705.) 

IffEQOTTA'RTJS  IKSTBUMENTS — ^Indorsement  in  Blank — 
Bona  Fida  Holdec. — ^If  a  bank  receives  a  note  in  the  regular  course  of 
business,  in  good  faith  and  without  notice  of  any  infirmity  in  it, 
in  payment  of  an  indebtedness  due  from  the  person  sending  it,  whose 
wife  has  indorsed  it  in  blank,  and  intrusted  it  to  him  to  discount  for 
her  benefit,  the  bank  thereby  becomes  a  bona  fide  holder  of  the  note 
for  value,  and  entitled  to  protection  as  such  as  against  the  wife  of 
the  sender  of  the  note.     (p.  705.) 

Iflsibert  &  Stewarty  for  the  plaintiff  in  error. 

A.  C.  Wall,  for  the  defendant  in  error. 

*^  GUMMEEE,  C-  J.  This  suit  was  brought  against  Will- 
iam S.  Chardayoyne  and  Annie  N.,  his  wife,  upon  a  promis- 
sory note  made  by  William  to  the  order  of  Annie,  and  indorsed 
by  her.  The  note  is  dated  Newark,  July  28,  1899,  and  is  pay- 
able at  the  Mechanics*  Bank,  Brooklyn,  New  York.  The  case 
was  tried  by  the  court  without  a  jury,  by  consent  of  the  parties. 
The  following  are  the  pertinent  facts  found  by  the  trial  court : 
Mrs.  ChardavoTOe,  about  ten  days  or  two  weeks  before  July  28. 
1899,  introfited  her  husband  with  a  blank  form  of  promissory 
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note,  indorsed  by  her,  to  be  filled  np  and  signed  by  him,  and 
nsed  at  the  German  National  Bank  of  Newark,  to  obtain  a  loan 
for  Mrs.  Chardavoyne.    The  German  National  Bank  refused 
to  discount  the  note,  and  its  refusal  was  reported  to  her.     She 
never  authorized  her  husband  to  use  the  note  for  any  other  pur- 
pose.    Notwithstanding  this  fact,  he,  on  the  twenty-eighth  day 
of  July,  took  the  blank  note  to  the  banking-house  of  the  plain- 
tiff company,  in  Brooklyn,  New  York,  and  the  body   of  the 
instrument  was  then  filled  up  by  the  plaintiff's  president,  at 
the  request  of  Mr.  Chardavo}Tie,  for  a  sum  equal  to  the  amount 
of  an  indebtedness  due  from  **^  Mr.    Qiardavoyne     to     the 
plaintiff.     The    next    day  the    note    was    discounted     by    the 
plaintiff,  and  the  proceeds  placed  to  Mr.  Chardavoyne's  credit 
The  president  of  the  bank,  when  he  filled  up  the  note,  was 
ignorant  of  the  fact  that  it  had  been  indorsed  in  blank  by 
Mrs.  Chardavoyne,  and  the  plaintiff  took  it,  in  the   regular 
course  of  business,  in  gOod  faith,  without  notice  of  any  infirm- 
ity in  it,  and  in  payment  of  the  indebtedness  then  due  to  it 
from  Mr.  Chardavoyne.    On  this  finding  of  facts  judgment 
was  entered  for  the  plaintiff  against  both  the  maker  and  in- 
dorser  of  the  note.    The  writ  of  error  is  sued  out  by  the  iu- 
dorser,  Mrs.  Chardavoyne,  alone. 

The  principal  ground  upon  which  we  are  asked  to  reverse 
this  judgment  is  that,  upon  the  facts  found,  no  liability  on 
the  part  of  Mrs.  Chardavoyne  can  be  predicated.  The  con- 
tention is  that  her  husband  had  no  authority  to  fill  up  the 
note,  except  for  the  purpose  of  having  it  discounted  at  the 
German  National  Bank  for  her  benefit;  that  when  this  pur- 
pose failed  her  husband^s  agency  ceased,  and  her  indorsement 
became  a  nullity,  and  that  his  subsequent  fraudulent  act  in 
having  the  blanks  in  the  note  filled  up,  and  then  appropriating 
it  to  the  payment  of  his  own  indebtedness,  did  not  render  her 
responsible  thereon  as  indorser. 

An  examination  of  the  authorities,  however,  will  disclose 
that  this  contention  is  untenable.  The  question  to  be  deter^ 
mined  in  a  case  like  the  present  is  not  what  is  the  actual  limit 
of  authority  conferred  by  the  indorser  of  a  blank  note  upon 
the  person' into  whose  hands  she  delivers  it,  but  rather,  what 
authority  such  an  indorser,  by  her  conduct,  holds  out  that  per- 
son as  possessing,  to  one  who  takes  the  note  in  good  faith,  for 
value,  and ''without  notice  that  the  actual  authority  conferred 
is  a  limited  one  only;  and  therefore,  as  is  stated  by  Mr.  Par- 
sons (1  Parsons  on  Bills  and  Notes,  110),  '*it  is  no  defease 
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against  a  bona  fide  older^  for  value,  to  prove  either  that  the 
person  to  whom  the  instrument  was  intrusted  in  blank  had 
no  authority  at  all  to  fill  the  blank;  or  that  his  authority  was 
limited  to  a  certain  sum  which  he  had  exceeded;  or  that  he 
was  only  authorized  to  use  the  paper  for  a  particular  purpose, 
and  had  fraudulently  converted  it  to  a  different  purpose;  or 
*®®  that  he  was  only  authorized  to  fill  the  blank  upon  a  certain 
condition,  which  had  not  happened;  or  that  the  authority  was 
limited  in  point  of  time,  and  that  the  time  had  expired/*  Prac- 
tically the  same  statement  appears  in  1  Daniel  on  Negotiable 
Instruments,  section  143,  where  it  is  said  that  "the  authority 
implied  by  a  signature  in  blank,  and  the  credit  granted,  are  so 
extensive  that  the  party  so  signing  will  be  bound,  though  the 
holder  was  only  authorized  to  use  it  for  one  purpose,  and  has 
perverted  it  to  another;  and  though  the  authority  was  limited 
to  a  time  which  has  expired,  or  was  only  to  be  exercised  upon 
a  condition  Vhich  has  not  happened/' 

The  decided  cases  fully  support  the  rule  laid  down  by  these 
authors. 

As  early  as  1780,  Lord  Mansfield,  in  Eussel  v.  Langstaffe, 
Doug.  514,  declared  that  '^the  indorsement  on  a  blank  note 
is  a  letter  of  credit  for  an  indefinite  amount.  By  it  the  in- 
dorser  says :  ^Trust  G.  [the  person  who  received  the  note  from 
the  indorser]  to  any  amount,  and  I  will  be  hie  security/  It 
does  not  lie  in  his  mouth  to  say  that  the  indorsement  is  not 
regular/* 

In  Gerrard  v.  Lewis,  L.  B.  10  Q.  B.  Div.  30,  it  was  held 
that  "a  man  who  gives  his  acceptance  [to  a  bill  of  exchange] 
in  blank,  holds  out  the  person  to  whom  it  is  intrusted  as  clothed 
with  ostensible  authority  to  fill  in  the  bill  as  he  pleases/' 

In  Bank  of  Pittsburg  v.  Neal,  63  U.  S.  (22  How.)  96,  16 
L.  ed.  323,  it  was  held  that  "where  a  party  to  a  negotiable  in- 
strument intrusts  it  to  the  custody  of  another,  with  blanks  not 
filled  up,  whether  it  be  for  the  purpose  to  accommodate  the 
person  to  whom  it  was  intrusted,  or  to  be  used  for  his  own 
benefit,  such  negotiable  instrument  carries  on  its  face  an  im- 
plied authority  to  fill  up  the  blanks  and  perfect  th'  instrument," 
and  that  ''a  bona  fide  holder  of  such  an  in&l.  nt,  for  valua- 
ble consideration,  without  notice  of  the  facts  whitji  impeach  its 
validity  between  the  antecedent  parties,  if  he  iikes  it  before 
the  same  becomes  due,  holds  the  title  unaffected  by  these  facts, 
and  may  recover  thereon/' 
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Ib  Michigan  Bank  ▼.  Eldred,  76  U.  S.  (9  Wall.)  544,  19 
L.  ed.  763,  it  is  declared  ^^  to  be  "well-settled  law  that  wheie 
a  party  to  a  negotiable  bill  of  exchange  or  promissory  note, 
containing  bliBuiks,  intruBts  it  to  the  custody  of  another,  whetiber 
it  be  for  the  purpose  of  accommodating  the  person  to  whcHn  it 
iras  intrusted  or  to  be  used  to  raise  money  for  his  own  benefit, 
such  bill  or  note  especially  if  it  be  indorsed  in  blank^  carries 
on  its  face  an  implied  authority  in  the  person  to  whom  it  ifi  so 
intrusted  to  fill  up  the  blanks  in  his  discretion;  and  as  between 
such  party  to  the  bill  or  note,  and  innocent  third  parties  hold- 
iDg  the  bill  or  note  as  transferees  for  value,  in  the  usual  course 
of  business,  the  person  to  whom  it  is  so  intrusted  mufit  be 
deemed  to  be  the  agent  of  the  party  who  committed  such  bill 
or  note  to  his  custody ;  and  the  legal  conclusion  is  that  he  acted 
under  the  authority  of  thai  party,  and  with  hia  approbatioji  and 
consent.** 

In  Van  Duzer  v.  Howe,  21  N.  T.  531,  it  waa  decided  that 
'^a  party  who  intrusts  another  with  his  acc^taoioe  in  blank  is 
responsible  to  a  bona  fide  holder,  although  the  blank  is  filled 
with  a  sum  exceeding  that  fixed  as  a  limit  by  the  acceptor." 

In  Eedlich  v.  Doll,  64  U.  T,  235,  13  Am.  Eep.  573,  the  rule 
is  stated  to  be  that  "if  a  note  be  obtained  from  a  maker  b/ 
fraud ;  if  it  be  made  for  one  purpose  and  used  by  the  holder  for 
another ;  if  it  be  delivered  in  blaiik,  vrith  an  agreement  that  the 
blank  shall  be  filled  in  one  way,  and  il  be  fiUed  in  another; 
in  all  these  cases  the  maker  is  liable  to  a  bona  fide  holder  for 
value.  The  maker,  rather  than  the  innocent  holder,  must  suf- 
fer for  his  negligence  or  misplaced  confidence.** 

In  Putnam  v.  Sullivan,  4  Mass.  45,  3  Am.  Dec.  206,  it  was 
held  that  *Vhere  a  merchant  intrusts  his  cleric  with  his  blank 
indorsements,  and  one  by  false  pretenses  obtains  and  uses  them 
(by  writing  and  signing  promissory  notes  upon  the  iface  of  the 
blanks)  such  fraudulent  use  of  them  will  not  discharge  the 
indorser  against  an  innocent  indorsee.** 

In  Greenfield  Bank  v.  Stowell,  123  Maes.  196,  25  Am.  Kep. 
67,  the  rule  is  laid  down  that  "if  a  man  indorses  a  blank  form 
of  note,  and  delivers  it  with  the  intention  that  the  blank  should 
be  filled,  he  thereby  makes  the  person  to  whom  he  delivers  it 
his  agent,  *®^  and  is  responsible  for  whatever  date,  sum  or 
time  of  payment  he  may  insert,  to  a  bona  fide  indorsee.** 

In  Breckenridge  v.  Lewis,  84  Me.  349,  30  Am.  St  Eep.  353, 
24  Atl.  864,  it  was  decided  that  '^one  who  intrusts  his  signature 
to  another  for  commercial  use — that  is,  to  have  some  buinnesB 
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obligation  written  over  it,  becomes  holdea  upon  a  negotiable 
promissory  note  fraudulently  so  written  by  lie  person  so  in- 
ti-usted   with  it,  and  negotiated  to  an  innocent  holder/' 

Ti  is  unnecessary  to  multiply  authorities.    Enough  have  been 
cited  to  make  it  clear  that  one  who  indorses  a  promissory  note 
in  blank   and  intrusts  it  to  another  to  fill  it  up  and  have  it 
discounted  for  his   (the  indorser^s)   benefit,  is  liable  upon  it 
tu  a  bona  fide  holder  for  value,  who  receives  it  before  maturity, 
in  the  usual  course  of  business,  from  the  person  to  whom  it  was 
intrusted,  notwithstanding  that  the  latter  has  filled  it  up  for, 
and  fraudulently  converted  it  to,  a  purpose  entirely  different 
from  that  for  which  he  was  authorized  to  use  it.     Commercial 
paper  is  a  part  of  the  mercantile  currency  of  the  country,  and 
in  order  that  its  free  circulation  may  not  be  impeded,  it  is  the 
settled   policy  of  the  law  that  innocent  holders  thereof,  for 
value,  should  have  a  right  to  enforce  payment  of  such  paper 
against  those  who,  by  signing  or  indorsing  it,  either  in  blank 
or  otherwise,  have  caused  it  to  become  a  part  of  such  currency. 
It  is  further  contended  on  behalf  of  the  plaintiff  in  error 
that  if  it  be  considered  that  the  indorser  of  a  blank  promissory 
note  is  liable  to  a  bona  fide  holder,  for  value,  under  the  cir- 
cumstances existing  in  the  present  case,  still  the  plaintiff  bank 
is  not  entitled  to  recover  against  her,  because  it  does  not  occupy 
that  position.     The  fact  is  established  by  the  finding  of  the 
trial  court,  as  has  already  been  stated,  that  the  plaintiff  bank 
took  the  note  "in  the  regular  course  of  business,  in  good  faith, 
without  notice  of  any  infirmity  in  ii'^    It  is,  therefore,  a  bona 
ftde  holder.     The   trial  court   further   found   that  the  bank 
took  the  note  "in  payment  of  an  indebtedness  then  due"  to  it. 
So  far  as  this  state  is  concerned,  the  rule  is  entirely  settled  that 
a  party  taking  a  promissory  note  in  payment  of  an  antecedent 
debt  is  a  holder  of  such  note  for  a  valuable  *®*  consideration, 
and  entitled  to  protection  as  such :  Allaire  v.  Hartshome,  21  N. 
J.  L.  665,  47  Am.  Dec.  175 ;  Duncan  Sherman  &  Co.  v.  Gilbert, 
29  N.  J.  L.  527.    But,  as  the  transaction  out  of  which  the 
plaintiff^s  right  sprang  took  place  in  New  York,  the  question 
tc  be  determined  is  whether,  by  the  law  of  that  jurisdiction, 
one  who  so  takes  a  promissory  note  is  a  holder  for  value.    The 
plaintiff  in  error  insists  that  the  rule  established  in  that  state 
is  that  where  the  holder  has  received  the  paper  as  payment  for 
*n  antecedent  debt  he  is  not  such  a  holder,  and  refers  us  to 
a  declaration  to  that  effect  contained  in  the  opinion  of  thi« 
court  in  Duncan  Sherman  &  Co.  v.  Gilbert,  29  N.  J.  L.  628. 

Am.  St.  Bep.,  Vol.  101—45 
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No  authority  for  this  statemenl  is  cited  in  the  opinion  referred 
to^  and  an  examination  of  the  New  York  cases  do  not  justify 
it 

On  the  contrary,  the  New  York  decisions  on  this  subject, 

80  far  as  we  have  been  able  to  ascertain  by  an  examination  of 
the  published  reports  of  such  decisions,  are  in  entire  harmony 
with  our  own.  In  1840,  more  than  twenty  years  prior  to  the 
decision  in  Duncan  Sherman  &  Co.  v.  Gilbert,  the  supreme  court 
of  New  York,  in  the  case  of  Bank  of  St.  Albans  v.  Gilliland, 
33  Wend.  311,  35  Am.  Dec.  566,  held  that  "receiving  a  note 
for  a  precedent  debt  is  receiving  it  for  value,  within  the  law- 
merchanty  if  it  be  taken  in  satisfaction  of  such  precedent  debt, 
and  the  indebtedness  be  canceled.*'  To  the  same  eflfect  is  the 
decision  of  the  court  of  appeals  in  Brown  v.  Leavitt^  31  N. 
Y.  113,  and  in  the  later  case  of  Phoenix  Ins.  Co.  v.  Church, 

81  N.  Y.  218,  37  Am.  Eep.  494,  and  Mayer  v.  Heidelbach,  123 
N.  Y.  332,  25  N.  E.  416,  9  L.  B.  A.  850. 

It  is  further  urged  on  behalf  of  the  plaintiff  in  error  that 
as  she  received  nothing  for  her  indorsement,  she  is,  at  most^ 
an  accommodation  indorser,  and  that  section  5  of  our  married 
women's  act  (Gen.  Stats.,  p.  2017)  exempts  her  from  liability 
on  such  a  contract.     In  disposing  of    this    contention  it    is 
enough  to  say  that  it  has  already  been  decided  by  this  court 
that  where  a  note,  upon  which  a  married  women  puts  her  name, 
in  this  state,  first  comes  into  legal  existence  in  the  state  of 
New  York  (as  was  the  present  case),  the  statutory  provision  ap- 
pealed to  affords  her  no  protection:  Thompson  v.  Taylor,  6^ 
N.  J.  L.  253,  88  Am.  St  Eep.  485,  49  Atl.  544,  64  U  B.  A. 
585. 

*®®  The  only  other  ground  upon  which  the  validity  of  the 
judgment  below  is  attacked  is  based  upon  the  claim  set  up  by 
the  plaintiff  in  error  at  the  trial  of  the  cause,  that  at  the  time 
of  the  transaction  between  her  husband  and  the  bank  the  former 
was  insane,  the  contention  being  that  the  court  erred  in  its 
■  holding  with  regard  to  the  measure  of  liability  upon  contracts 
,  made  by  insane  persons.  It  is  quite  immaterial,  however, 
whether  such  error  occurred  or  not  The  trial  court  found 
as  a  fact  that  the  husband  of  the  plaintiff  in  error  was  not 
insane  at  the  time  when  he  delivered  the  note  in  suit  to  the 
plaintiff;  and,  as  the  testimony  produced  on  the  subject  ot 
Chardavoyne's  sanity  was  amply  sufficient  to  support  this  find- 
ing, it  must  be  accepted  by  this  court    Consequently,  the  ques^ 
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tion  of  the  measure  of  liability,  under  the  conditions  men- 
tionedy  is  not  involyed  in  the  decision  of  the  case. 
The  judgment  under  review  should  be  aflBrmed* 

As  to  the  Legal  Effect  of  a  Blank  Indoreemeni  of  a  negotiable  note^ 
see  First  Nat.  Bank  v.  Payne,  111  Mo.  291,  38  Am.  St.  Bep.  620,  20  S. 
W.  41;  Dennis  v.  Jackson,  57  Minn.  286,  47  Am.  St.  Bep.  603,  59  N. 
^W.  198;  ScoUans  v.  Bollins,  173  Mass.  275.  73  Am.  St.  Bep.  284,  53 
K.  E.  863. 

The  Alteration  of  Instruments  bj  flllinff  blanks  therein  discussed  Ia 
the  monographic  note  to  Burgess  v.  BIsUlo,  86  Am.  St.  Bep.  107-112. 
A  reference  to  this  note  will  show  that  where  one  has  intrusted  an 
instrument  containing  blanks  to  another  with  the  intent  to  become 
bound  thereon,  he  will  be  liable  upon  the  instrument  though  the 
blanks  be  filled.  He  is  deemed  to  have  given  an  implied  authority 
to  the  payee  or  holder  to  fill  the  blanks  with  the  proper  terms:  See, 
also,  Boston  Steel  etc.  Co.  y.  Steuer,  18$  Mass.  140,  97  Am.  St.  Bep. 
426,  66  N.  £.  646. 


HEIDECAMP  V.  JEBSET  CITT,  HOBOKEN  AND  PAT- 
TEESON  STBEET  RAILWAY  COMPANY. 

[69  N.  J.  L.  284,  55  Atl.  239.] 

PABEKT  AND  OHIIiD— Adopted  Ohildren.— Next  of  Kin  of  an 
adopted  child  is  the  next  of  kin  by  blood  and  not  the  adopting  parent, 
under  a  statute  concerning  adoption  which  wholly  fails  to  bestow 
iiXK>n  the  adopting  parent  any  right  to  inherit  the  estate  of  the 
adopted  child,     (pp.  708,  709.) 

J.  P.  Mintbum,  for  the  plaintiff  in  error. 
W.  D.  Edwards,  for  the  defendant  in  error. 


VAN  SYCKEL,  J.  This  suit  is  brought  by  John 
Heidecamp,  administrator  of  Annie  Heidecamp,  deceased,  un- 
der our  death  act,  for  the  benefit  of  the  next  of  kin.   . 

Previously  to  the  injury  which  caused  her  death  Annie  had 
been  adopted  as  the  daughter  of  the  plaintiff,  under  the  ''act 
concerning  the  adoption  of  infants/'  with  the  written  consent 
of  the  mother. 

■®*  The  trial  court  held  that  the  adopting  father  was  not  the 
next  of  kin,  and  that  the  natural  mother  could  recover  nomi- 
nal damages  only,  and  a  verdict  was  directed  accordingly.  The 
plaintiff  below  is  the  plaintiff  in  error.  The  question  to  be 
reviewed  is  whether  this  instruction  of  the  trial  court  is  cor- 
rect 


698  American  State  Reports^  Vol.  101.  [N.  H- 

been  performed^  the  existence  of  a  subeisting  obligation  on  the 
part  of  the  insurance  company  is  established. 

The  defendants  urge  that  there  is  a  greater  risk  of  unfavor- 
able verdicts  and  of  greater  verdicts  in  suits  like  the  plaintiff's 
against  the  paper  company  when  the  defendant  is  insolvent  and 
not  a  going  concern,  and  that  the  policy  was  intended  to  pro- 
tect against  this  risk  by  providing  that  there  should  be  no  lia- 
bility for  any  policy  holder  who  was  unable  to  pay  the  judgment 
The  difficulty  with  this  argument  is  that  it  is  not  the  inability 
to  make  payment,  but  the  nonpayment,  which  the  construction 
claimed  would  make  material.  If  it  was  intended  that  insol- 
vency at  the  time  of  the  trial  should  avoid  the  policy,  a  pro- 
vision to  that   elTect  could  easily  have  been  inserted. 

500  rpj^g  insurers  chose  to  protect  themselves  from  that  class 
of  business  by  declining  it,  instead  of  providing  for  the  con- 
tingency in  the  policy,  or  adjusting  the  premiums  charged  with 
reforence  tlieyeto.     The  insolvency  which  prevents  payment  is 
insolvency  after  judgment,  and  not  during  the  trial,  and  might, 
ah  was  the  case  in  Bain  v.  Atkins,  181  Mass.  240,  92  Ana.  St. 
Kcp.  411,  63  N.  E.  414,  57  L.  E.  A.  792,  be  produced  by  the 
judgment  itself.     It  does  not  necessarily  follow  that  because 
an  insured  was  insolvent  he  could  not  arrange  for  a  payment 
of  such  a  claim.     The  provision  would  be  entirely  ineffective 
to  giiard  against  the  risks  of  insolvency,  whatever  they  are. 
The  paper  company  are  not  in  bankruptcy.     There  is  nothing 
to  prevent  their  making  some  payment  to  the  plaintiff,  if  not 
more  than  the  dollar  which  has  already  been  paid  by  the  sale 
of  their  property,  and  which  at  least,  on  the  defendants'  own 
contention,  they  are  now  legally  liable  to  pay.     Every  dollar 
paid  over  by  the  paper  company  would  establish  a  fresh  obli- 
gation of  the  insurance  company  to  pay  until  the  five  thousand 
dollar  limit  was  reached.     Insolvency  merely  could  not  be  a 
practical  defense  against  the  will  of  the  assured.    To  effect  the 
purpose  for  which  it  is  claimed  the  provision  was  inserted,  it 
would  be  necessary  to  limit  the  insurers*  liability  to  the  reim- 
bursement of  the  insured  for  the  value  of  his  property  sold  un- 
der execution  in  a  suit  upon  a  claim  covered  by  the  policy.    It 
is  not  probable  the  object  of  the  provision  was  a  purpose  it  is 
so  ill-adapted  to  effect. 

Great  stress  has  been  placed  upon  the  two  decisions  upon 
like  policies  in  New  Jersey  and  Maine :  Prye  v.  Bath  etc.  Co., 
97  Me.  241,  94  Am.  St.  Eep.  500,  54  Atl.  395,  59  L.  E.  A.  444; 
Travelers'  Ins.  Co.  v.  Moses,  63  N.  J.  Eq.  260,  92^  Am.  St  Eep. 
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>  63^  49  Atl.  720.  In  neither  of  these  cases^  as  has  been  stated, 
any  attention  given  to  the  stipulations  as  to  the  manner 
^which  the  contract  of  indemnity  was  to  be  performed,  while 
-the  Maine  case  the  parties  apparently  abandoned  these  provi- 
of  the  contract,  for  the  defense  of  the  original  suit  was 
conducted  in  accordance  with  the  terms  of  the  present  con- 
i:x-a.ct,  but  by  the  assured  and  the  insurers  jointly,  and  the  ques- 
tion of  the  effect  of  the  assumption  of  the  defense  and  sole 
trol  of  the  original  suit  was  not  and  could  not  have  been 
ised. 

The  weight  of  the  New  Jersey  case  as  an  authority  is  dimin- 
ielred  by  the  opinion  in  the  court  of  chancery  holding  the  con- 
■trary  view,  which  is  more  in  accord  with  the  authorities  on  the 
question  in  this  jurisdiction  to  which  reference  has  been  made. 
jS^  otwithstanding  the  respect  due  to  the  opinions  of  these  courts, 
tlie  results  reached  in  them  cannot  be  followed  in  this  jurisdic- 
tion.    The  proceeding  is  in  equity  and  not  at  law.     The  facta 
til  at  the  plaintiff  is  in  no  way  a  party  to  the  contract  of  in- 
demnity, that  he  paid  no  part  of  the  consideration,  that  the 
contract  was  one  exclusively  *^*  between  the  paper  company 
and  the  insurance  company  for  the  protection  of  the  former, 
Tipon  which  reliance  is  placed,  are  not  decisive  in  equity.     In 
Holt  V.  Penacook  Sav.  Bank,  62  N.  H.  65.  Holt  was  not  a 
party  to  the  mortgage  which  he  sought  to  enforce.     It  was  not 
made  for  his  benefit,  but  to  indemnify  Gage  from  his  liabil- 
ity as  surety.     Gage  had  never  been  and  could  not  be  damni- 
fied, because  it  had  been  judicially  determined  that  he  was  not 
liable  to  the  plaintiff;  but  Holfs  right  to  the  provision  that 
had  been  made  by  his  debtor  for  the  ultimate  discharge  of  his 
debt  in  case  the  surety  paid  was  maintained.     The  ground 
upon  which  the  plaintiff's  equitable  right  to  the  provision  made 
by  his  debtor  for  the  ultimate  discharge  of  a  claim  which  might 
arise  against  him  can,  consistently  with  the  authorities  in  this 
state,  be  denied,  is  not  apparent.     Neither  is  it  clear  that  the 
paper  company,  while  unable  to  maintain  an  action  at  law 
upon  the  policy  without  payment  of  the  judgment  against  them, 
might  not  in  equity  obtain  such  a  performance  of  the  contract 
of  indemnity  as  would  protect  them  without  such  prior  payment. 
There  are  authorities  in  this  state  and  elsewhere  tending  to 

o 

sustain  power  in  equity  to  compel  the  specific  performance  of 
a  contract  to  indemnify  before  there  has  been  such  a  breach  of 
the  contract  as  would  sustain  an  action  at  law.  'T[n  equity,'* 
it  is  said^  ''the  plaintiff  need  not  pay  and  perhaps  ruin  him. 
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self  before  seeking  reliet  He  is  entitled  to  be  relieved  from 
liability^ :  Johnston  v.  Salvage  Assn.,  L.  R.  19  Q.  B.  Dir.  458, 
460.  See,  also,  Hnnt  v.  New  Hampshire  Rie  etc  A^n.,  6S 
N.  H.  305,  73  Am.  St.  Rep.  602,  38  AtL  145,  38  li-  R.  A.  514, 
and  cases  cited;  First  Nat  Bank  ▼.  Hnnton,  70  N.  H.  224, 
46  Atl.  1049;  Champion  v.  Brown,  6  Johns.  Ch.  398,  10  Am. 
Dea  343;  Bnrnraghs  v.  McNeill,  2  Dev.  &  B.  Eq.  (22  N.  t) 
297,  302;  Central  Trust  Co.  v.  LonisviUe  Trust  Co.,  87  Fed. 
23 ;  Ranlangh  v.  Hayes,  1  Vem.  190 ;  Lacey  v.  Hill,  K  R  18 
Eq.  182;  Wolmershausen  v.  GuUick  [1893],  2  Ch.  514;  Cruse 
V.  Paine,  L.  R.  6  Eq.  641,  4  Ch.  App.  441;  Story's  Equit}- 
Jurisprudence,  sec.  850;  Bishop's  Equity,  sec  331;  Ldndley 
on  Partnership,  375. 

Except  for  the  provision  that  fhe  damages  must  be  a£cer- 
tained  by  a  judgment  after  a  trial  of  the  issue  (immaterial  in 
this  case,  because  such  trial  had  been  had),  dause  8  is  a  mere 
statement  of  the  law.  The  surety  cannot  sue  the  principal  until 
he  has  paid  the  debt;  but  that  does  not  prevent  the  interposition 
of  equity  to  require  the  principal  to  pay  and  save  the  surety 
harmless. 

But  it  appears  sufficient  to  rest  the  decision  upon  an  inter- 
pretation of  the  contract  which  gives  effect  to  all  its  provisions, 
avoids  any  conflict  between  them,  and  is  fairly  and  reas<uiably 
inferable  from  the  evidence.  The  view  that  the  contract  means 
thai  the  insurance  company,  after  taking  control  of  the  pro- 
ceedings in  a  suit  against  the  assured,  cannot  thereafter  be  dis- 
charged except  by  payment  of  the  indemnity  to  the  assured  or 
securing  his  discharge  •^^  from  the  claim,  is  iiiought  i»  best 
conform  to  the  intent  of  the  parties,  and  is  adopted.  Whether 
in  a  case  where  the  company  did  not  so  proceed  the  assured  could 
in  any  form  ol  procedure  obtain  any  benefit  from  the  contract 
of  indemnity,  except  upon  proof  of  the  payment  of  damages 
after  a  trial  of  the  issue,  is  not  now  before  tiie  court* 

Decree  for  the  plaintiff. 

"Walker,  J.,  did  not  sit;  the  others  concurred. 


For  Authorities  bearing  upon  the  decision  in  the  principal  case,  Bee 
American  Employers'  Liability  Ins.  Co.  v.  Fordyce,  62  Ark.  562, 
64  Am.  St.  Bep.  305,  36  S.  W.  1051;  Travelers'  Ing.  Co.  v.  Moses,  63 
N.  J.  Eq.  260,  92  Am.  St.  Kep.  663,  49  Atl.  720;  Worcester  etc.  By. 
Co.  V.  Travelers'  Ins.  Co.,  180  Mass.  263,  91  Am.  St.  Rep.  275  62 
N.  E.  S64,  57  L.  B.  A.  629;  Bain  v.  Atkins,  181  Mass.  240,  92  Am. 
St.  Bep.  411,  63  N.  E.  414,  57  L.  B.  A.  791;  Kansas  City  etc.  B.  B. 
Co.  V.  Southern  By.  News  Co.,  151  Mo.  373,  74  Am.  St.  Ben.  545.  5i 
S.  W.  205,  45  L.  B.  A.  380.  ^        ' 
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NEW    JERSEY. 


MECHANICS'  BANK  v.  CHAEDAVOYNE. 

[69  N.  J.  L.  250,  65  AtJ.  1080.] 

KEgQTTABTiK  IXraZBTJllElffTB— IndorMm«nt  in  Blank.-— One 
"vlio  indorses  a  nfite  in  blank  and  intrusts  it  to  another  to  fill  up 
and  have  discounted  for  the  indorser's  henefit,  is  liable  upon  it  to 
a  bona  fide  holder  for  Yalue,  who  receives  it  before  maturity,  in  the 
usual  course  of  business,  from  the  person  to  whom  it  was  intrusted, 
notwithstanding  that  the  latter  filled  it  up  for,  and  fraudulently  con- 
verted it  to,  a  purpose  entirely  different  from  that  for  which  he 
was  authorized  to  use  it.     (p.  705.) 

ISImQOTIAELB  IKSTBUMENTS — ^Indorsement  in  Blank — 
Bona  Fide  Holdec« — ^If  a  bank  receives  a  note  in  the  regular  course  of 
business,  in  good  faith  and  without  notice  of  any  infirmity  in  it, 
in  payment  of  an  indebtedness  due  from  the  person  sending  it,  whose 
"Wif e  has  indorsed  it  in  blank,  and  intrusted  it  to  him  to  discount  for 
her  benefit,  the  bank  thereby  becomes  a  bona  fide  holder  of  the  note 
for  value,  and  entitled  to  protection  as  such  as  against  the  wife  of 
the  sender  of  the  note.     (p.  705.) 

Lambert  &  Stewart^  for  the  plaintiff  in  error. 

A.  C.  Wall,  for  the  defendant  in  error. 

^^  GUMMEEE,  C.  J.  This  suit  was  brought  against  Will- 
iam S.  Chardavoyne  and  Annie  N.,  his  wife,  upon  a  promis- 
sory note  made  by  William  to  the  order  of  Annie,  and  indorsed 
by  her.  The  note  is  dated  Newark,  July  28,  1899,  and  is  pay- 
able at  the  Mechanics*  Bank,  Brooklyn,  New  York.  The  case 
was  tried  by  the  court  without  a  jury,  by  consent  of  the  parties. 
The  following  are  the  pertinent  facts  found  by  the  trial  court : 
Mrs.  Chardavoyne,  about  ten  days  or  two  weeks  before  July  28. 
1899,  intrusted  her  husband  with  a  blank  form  of  promissory 

(7D1) 
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note,  indorsed  by  her,  to  be  filled  np  and  signed  by  him,  and 
used  at  the  German  National  Bank  of  Newark,  to  obtain  a  loan 
for  Mrs.  Chardavoyne.    The  German  National  Bank  refused 
to  discount  the  note,  and  its  refusal  was  reported  to  her.     She 
never  authorized  her  husband  to  use  the  note  for  any  other  pur- 
pose.    Notwithstanding  this  fact,  he,  on  the  twenty-eighth  day 
of  July,  took  the  blank  note  to  the  banking-house  of  the  plain- 
tiff company,  in  Brooklyn,  New  York,  and  the  body   of  the 
instrument  was  then  filled  up  by  the  plaintiflPs  president,  at 
the  request  of  Mr.  Chardavo}Tie,  for  a  sum  equal  to  the  amotint 
of  an  indebtedness  due  from  **^  Mr.    Chardavoyne     to     the 
plaintiff.     The    next    day  the   note    was    discounted    by    the 
j>laintiff,  and  the  proceeds  placed  to  Mr.  Chardavoyne's  credit. 
The  president  of  the  bank,  when  he  filled  up  the  note,   was 
ignorant  of  the  fact  that  it  had  been  indorsed  in  blank   by 
Mrs.  Chardavoyne,  and  the  plaintiff  took  it,  in  the  regular 
course  of  business,  in  gOod  faith,  without  notice  of  any  infirm- 
ity in  it,  and  in  payment  of  the  indebtedness  then  due  to  it 
from  Mr.  Chardavoyne.     On  this  finding  of  facts  judgment 
was  entered  for  the  plaintiff  against  both  the  maker  and  inr 
dorser  of  the  note.    The  writ  of  error  is  sued  out  by  the  in- 
dorser,  Mrs.  Chardavoyne,  alone. 

The  principal  ground  upon  which  we  are  asked  to  reverse 
this  judgment  is  that,  upon  the  facts  found,  no  liability  on 
the  part  of  Mrs.  Chardavoyne  can  be  predicated.  The  con- 
tention is  that  her  husband  had  no  authority  to  fill  up  the 
note,  except  for  the  purpose  of  having  it  discounted  at  the 
German  National  Bank  for  her  benefit;  that  when  this  pur- 
pose failed  her  husband's  agency  ceased,  and  her  indorsement 
became  a  nullity,  and  that  his  subsequent  fraudulent  act  in 
having  the  blanks  in  the  note  filled  up,  and  then  appropriating 
it  to  the  payment  of  his  own  indebtedness,  did  not  render  her 
responsible  thereon  as  indorser. 

An  examination  of  the  authorities,  however,  will  disclose 
that  this  contention  is  untenable.  The  question  to  be  deter^ 
mined  in  a  case  like  the  present  is  not  what  is  the  actual  limit 
of  authority  conferred  by  the  indorser  of  a  blank  note  upon 
the  person 'into  whose  hands  she  delivers  it,  but  rather,  what 
authority  such  an  indorser,  by  her  conduct,  holds  out  that  per- 
son as  possessing,  to  one  who  takes  the  note  in  good  faith,  for 
value,  and  "without  notice  that  the  actual  authority  conferred 
is  a  limited  one  only;  and  therefore,  as  is  stated  by  Mr.  Par- 
sons (1  Parsons  on  Bills  and  Notes,  110),  **it  is  no  defense 
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against  a  bona  fide  older^  for  value,  to  prove  either  that  the 
perBon   to   vrhom  the  instrument  was  intmsted  in  blank  had 
no  authority  at  all  to  fill  the  blank;  or  that  his  authority  was 
limited  to  a  certain  sum  which  he  had  exceeded;  or  that  he 
was  only  authorized  to  use  the  paper  for  a  particular  purpose, 
and  had   fraudulently  converted  it  to  a  different  purpose;  or 
^^^  that  he  was  only  authorized  to  fill  the  blank  upon  a  certain 
condition,  which  had  not  happened;  or  that  the  authority  was 
limited  in  point  of  time,  and  that  the  time  had  expired/'  Prac- 
tically the  same  statement  appears  in  1  Daniel  on  Negotiable 
Instruments,  section  143,  where  it  is  said  that  "the  authority 
implied  by  a  signature  in  blank,  and  the  credit  granted,  are  so 
extensive  that  the  party  so  signing  will  be  bound,  though  the 
holder  was  only  authorized  to  use  it  for  one  purpose,  and  has 
perverted  it  to  another;  and  though  the  authority  was  limited 
to  a  time  which  has  expired,  or  was  only  to  be  exercised  upon 
a  condition  Vhich  has  not  happened/' 

The  decided  cases  fully  support  the  rule  laid  down  by  these 
authors. 

As  early  as  1780,  Lord  Mansfield,  in  Eussel  v.  Langstaffe, 
Dong.  514,  declared  that  "the  indorsement  on  a  blank  note 
is  a  letter  of  credit  for  an  indefinite  amount.  By  it  the  in- 
dorser  says :  'Trust  G.  [the  person  who  received  the  note  from 
the  indorser]  to  any  amount,  and  I  will  be  his  security/  It 
does  not  lie  in  his  mouth  to  say  that  the  indorsement  is  not 
regular/^ 

In  Gerrard  v.  Lewis,  L.  B.  10  Q.  B.  Div.  30,  it  was  held 
that  "a  man  who  gives  his  acceptance  [to  a  bill  of  exchange] 
in  blank,  holds  out  the  person  to  whom  it  is  intrusted  as  clothed 
with  ostensible  authority  to  fill  in  the  bill  as  he  pleases/' 

In  Bank  of  Pittsburg  v.  Neal,  63  U.  S.  (22  How.)  96,  16 
L.  ed.  323,  it  was  held  that  "where  a  party  to  a  negotiable  in- 
strument intrusts  it  to  the  custody  of  another,  with  blanks  not 
filled  up,  whether  it  be  for  the  purpose  to  accommodate  the 
person  to  whom  it  was  intrusted,  or  to  be  used  for  his  own 
benefit,  such  negotiable  instrument  carries  on  its  face  an  im- 
plied authority  to  fill  up  the  blanks  and  perfect  th'  instrument,*' 
and  that  "a  bona  fide  holder  of  such  an  in&l.        nt,  for  valua- 
ble consideration,  without  notice  of  the  facts  which  impeach  its 
validity  between  the  antecedent  parties,  if  he  iikes  it  before 
the  same  becomes  due,  holds  the  title  unaffected  by  these  facts, 
and  may  recover  thereon/' 
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Itt  Michigan  Bank  ▼.  Eldred,  76  U.  S.  (^  Wall.)  544,  13 
L.  ed.  763,  it  is  declared  ^w  to  be  "wdl-aettled  law  that  where 
a  party  to  a  negotiable  bill  of  exchange  or  pronuasoiy  note, 
eontaiiiing  blianka,  intruBts  it  to  the  custody  of  another;^  whether 
it  be  for  the  purpose  of  accommodating  the  perscm  to  whom  it 
was  intrusted  or  to  be  used  to  raise  money  for  his  own  benefit, 
such  bill  or  note  especially  if  it  be  indorsed  in  blanks  cames 
on  its  face  an  implied  authority  in  the  person  to  whom  it  ia  so 
intrusted  to  fill  up  the  blanks  in  his  discretion;  and  as  between 
such  party  to  the  bill  or  note>  and  innoc^it  third  parties  hold- 
ing the  bill  or  note  as  transferees  for  value,  in  the  nsaal  course 
of  business,  the  person  to  whom  it  is  so  intrusted  must  be 
deemed  to  be  the  agent  of  the  party  who  committed  such  bill 
or  note  to  his  custody;  and  the  legal  conclusion  is  that  he  acted 
under  the  authority  of  that  party,  and  with  his  approbatioji  and 
consent/' 

In  Van  Duzer  v.  Howe,  21  N.  T.  531,  it  was  decided  that 
''a  party  who  intrusts  another  with  his  acc^tacioe  in  blank  is 
responsible  to  a  bona  fide  holder,  although  the  blank  is  filled 
with  a  sum  exceeding  that  fixed  as  a  limit  by  the  acceptor/' 

In  Eedlich  v.  Doll,  64  N.  Y.  235,  13  Am.  Eep.  573,  the  rule 
is  stated  to  be  that  ''if  a  note  be  obtained  from  a  maker  bj 
fraud ;  if  it  be  made  for  one  purpose  and  used  by  the  holder  for 
another ;  if  it  be  delivered  in  blank,  vrith  an  agreement  that  the 
blank  shall  be  filled  in  one  way,  and  il  be  filled  in  another; 
iij  all  these  cases  the  maker  is  liable  to  a  bona  fide  holder  for 
value.  The  maker,  rather  than  the  innocent  holder,  must  suf- 
fer for  his  negligence  or  misplaced  confidence.*' 

In  Putnam  v.  Sullivan,  4  Mass.  45,  3  Am.  Dec  206,  it  was 
held  that  "where  a  merchant  intrusts  his  clerk  vrith  his  blank 
indorsements,  and  one  by  false  pretenses  obtains  and  uses  them 
(by  vrriting  and  signing  promissory  notes  upon  the  iface  of  the 
blanks)  such  fraudulent  use  of  them  will  not  discharge  the 
indorscr  against  an  innocent  indorsee.*' 

In  Greenfield  Bank  v.  Btowell,  123  Mass.  196,  25  Am.  Bep. 
67,  the  rule  is  laid  dovm  that  '*if  a  man  indorses  a  blank  form 
of  note,  and  delivers  it  with  the  intention  that  the  blank  should 
be  filled,  he  thereby  makes  the  person  to  whom  he  delivers  it 
his  agent,  *®^  and  is  responsible  for  whatever  date,  sum  or 
time  of  payment  he  may  insert,  to  a  bona  fide  indorsee." 

In  Breckenridge  v.  Lewis,  84  Me.  349,  30  Am.  St  Bep.  853, 
24  Atl.  864,  it  was  decided  that  '^one  who  intrusts  his  signature 
to  another  for  commercial  use — ^that  is,  to  have  som«  bumnesB 
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obligation  written  ovor  it,  becomes  holden  upon  a  negotiable 
promissory  note  fraudulently  bo  written  by  the  person  so  in- 
tinisted  with  it,  and  negotiated  to  an  innocent  holder/* 

It  is  unnecessary  to  multiply  authorities.    Enough  have  been 
cited  to  malie  it  clear  that  one  who  indorses  a  promissory  note 
in  blank  and  intrusts  it  to  another  to  fill  it  up  and  have  it 
iliscounted  for  his   (the  indorser's)  benefit,  is  liable  upon  it 
to  a  bona  fide  holder  for  value,  who  receives  it  before  maturity, 
in  the  usual  course  of  business,  from  the  person  to  whom  it  was 
intrusted,  notwithstanding  that  the  latter  has  filled  it  up  for, 
and  fraudulently  converted  it  to,  a  purpose  entirely  different 
from  that  for  which  he  was  authorized  to  use  it.     Commercial 
paper  is  a  part  of  the  mercantile  currency  of  the  country,  and 
in  order  that  its  free  circulation  may  not  be  impeded,  it  is  the 
settled  policy  of  the  law  that  innocent  holders  thereof,  for 
Talue,  should  have  a  right  to  enforce  payment  of  such  paper 
against  those  who,  by  signing  or  indorsing  it,  either  in  blank 
or  otherwise,  have  caused  it  to  become  a  part  of  such  currency. 
It  is  furtiier  contended  on  behalf  of  the  plaintiff  in  error 
that  if  it  be  considered  that  the  indorser  of  a  blank  promissory 
note  is  liable  to  a  bona  fide  holder,  for  value,  under  the  cir- 
cumstances existing  in  the  present  case,  still  the  plaintiff  bank 
is  not  entitled  to  recover  against  her,  because  it  does  not  occupy 
that  position.     The  fact  is  established  by  the  finding  of  the 
trial  court,  as  has  already  been  stated,  that  the  plaintiff  bank 
took  the  note  *'in  the  regular  course  of  business,  in  good  faith, 
without  notice  of  any  infirmity  in  it."    It  is,  therefore,  a  bona 
fide   holder.     The   trial  court   further   found   thai  the  bank 
took  the  note  "in  payment  of  an  indebtedness  then  due'*  to  it. 
So  far  as  this  state  is  concerned,  the  rule  is  entirely  settled  that 
a  party  taking  a  promissory  note  in  payment  of  an  antecedent 
debt  is  a  holder  of  such  note  for  a  valuable  ***  consideration, 
and  entitled  to  protection  as  such :  Allaire  v.  Hartshome,  21  N. 
J.  L.  G65,  47  Am.  Dec.  175 ;  Duncan  Sherman  &  Co.  v.  Gilbert, 
29  N.  J.  L.  527.    But,  as  the  transaction  out  of  which  the 
plaintiff's  right  sprang  took  place  in  New  York,  the  question 
tc  be  determined  is  whether,  by  the  law  of  that  jurisdiction, 
one  who  so  takes  a  promissory  note  is  a  holder  for  value.    The 
plaintiff  in  error  insists  that  the  rule  established  in  that  state 
is  that  where  the  holder  has  received  the  paper  as  payment  for 
an  antecedent  debt  he  is  not  such  a  holder,  and  refers  us  to 
a  declaration  to  that  effect  contained  in  the  opinion  of  thii 
court  in  Duncan  Sherman  &  Co.  v.  Gilbert^  29  N.  J.  L.  528. 

Am.  St.  Eop.,  Vol.  101—45 
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No  authority  for  this  statemenl  is  cited  in  the  opinion  referred 
to,  and  an  examination  of  the  New  York  cases  do  not  justify 
it. 

On  the  contrary,  the  New  York  decisions  on  this  subject, 

80  far  as  we  have  been  able  to  ascertain  by  an  examination  of 
the  published  reports  of  such  decisions,  are  in  entire  harmony 
with  our  own.  In  1840,  more  than  twenty  years  prior  to  the 
decision  in  Duncan  Sherman  &  Co.  v.  Gilbert,  the  supreme  court 
of  New  York,  in  the  case  of  Bank  of  St  Albans  v.  Gilliland, 
33  Wend.  311,  36  Am.  Dec.  566,  held  that  "receiving  a  note 
for  a  precedent  debt  is  receiving  it  for  value,  within  the  law- 
merchant,  if  it  be  taken  in  satisfaction  of  such  precedent  debt, 
and  the  indebtedness  be  canceled.**  To  the  same  effect  is  the 
decision  of  the  court  of  appeals  in  Brown  v.  Leavitt,  31  N. 
Y.  113,  and  in  the  later  case  of  Phoenix  Ins.  Co.  v.  Church, 

81  N.  Y.  218,  37  Am.  Eep.  494,  and  Mayer  v.  Heidelbach,  123 
N.  Y.  332,  25  N.  E.  416,  9  L.  R.  A.  850. 

It  is  further  urged  on  behalf  of  the  plaintiff  in  error  that 
OS  she  received  nothing  for  her  indorsement,  she  is,  at  most, 
an  accommodation  indorser,  and  that  section  5  of  our  married 
women^s  act  (Gen.  Stats.,  p.  2017)  exempts  her  from  liabiliiy 
on  such  a  contract.     In  disposing  of    this    contention  it    is 
enough  to  say  that  it  has  already  been  decided  by  this  court 
that  where  a  note,  upon  which  a  married  women  puts  her  name, 
in  this  state,  first  comes  iuto  legal  existence  in  the  state  of 
New  York  (as  was  the  present  case),  the  statutory  provision  ap- 
pealed to  affords  her  no  protection:  Thompson  v.  Taylor,  6^ 
N.  J.  L.  253,  88  Am.  St  Eep.  485,  49  Atl.  544,  54  L.  R  A. 
585. 

"^  The  only  other  ground  upon  which  the  validity  of  the 
judgment  below  is  attacked  is  based  upon  the  claim  set  up  by 
the  plaintiff  in  error  at  the  trial  of  the  cause,  that  at  the  time 
of  the  transaction  between  her  husband  and  the  bank  the  former 
was  insane,  the  contention  being  that  the  court  erred  in  lis 
•  holding  with  regard  to  the  measure  of  liability  upon  contracts 
,  made  by  insane  persons.  It  is  quite  immaterial,  however;^ 
whether  such  error  occurred  or  not.  The  trial  court  found 
as  a  fact  that  the  husband  of  the  plaintiff  in  error  was  not 
insane  at  the  time  when  he  delivered  the  note  in  suit  to  the 
plaintiff;  and,  as  the  testimony  produced  on  the  subject  of 
Chardavoyne's  sanity  was  amply  sufficient  to  support  this  find- 
ing,  it  must  be  accepted  by  this  court    Consequently,  the  que»- 
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tion  of  the  measure  of  liability^  imder  the  conditionB  men- 
idoned,  is  not  inYolved  in  the  decision  of  the  case. 
The  judgment  under  review  should  be  aflBrmed, 

A.S  to  the  Legal  Effect  of  a  Blank  Indorsement  of  a  negotiable  note^ 
flee  First  Nat.  Bank  v.  Payne,  111  Mo.  291,  38  Am.  St.  Bep.  520,  20  S. 
"W.  41;  Dennis  y.  Jackson,  57  Minn.  286,  47  Am.  St.  Bep.  603,  59  N. 
^W.  198;  ScoUans  y.  BoUins,  173  Mass.  275.  73  Am.  St.  Bep.  284,  53 
N-  B.  863. 

The  Alteration  of  Inatrwnente  bj  filling  blanks  therein  discussed  in 
tlie  monographic  note  to  Burgess  v.  Bl^e,  86  Am.  St.  Bep.  107-112. 
j^  reference  to  this  note  will  show  that  where  one  has  intrusted  an 
instrument  containing  blanks  to  another  with  the  intent  to  become 
l>onnd  thereon,  he  will  be  liable  upon  the  instrument  though  the 
blanks  be  filled.  He  is  deemed  to  have  given  an  implied  authority 
to  the  payee  or  holder  to  fill  the  blanks  with  the  proper  terms:  See, 
also,  Boston  Steel  etc.  Co.  v.  Steuer^  1S$  Mass.  140,  97  Am.  St.  Bep. 
426,  66  N.  £.  646. 


HEIDECAMP  V.  JERSEY  CITT,  HOBOKEN  AND  PAT- 
TEESON  STREET  RAILWAY  COMPANY. 

[69  N.  J.  L.  284,  55  Atl.  239.] 

PABEKT  AND  OHIIJ>— Aidopted  OhildreiL^Keit  of  Sin  of  an 

adopted  child  is  the  next  of  kin  by  blood  and  not  the  adopting  parent, 
under  a  statute  concerning  adoption  which  wholly  fails  to  bestow 
npon  the  adopting  parent  any  right  to  inherit  the  estate  of  the 
adopted  child,    (pp.  708,  709.) 

J.  P.  Mintbum,  for  the  plaintiff  in  error. 
W.  D.  Edwards,  for  the  defendant  in  error. 


VAN  SYCKEL,  J.  This  suit  is  brought  by  John 
Heidecamp,  administrator  of  Annie  Heidecamp,  deceased,  un- 
der our  death  act,  for  the  benefit  of  the  next  of  kin.   . 

Previously  to  the  injury  which  caused  her  death  Annie  had 
been  adopted  as  the  daughter  of  the  plaintiff,  under  the  ''act 
concerning  the  adoption  of  inf  ants,''  with  the  vnritten  consent 
of  the  mother. 

"**  The  trial  court  held  that  the  adopting  father  was  not  the 
next  of  kin,  and  that  the  natural  mother  could  recover  nomi- 
nal damages  only,  and  a  verdict  was  directed  accordingly.  The 
plaintiff  below  is  the  plaintiff  in  error.  The  question  to  be 
reviewed  ia  whether  this  instruction  of  the  trial  court  is  cor^ 
rect 
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been  performed^  the  existence  of  a  subeisting  obligation  on  tbe 
part  of  the  insurance  company  is  established. 

The  defendants  urge  that  tiiere  is  a  greater  risk  of  unfavoi- 
able  verdicts  and  of  greater  verdicts  in  suits  like  the  plaintiffs 
against  the  paper  company  when  the  defendant  is  insolvent  and 
not  a  going  concern,  and  that  the  policy  was  intended  to  pro- 
tect against  this  risk  by  providing  that  there  should  be  no  lia- 
bility for  any  policy  holder  who  was  unable  to  pay  the  judgment 
The  difficulty  with  this  argument  is  that  it  is  not  the  inability 
to  make  payment,  but  the  nonpayment,  which  the  construction 
claimed  would  make  material.  If  it  was  intended  that  insol- 
vency at  the  time  of  the  trial  should  avoid  the  policy,  a  pro- 
vision to  that   effect  could  easily  have  been  inserted. 

600  qr^^Q  insurcrs  chose  to  protect  themselves  from  that  class 
of  business  by  declining  it,  instead  of  providing  for  the  con- 
tingency in  the  policy,  or  adjusting  the  premiums  charged  with 
rcforenco  theyeto.     The  insolvency  which  prevents  payment  is 
insolvency  after  judgment,  and  not  during  the  trial,  and  might, 
ah  was  the  case  in  Bain  v.  Atkins,  181  Mass.  240,  92  Am.  St. 
«cp.  411,  63  N".  E.  414,  67  L.  E.  A.  792,  be  produced  by  the 
judgment  itself.     It  does  not  necessarily  follow  that  because 
an  insured  was  insolvent  he  could  not  arrange  for  a  payment 
of  such  a  claim.     The  provision  would  be  entirely  ineffective 
to  guard  against  the  risks  of  insolvency,  whatever  they  are. 
The  paper  company  are  not  in  bankruptcy.     There  is  nothing 
to  prevent  their  making  some  payment  to  the  plaintiff,  if  not 
more  than  the  dollar  which  has  already  been  paid  by  the  sale 
of  their  property,  and  which  at  least,  on  the  defendants'  own 
contention,  they  are  now  legally  liable  to  pay.     Every  dollar 
paid  over  by  the  paper  company  would  establish  a  fresh  obli- 
gation of  the  insurance  company  to  pay  until  the  five  thousand 
dollar  limit  was  reached.    Insolvency  merely  could  not  be  a 
practical  defense  against  the  will  of  the  assured.    To  effect  the 
purpose  for  which  it  is  claimed  the  provision  was  inserted,  it 
would  be  necessary  to  limit  the  insurers*  liabiUty  to  the  reim- 
bursement of  the  insured  for  the  value  of  his  property  sold  un- 
der execution  in  a  suit  upon  a  claim  covered  by  the  policy.    It 
is  not  probable  the  object  of  the  provision  was  a  purpose  it  is 
so  ill-adapted  to  effect. 

Great  stress  has  been  placed  upon  the  two  decisions  upon 
like  poUcies  in  New  Jersey  and  Maine.  Prye  v.  Bath  etc.  Co., 
97  Me.  241,  94  Am.  St.  Eep.  500,  54  Atl.  395,  59  L.  R  A.  444; 
Travelers*  Ins.  Co.  v.  Moses,  63  N.  J.  Eq.  260,  92  Am.  St  Eep. 
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663^  49  AU.  720.  In  neither  of  these  cases^  as  has  been  stated^ 
was  any  attention  given  to  the  stipulations  as  to  the  manner 
in  which  the  contract  of  indemnity  was  to  be  performed,  while 
in  the  Maine  ease  the  parties  apparently  abandoned  these  provi- 
sions of  the  contract,  for  the  defense  of  the  original  suit  was 
not  conducted  in  accordance  with  the  termB  of  the  present  con- 
tract, but  by  the  assured  and  the  insurers  jointly,  and  the  ques- 
tion of  the  effect  of  the  assumption  of  the  defense  and  sole 
control  of  the  original  suit  was  not  and  could  not  have  been 
raised. 

The  weight  of  the  New  Jersey  case  as  an  authority  is  dimin- 
i^hed  by  the  opinion  in  the  court  of  chancery  holding  the  con- 
trary view,  which  is  more  in  accord  with  the  authorities  on  the 
question  in  this  jurisdiction  to  which  reference  has  been  made. 
Notwithstanding  the  respect  due  to  the  opinions  of  these  courts, 
the  results  reached  in  them  cannot  be  followed  in  this  jurisdic- 
tion.    The  proceeding  is  in  equity  and  not  at  law.     The  facts 
that  the  plaintiff  is  in  no  way  a  party  to  the  contract  of  in- 
demnity, that  he  paid  no  part  of  the  consideration,  that  the 
contract  was  one  exclusively  *^^  between  the  paper  company 
and  the  insurance  company  for  the  protection  of  the  former, 
upon  which  reliance  is  placed,  are  not  decisive  in  equity.     In 
Holt  V.   Penacook  Sav.  Bank,  62  N.  H.  55.  Holt  was  not  a 
party  to  the  mortgage  which  he  sought  to  enforce.     It  was  not 
made  for  his  benefit,  but  to  indemnify  Gage  from  his  liabil- 
ity as  surety.     Gage  had  never  been  and  could  not  be  damni- 
fied, because  it  had  been  judicially  determined  that  he  was  not 
liable  to  the  plaintiff;  but  Holfs  right  to  the  provision  that 
had  been  made  by  his  debtor  for  the  ultimate  discharge  of  his 
debt  in  case  the  surety  paid  was  maintained.     The  ground 
upon  which  the  plaintiff's  equitable  right  to  the  provision  made 
by  his  debtor  for  the  ultimate  discharge  of  a  claim  which  might 
arise  against  him  can,  consistently  with  the  authorities  in  this 
state,  be  denied,  is  not  apparent.     Neither  is  it  clear  that  the 
paper  company,  while  unable  to  maintain  an  action  at  law 
upon  the  policy  without  payment  of  the  judgment  against  them, 
might  not  in  equity  obtain  such  a  performance  of  the  contract 
of  indemnity  as  would  protect  them  without  such  prior  payment. 
There  are  authorities  in  this  state  and  elsewhere  tending  to 
sustain  power  in  equity  to  compel  the  specific  performance  of 
a  contract  to  indemnify  before  there  has  been  such  a  breach  of 
the  contract  as  would  sustain  an  action  at  law.     "In  equity,** 
it  is  said,  "the  plaintiff  need  not  pay  and  perhaps  ruin  him- 
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Belf  before  seeking  reliel  He  is  entitled  to  be  relieved  froia 
liability" :  Johnston  v.  Salvage  Assn.,  L.  S.  19  Q.  B,  Dir.  458, 
460.  See,  also,  Htmt  y.  New  Hampshire  Fire  etc.  Assn.,  68 
N.  H.  306,  73  Am.  St.  Bep.  602,  38  AtL  145,  38  li.  R  A.  514, 
and  cases  cited;  First  Nat  Bank  v.  Himton,  70  N.  H.  224, 
46  Atl.  1049;  Champion  y.  Brown,  6  Johns.  Ch.  398,  10  Am. 
Dec  343;  Bnnoughs  y.  McNeill,  2  Dev.  &  B.  Eq.  (22  N.  C.) 
297,  302;  Central  Trust  Co.  y.  LonifiviUe  Trust  Co.,  87  Fed. 
23;  Eanlangh  v.  Hayes,  1  Vera.  190;  Lacey  v.  Hill,  Ix  R  18 
Eq.  182;  Wohnershausen  v.  Gullick  [1893],  2  Ch.  514;  Crnsc 
y.  Paine,  L.  E.  6  Eq.  641,  4  Ch.  App.  441;  Story's  Eqniiy 
Jmispmdence,  sec.  850;  Bishop's  Eqxiiiy,  sec.  331;  Lindley 
on  Partnership,  375. 

Except  for  the  provision  that  the  damages  must  be  ascer- 
tained by  a  judgment  after  a  trial  of  the  issue  (immaterial  in 
this  case,  because  such  trial  had  been  had),  clause  8  is  a  mere 
statement  of  the  law.  The  surety  cannot  sue  the  principal  until 
he  has  paid  the  debt;  but  that  does  not  prevent  tiie  interpositioii 
of  equity  to  require  the  principal  to  pay  and  save  the  surety 
harmless. 

But  it  appears  sufficient  to  rest  ike  decision  upon  an  inter- 
pretation of  the  contract  which  gives  eSect  to  all  its  provisions, 
avoids  any  conflict  between  them,  and  is  fairly  and  reasonably 
inferable  from  the  evidence.    The  view  that  the  contract  means 
that  the  insurance  company,  after  taking  control  of  the  pro- 
ceedings in  a  suit  against  the  assured,  cannot  thereafter  be  dis- 
charged except  by  payment  of  tiie  indemnity  to  the  assured  or 
securing  his  discharge  ••"  from  the  claim,  is  thought  to  best 
conform  to  the  intent  of  the  parties,  and  is  adopted.    Whether 
in  a  case  where  the  company  did  not  so  proceed  the  assured  could 
in  any  form  of  procedure  obtain  any  benefit  from  the  contract 
of  indemnity,  except  upon  proof  of  the  payment  of  damsgas 
after  a  trial  of  the  issue,  is  not  now  before  the  oourt; 

Decree  for  the  plaintiJE. 

.Walker,  J.,  did  not  sit;  the  others  concurred. 


For  Authorities  bearing  upon  the  decision  in  the  principal  case,  sea 
American  Employers'  Liability  Ins.  Co.  v.  Fordyce,  62  Ark  562, 
64  Am.  St.  Rep.  305,  36  S.  W.  1051;  Travelers'  Ins.  Co.  v.  Moses,  63 
N.  J.  Eq.  260,  92  Am.  St.  Rep.  663,  49  Atl.  720;  Worcester  etc.  By. 
Co.  V.  Travelers*  Ins.  Co.,  180  Mass.  263,  91  Am.  St.  Rep.  275  62 
N.  E.  S64,  57  L.  R.  A.  629;  Bain  v.  Atkins,  181  Mass.  240,  92  Am. 
St.  Rep.  411,  63  N.  E.  414,  57  L.  R.  A.  791;  Kansas  City  etc.  B.  R 
Co.  V.  Southern  Ry.  News  Co.,  151  Mo.  373,  74  Am,  St.  Rep.  545  Si 
S.  W.  205,  45  L.  R.  A.  380.  ^        ' 
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MECHANICS*  BANK  v.  CHAEDAVOTNE. 

[69  N.  J.  L.  256,  65  Ati.  1080.] 

2CE0OZIABLB  ZSMZBinflEHTB— ZudoiMnMnt  in  Blank.— One 
"Who  indozBea  a  note  in  blaxik  and  intrusts  it  to  another  to  fill  up 
and  have  discounted  for  the  indorser's  benefit,  is  liable  upon  it  to 
a  bona  fide  holder  for  value,  who  receives  it  before  maturity,  in  the 
usual  course  of  business,  from  the  person  to  whom  it  was  intrusted, 
notwithstanding  that  the  latter  filled  it  up  for,  and  fraudulently  con- 
verted it  to,  a  purpose  entirely  different  from  that  for  which  he 
was  authorised  to  use  it.     (p.  705.) 

IfEOOTDLBIiB  IK8TBU1CENTS — ^Indoraement  In  Blank — 
Bona  ride  Holdes. — ^If  a  bank  receives  a  note  in  the  regular  course  of 
business,  in  good  faith  and  without  notice  of  any  infirmity  in  it, 
in  payment  of  an  indebtedness  due  from  the  person  sending  it,  whose 
wife  has  indorsed  it  in  blank,  and  intrusted  it  to  him  to  discount  for 
her  benefit,  the  bank  thereby  becomes  a  bona  fide  holder  of  the  note 
for  value,  and  entitled  to  protection  as  such  as  against  the  wife  of 
the  sender  of  the  note.     (p.  705.) 

Idunbert  &  Stewart^  for  the  plaintiff  in  error. 

A,  C.  Wall,  for  the  defendant  in  error. 

«^  GUMMEEE,  C.  J.  This  suit  was  brought  against  Will- 
iam  S.  Chardavoyne  and  Annie  N.,  his  wife,  upon  a  promis- 
sory note  made  by  William  to  the  order  of  Annie,  and  indorsed 
by  her.  The  note  is  dated  Newark,  July  28,  1899,  and  is  pay- 
able at  the  Mechanics'  Bank,  Brooklyn,  New  York.  The  case 
was  tried  by  the  court  without  a  jury,  by  consent  of  the  parties. 
The  following  are  the  pertinent  facts  found  by  the  trial  court: 
Mrs.  Chardavoyne,  about  ten  days  or  two  weeks  before  July  28. 
18S^9,  intrusted  her  husband  with  a  blank  form  of  promissory 
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note,  indorsed  by  her,  to  be  filled  up  and  signed  by  him,  and 
used  at  the  German  National  Bank  of  Newark,  to  obtain  a  loan 
for  Mrs.  Chardavoyne.     The  German  National  Bank  refused 
to  discount  the  note,  and  its  refusal  was  reported  to  her.     She 
never  authorized  her  husband  to  use  the  note  for  any  other  pur- 
pose.    Notwithstanding  this  fact,  he,  on  the  twenty-eighth  day 
of  July,  took  the  blank  note  to  the  banking-house  of  the  plain- 
tiff company,  in  Brooklyn,  New  York,  and  the  body   of  tiie 
instrument  was  then  filled  up  by  the  plaintiffs  president,  at 
the  request  of  Mr.  Chardavoyne,  for  a  sum  equal  to  the  amount 
of  an  indebtedness  due  from  **®  Mr.    Chardavoyne     to    the 
plaintiff.     The    next    day  the    note    was    discounted     by    the 
plaintiff,  and  the  proceeds  placed  to  Mr.  Chardavoyne's  credit 
The  president  of  the  bank,  when  he  filled  up  the  note,  was 
ignorant  of  the  fact  that  it  had  been  indorsed  in  blank  by 
Mrs.  Chardavoyne,  and  the  plaintiff  took  it,  in  the   regular 
course  of  business,  in  g6od  faith,  without  notice  of  any  infirm- 
ity in  it,  and  in  payment  of  the  indebtedness  then  due  to  it 
from  Mr.  Chardavoyne.    On  this  finding  of  facts  judgment 
was  entered  for  the  plaintiff  against  both  the  maker  and  in- 
dorser  of  the  note.    The  writ  of  error  is  sued  out  by  the  in- 
dorser,  Mrs.  Chardavoyne,  alone. 

The  principal  ground  upon  which  we  are  asked  to  reverse 
this  judgment  is  that,  upon  the  facts  found,  no  liability  on 
the  part  of  Mrs.  Chardavoyne  can  be  predicated.  The  con- 
tention is  that  her  husband  had  no  authority  to  fill  up  the 
note,  except  for  the  purpose  of  having  it  discounted  at  the 
German  National  Bank  for  her  benefit;  that  when  this  pur- 
pose failed  her  husband's  agency  ceased,  and  her  indorsement 
became  a  nullity,  and  that  his  subsequent  fraudulent  act  in 
having  the  blanks  in  the  note  filled  up,  and  then  appropriating 
it  to  the  payment  of  his  own  indebtedness,  did  not  render  her 
responsible  thereon  as  indorser. 

An  examination  of  the  authorities,  however,  will  disclose 
that  this  contention  is  untenable.  The  question  to  be  deter- 
mined in  a  case  like  the  present  is  not  what  is  the  actual  limit 
of  authority  conferred  by  the  indorser  of  a  blank  note  upon 
the  person 'into  whose  hands  she  delivers  it,  but  rather,  what 
authority  such  an  indorser,  by  her  conduct,  holds  out  that  per- 
son as  poss'essing,  to  one  who  takes  the  note  in  good  faith,  for 
value,  and ''without  notice  that  the  actual  authority  conferred 
is  a  limited  one  only;  and  therefore,  as  is  stated  by  Mr,  Par- 
sons (1  Parsons  on  Bills  and  Notes,  110),  *'it  is  no  defense 
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against  a  bona  fide  older,  for  value^  to  prove  either  that  the 
person  to  whom  the  instrument  was  intrusted  in  blank  had 
no  authority  at  all  to  fill  the  blank;  or  that  his  authority  was 
limited  to  a  certain  8um  which  he  had  exceeded;  or  that  he 
was  only  authorized  to  use  the  paper  for  a  particular  purpose, 
and  had  fraudulently  converted  it  to  a  different  purpose;  or 
*^®  that  he  was  only  authorized  to  fill  the  blank  upon  a  certain 
condition,  which  had  not  happened;  or  that  the  authority  was 
limited  in  point  of  time,  and  that  the  time  had  expired/'  Prac- 
tically the  same  statement  appears  in  1  Daniel  on  Negotiable 
Instruments,  section  143,  where  it  is  said  that  "the  authority 
implied  by  a  signature  in  blank,  and  the  credit  granted,  are  so 
extensive  that  the  parly  so  signing  will  be  boimd,  though  the 
holder  was  only  authorized  to  use  it  for  one  purpose,  and  has 
perverted  it  to  another;  and  though  the  authority  was  limited 
to  a  time  which  has  expired,  or  was  only  to  be  exercised  upon 
a  condition  Which  has  not  happened/' 

The  decided  cases  fully  support  the  rule  laid  down  by  these 
authors. 

As  early  as  1780,  Lord  Mansfield,  in  Eussel  v.  Langstaffe, 
Doug.  614,  declared  that  "the  indorsement  on  a  blank  note 
is  a  letter  of  credit  for  an  indefinite  amount.  By  it  the  in- 
dorser  says :  ^Trust  G.  [the  person  who  received  the  note  from 
the  indorser]  to  any  amount,  and  I  will  be  his  security/  It 
does  not  lie  in  his  mouth  to  say  that  the  indorsement  is  not 
regular/' 

In  Qerrard  v.  Lewis,  L.  R.  10  Q.  B.  Div.  30,  it  was  held 
that  "a  man  who  gives  his  acceptance  [to  a  bill  of  exchange] 
in  blank,  holds  out  the  person  to  whom  it  is  intrusted  as  clothed 
with  ostensible  authority  to  fill  in  the  bill  as  he  pleases/' 

In  Bank  of  Pittsburg  v.  Neal,  63  U.  S.  (22  How.)  96,  16 
L.  ed.  323,  it  was  held  that  "where  a  party  to  a  negotiable  in- 
strument intrusts  it  to  the  custody  of  another,  with  blanks  not 
filled  up,  whether  it  be  for  the  purpose  to  accommodate  the 
person  to  whom  it  was  intrusted,  or  to  be  used  for  his  own 
benefit,  such  negotiable  instrument  carries  on  its  face  an  im- 
plied authority  to  fill  up  the  blanks  and  perfect  th'  instrument,'* 
and  that  "a  bona  fide  holder  of  such  an  in&l.  nt,  for  valua- 
ble consideration,  without  notice  of  the  facts  which  impeach  its 
vaUdity  between  the  antecedent  parties,  if  he  takes  it  before 
the  same  becomes  due,  holds  the  title  unaffected  by  these  facts, 
and  may  recover  thereon/' 
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In  Michigan  Bajik  ▼.  Eldred,  76  U.  S.  (9  Wall.)  544,  19 
L.  ed.  763,  it  ifi  declared  *«>  to  be  "well-aettled  law  that  where 
a  party  to  a  aegotiable  bill  of  exchange  or  promiasory  note, 
containing  blanks,  intruets  it  to  the  custody  of  another,  whether 
it  be  for  the  purpose  of  accommodating  the  person  to  whom  it 
was  intrusted  or  to  be  used  to  raise  money  for  his  own  benefit, 
such  bill  or  note  especially  if  it  he  indorsed  in  blank,  carries 
on  its  face  an  implied  authority  in  the  person  to  whom  it  is  so 
intrusted  to  fill  up  the  blanks  in  his  discretion;  and  as  between 
such  party  to  the  hill  or  note,  and  innocent  third  parties  hold- 
ing the  bill  or  note  as  transferees  for  value,  in  the  usual  course 
of  business,  the  person  to  whom  it  is  so  intrusted  must  be 
deemed  to  be  the  agent  of  the  party  who  committed  such  bill 
or  note  to  his  custody ;  and  the  legal  conclusion  is  that  he  acted 
under  the  auth<»dty  of  that  party,  and  with  his  approbation  and 
consent.'* 

In  Van  Duzer  v.  Howe,  21  N.  T.  631,  it  t^as  decided  that 
'^a  party  who  intrusts  another  with  his  aixq)ta2ioe  In  blank  is 
responsible  to  a  bona  fide  holder,  although  the  blank  is  filled 
with  a  sum  exceeding  that  fixed  as  a  limit  by  the  acceptor/' 

In  Eedlich  v.  Doll,  54  N.  T.  235,  13  Am.  Eep.  573,  the  rule 
is  stated  to  be  that  "if  a  note  be  obtained  from  a  maker  by 
fraud ;  if  it  be  made  for  one  purpose  and  used  by  the  holder  for 
another ;  if  it  be  delivered  in  blank,  with  an  agreement  that  the 
blank  shall  be  filled  in  one  way,  and  il  be  filled  in  another; 
in  all  these  cases  the  maker  is  liable  to  a  bona  fide  holder  for 
value.  The  maker,  rather  than  the  innocent  holder,  must  suf- 
fer for  his  negligence  or  misplaced  confidence.*' 

In  Putnam  v.  Sullivan,  4  Mass.  45,  3  Am.  Dec.  206,  it  was 
held  that  *Vhere  a  merchant  intrusts  his  clerk  with  his  blank 
indorsements,  and  one  by  false  pretenses  obtains  and  uses  them 
(by  writing  and  signing  promissory  notes  upon  ike  face  of  the 
blanks)  such  fraudulent  use  of  them  will  not  discharge  the 
indorsor  against  an  innocent  indorsee.*' 

In  Greenfield  Bank  ▼.  Stowell,  123  Mass.  196,  25  Am.  Bep. 
67,  the  rule  is  laid  down  that  "if  a  man  indorses  a  blank  form 
of  note,  and  delivers  it  with  the  intention  that  the  blank  should 
be  filled,  he  thereby  makes  the  person  to  whom  he  delivers  it 
his  agent,  *^^  and  is  responsible  for  whatever  date,  sum  or 
time  of  payment  he  may  insert,  to  a  bona  fide  indorsee.** 

In  Breckenridge  v.  Lewis,  84  Me.  349,  30  Am.  St  Bep.  353, 
24  Atl.  864,  it  was  decided  that  '^one  who  intrusts  his  signature 
to  another  for  commercial  use — that  is,  to  have  soma  business 
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obligation  written  over  it,  becomes  holden  upon  a  negotiable 
promissory  note  fraudulently  so  written  by  the  person  so  in- 
ti-ustcd  with  it,  and  negotiated  to  an  innocent  holder/' 

It  is  unnecessary  to  multiply  authorities.     Enough  have  been 
cited  to  make  it  clear  that  one  who  indorses  a  promissory  note 
in  blank  and  intrusts  it  to  another  to  fill  it  up  and  have  it 
discounted  for  his   (the  indorser^s)   benefit,  is  liable  upon  it 
to  a  bona  fide  holder  for  value,  who  receives  it  before  maturity, 
in  the  usual  course  of  business,  from  the  person  to  whom  it  was 
Id  trusted,  notwithstanding  that  the  latter  has  filled  it  up  for, 
and  fraudulently  converted  it  to,  a  purpose  entirely  different 
from  that  for  which  he  was  authorized  to  use  it.     Commercial 
paper  is  a  part  of  the  mercantile  currency  of  the  country,  and 
in  order  that  its  free  circulation  may  not  be  impeded,  it  is  the 
settled  policy  of  the  law  that  innocent  holders  thereof,  for 
value,  should  have  a  right  to  enforce  payment  of  such  paper 
against  those  who,  by  signing  or  indorsing  it,  either  in  blank 
or  otherwise,  have  caused  it  to  become  a  part  of  such  currency. 
It  is  further  contended  on  behalf  of  the  plaintiff  in  error 
that  if  it  be  considered  that  the  indorser  of  a  blank  promissory 
note  is  liable  to  a  bona  fide  holder,  for  value,  under  the  cir- 
cumstances existing  in  the  present  case,  still  the  plaintiff  bank 
is  not  entitled  to  recover  against  her,  because  it  does  not  occupy 
that  position.    The  fact  is  established  by  the  finding  of  the 
trial  court,  as  has  already  been  stated,  that  the  plaintiff  bank 
took  the  note  *^m  the  regular  course  of  business,  in  good  faith, 
without  notice  of  any  infirmity  in  if    It  is,  therefore,  a  bona 
fide  holder.    The   trial  court   further   found   thai  the  bank 
took  the  note  "in  payment  of  an  indebtedness  then  due"  to  it. 
So  far  as  this  state  is  concerned,  the  rule  is  entirely  settled  that 
a  party  taking  a  promissory  note  in  payment  of  an  antecedent 
debt  is  a  holder  of  such  note  for  a  valuable  ®®^  consideration, 
and  entitled  to  protection  as  such :  Allaire  v.  Hartshome,  21  N. 
J.  L.  665,  47  Am.  Dec.  175 ;  Duncan  Sherman  &  Co.  v.  Gilbert, 
29  N.  J.  L.  627.    But,  as  the  transaction  out  of  which  the 
plaintiff's  right  sprang  took  place  in  New  York,  the  question 
tc  be  determined  is  whether,  by  the  law  of  that  jurisdiction, 
one  who  so  takes  a  promissory  note  is  a  holder  for  value.    The 
plaintiff  in  error  insists  that  the  rule  established  in  that  state 
is  that  where  the  holder  has  received  the  paper  as  payment  for 
an  antecedent  debt  he  is  not  such  a  holder,  and  refers  us  to 
«  declaration  to  that  effect  contained  in  the  opinion  of  thii 
court  in  Duncan  Sherman  &  Co.  v.  Gilbert^  29  N.  J.  L.  528. 
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No  authority  for  this  statemenl  is  cited  in  the  opinion  referred 
to,  and  an  examrnation  of  the  New  York  cases  do  not  justify 
it 

On  the  contrary,  the  New  York  decisions  on  this  Bubject, 
60  far  as  we  have  been  able  to  ascertain  by  an  examination  of 
the  published  reports  of  such  decisions,  are  in  entire  harmony 
with  our  own.  In  1840,  more  than  twenty  years  prior  to  de 
decision  in  Duncan  Sherman  &  Co.  v.  Gilbert,  the  supreme  court 
of  New  York,  in  the  case  of  Bank  of  St.  Albans  v.  Gilliland, 
33  Wend.  311,  36  Am.  Dec.  566,  held  that  ''receiving  a  note 
for  a  precedent  debt  is  receiving  it  for  value,  within  the  law- 
merchant,  if  it  be  taken  in  satisfaction  of  such  precedent  debt, 
and  the  indebtedness  be  canceled.'*  To  the  same  eflPect  is  the 
decision  of  the  court  of  appeals  in  Brown  v.  Leavitt^  31  N. 
Y.  113,  and  in  the  later  case  of  Phoenix  Ins.  Co.  v.  Church, 
81  N.  Y.  218,  37  Am.  Eep.  494,  and  Mayer  v.  Heidelbach,  123 
N.  Y.  332,  25  N.  E.  416,  9  L.  R.  A.  850. 

It  is  further  urged  on  behalf  of  the  plaintiff  in  error  that 
OS  she  received  nothing  for  her  indorsement,  she  is,  at  most, 
an  accommodation  indorser,  and  that  section  6  of  our  married 
women^s  act  (Gen.  Stats.,  p.  2017)  exempts  her  from  liabilit/ 
on  such  a  contract.  In  disposing  of  this  contention  it  is 
enough  to  say  that  it  has  already  been  decided  by  this  court 
that  where  a  note,  upon  which  a  married  women  puts  her  name, 
in  this  state,  first  comes  into  legal  existence  in  the  state  of 
New  York  (as  was  the  present  case),  the  statutory  provision  ap- 
pealed to  affords  her  no  protection:  Thompson  v.  Taylor,  6^ 
N.  J.  L.  253,  88  Am.  St  Eep.  485,  49  Atl.  544,  54  L.  R  A. 
585. 

"^  The  only  other  ground  upon  which  the  validity  of  the 
judgment  below  is  attacked  is  based  upon  the  claim  set  up  by 
the  plaintiff  in  error  at  the  trial  of  the  cause,  that  at  the  time 
of  the  transaction  between  her  husband  and  the  bank  the  former 
was  insane,  the  contention  being  that  the  court  erred  in  its 
holding  with  regard  to  the  measure  of  liability  upon  contracts 
,  made  by  insane  persons.    It  is    quite    immaterial,  however, 
whether  such  error  occurred  or  not     The  trial  court  found 
as  a  fact  that  the  husband  of  the  plaintiff  in  error  was  not 
insane  at  the  time  when  he  delivered  the  note  in  suit  to  the 
plaintiff;  and,  as  the  testimony  produced  on  the  subject  of 
Chardavoyne's  sanity  was  amply  sufficient  to  support  this  find- 
ing, it  must  be  accepted  by  this  court    Consequently,  the  quee* 
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tion    of  the  measure  of  liability^  imder  the  conditionB  men- 
tioned^  is  not  involved  in  the  decision  of  the  case. 
rriie  judgment  under  review  should  be  aflBimed, 

Aa  to  the  Legal  Effect  of  a  Blank  IndorBemeni  of  a  negotiable  note^ 
see  First  Nat.  Bank  v.  Payne,  111  Mo.  291,  38  Am.  St.  Bep.  520,  20  S. 
^W.  41;  Dennis  v.  Jackson,  57  Minn.  286,  47  Am.  St.  Bep.  603,  59  N. 
'W.  198;  Scollans  v.  BoUins,  173  Masa.  275,  73  Am.  St.  Bep.  284,  53 
N.  B.  863. 

The  Alteration  of  Instrwnenta  hj  filling  blanks  therein  discussed  in 
the  monographic  note  to  Burgess  v.  BlAe,  86  Am.  St.  Bep.  107-112. 
A  reference  to  this  note  will  show  that  where  one  has  intrusted  an 
instrument  containing  blanks  to  another  with  the  intent  to  become 
bound  thereon,  he  will  be  liable  upon  the  instrument  though  the 
blanks  be  filled.  He  is  deemed  to  have  given  an  implied  authority 
to  the  payee  or  holder  to  fill  the  blanks  with  the  proper  terms:  See, 
also,  Boston  Steel  ete.  Co.  y.  Steuer,  18S  Mass.  140,  97  Am.  St.  Bep. 
426,  66  N.  £.  646. 


HEIDECAMP  V.  JERSEY  CITT,  HOBOKEN  AND  PAT- 
TERSON STREET  RAILWAY  COMPANY. 

[69  N.  J.  L.  284,  55  Atl.  239.] 

PABEKT  AKB  OHIU>— Aidopted  Ohlldreii. — ^Kezt  of  Sin  of  an 
adopted  child  is  the  next  of  kin  by  blood  and  not  the  adopting  parent, 
under  a  statute  concerning  adoption  which  wholly  fails  to  bestow 
upon  the  adopting  parent  any  right  to  inherit  the  estate  of  the 
adopted  child,     (pp.  708,  709.) 

J.  P.  Mintbnm,  for  the  plaintiff  in  error. 
W.  D.  Edwards,  for  the  defendant  in  error. 


VAN  SYCKEL,  J.  This  snit  is  bronght  by  John 
Heidecamp,  administrator  of  Annie  Heidecamp,  deceased,  im* 
der  onr  death  act,  for  the  benefit  of  the  next  of  Idn.   . 

Previously  to  the  injury  which  caused  her  death  Annie  had 
been  adopted  as  the  daughter  of  the  plaintiff,  under  the  ''act 
concerning  the  adoption  of  infants,''  with  the  written  consent 
of  the  mother. 

■®*  The  trial  court  held  that  the  adopting  father  was  not  the 
next  of  kin,  and  that  the  natural  mother  could  recover  nomi- 
nal damages  only,  and  a  verdict  was  directed  accordingly.  The 
plaintiff  below  is  the  plaintiff  in  error.  The  question  to  be 
reviewed  is  whether  this  instruction  of  the  trial  court  is  cor- 
rect 
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been  perf  ormed^  the  existence  of  a  subeisting  obligation  on  the 
part  of  the  insurance  company  is  established. 

The  defendants  urge  that  there  is  a  greater  risk  of  unfavor- 
able verdicts  and  of  greater  verdicts  in  suits  like  the  plaintiff's 
against  the  paper  company  when  the  defendant  is  insolvent  and 
not  a  going  concern,  and  that  the  policy  was  intended  to  pro- 
tect against  this  risk  by  providing  that  there  should  be  no  lia- 
bility for  any  policy  holder  who  was  unable  to  pay  the  judgment. 
Tlie  difficulty  with  this  argument  is  that  it  is  not  the  inability 
to  make  payment,  but  the  nonpayment,  which  the  construction 
claimed  would  make  material.  If  it  was  intended  that  insol- 
vency at  the  time  of  the  trial  should  avoid  the  policy,  a  pro- 
vision to  that   effect  could  easily  have  been  inserted. 

600  rjy^Q  insurcrs  chose  to  protect  themselves  from  that  class 
of  business  by  declining  it,  instead  of  providing  for  the  con- 
tingency in  the  policy,  or  adjusting  the  premiums  charged  \irith 
reference  tlieyeto.     The  insolvency  which  prevents  payment  is 
insolvency  after  judgment,  and  not  during  the  trial,  and  mighty 
as  was  the  case  in  Bain  v.  Atkins,  181  Mass.  240,  92  Am.  St- 
Kcp.  411,  63  N".  E.  414,  67  L.  R.  A.  792,  be  produced  by  the 
judgment  itself.    It  does  not  necessarily  follow  that  because 
an  insured  was  insolvent  he  could  not  arrange  for  a  payment 
of  such  a  claim.     The  provision  would  be  entirely  ineffective 
to  guard  against  the  risks  of  insolvency,  whatever  they  are. 
The  paper  company  are  not  in  bankruptcy.     There  is  nothing 
to  prevent  their  making  some  payment  to  the  plaintiff,  if  not 
more  than  the  dollar  which  has  already  been  paid  by  the  sale 
of  their  property,  and  which  at  least,  on  the  defendants'  ovni 
contention,  they  are  now  legally  liable  to  pay.     Every  dollar 
paid  over  by  the  paper  company  would  establish  a  fresh  obli- 
gation of  the  insurance  company  to  pay  until  the  five  thousand 
dollar  limit  was  reached.    Insolvency  merely  could  not  be  a 
practical  defense  against  the  will  of  the  assured.     To  effect  the 
purpose  for  which  it  is  claimed  the  provision  was  inserted,  it 
would  be  necessary  to  limit  the  insurers*  liability  to  the  reim- 
bursement of  the  insured  for  the  value  of  his  property  sold  un- 
der execution  in  a  suit  upon  a  claim  covered  by  the  policy.    It 
is  not  probable  the  object  of  the  provision  was  a  purpose  it  is 
so  ill-adapted  to  effect. 

Great  stress  has  been  placed  upon  the  two  decisions  upon 
like  policies  in  New  Jersey  and  Maine:  Prye  v.  Bath  etc.  Co., 
97  Me.  241,  94  Am.  St.  Eep.  600,  64  AtL  395,  69  L.  B.  A.  444; 
Travelers'  Ins.  Co.  v.  Moses,  63  N.  J.  Eq.  260,  92  Am.  St  Bep. 
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663,  49  Atl.  720.  In  neither  of  these  cases,  as  has  been  stated, 
was  any  attention  given  to  the  stipulations  as  to  the  manner 
in  which  the  contract  of  indemnity  was  to  be  performed,  while 
in  the  Maine  case  the  parties  apparently  abandoned  these  provi- 
sions of  the  contract,  for  the  defense  of  the  original  suit  was 
not  conducted  in  accordance  with  the  terms  of  the  present  con- 
tract, but  by  the  assured  and  the  insurers  jointly,  and  the  ques- 
tion of  the  effect  of  the  assumption  of  the  defense  and  sole 
control  of  the  original  suit  was  not  and  could  not  have  been 
raised. 

The  weight  of  the  New  Jersey  case  as  an  authority  is  dimin- 
ished by  the  opinion  in  the  court  of  chancery  holding  the  con- 
trary view,  which  is  more  in  accord  with  the  authorities  on  the 
question  in  this  jurisdiction  to  which  reference  has  been  made. 
^Notwithstanding  the  respect  due  to  the  opinions  of  these  courts, 
the  results  reached  in  them  cannot  be  followed  in  this  jurisdic- 
tion.    The  proceeding  is  in  equity  and  not  at  law.     The  facts 
that  the  plaintiff  is  in  no  way  a  party  to  the  contract  of  in- 
demnity, that  he  paid  no  part  of  the  consideration,  that  the 
contract  was  one  exclusively  *^*  between  the  paper  company 
and  the  insurance  company  for  the  protection  of  the  former, 
upon  which  reliance  is  placed,  are  not  decisive  in  equity.     In 
Holt  V.   Penacook  Sav.  Bank,  62  N.  H.  65.  Holt  was  not  a 
party  to  the  mortgage  which  he  sought  to  enforce.     It  was  not 
made  for  his  benefit,  but  to  indemnify  Gage  from  his  liabil- 
ity as  surety.     Gage  had  never  been  and  could  not  be  damni- 
fied, because  it  had  been  judicially  determined  that  he  was  not 
liable  to  the  plaintiff;  but  Holfs  right  to  the  provision  that 
had  been  made  by  his  debtor  for  the  ultimate  discharge  of  his 
debt  in  case  the  surety  paid  was  maintained.     The  ground 
upon  which  the  plaintiff's  equitable  right  to  the  provision  made 
by  his  debtor  for  the  ultimate  discharge  of  a  claim  which  might 
arise  against  him  can,  consistently  with  the  authorities  in  this 
state,  be  denied,  is  not  apparent     Neither  is  it  clear  that  the 
paper  company,  while  unable  to  maintain  an  action  at  law 
upon  the  policy  without  payment  of  the  judgment  against  them, 
might  not  in  equity  obtain  such  a  performance  of  the  contract 
of  indemnity  as  would  protect  them  without  such  prior  payment. 
There  are  authorities  in  this  state  and  elsewhere  tending  to 
sustain  power  in  equity  to  compel  the  specific  performance  of 
a  contract  to  indemnify  before  there  has  been  such  a  breach  of 
the  contract  as  would  sustain  an  action  at  law.    *1n  equity," 
it  is  said,  "the  plaintiff  need  not  pay  and  perhaps  ruin  hin- 
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self  before  seeking  relief.  He  is  entitied  to  be  reliefred  from 
liability^ :  Johnston  v.  Salvage  Assn.,  L.  B.  19  Q.  B.  Div.  458, 
460.  See,  also.  Hunt  v.  New  Hampshire  PiiB  etc.  Assn.,  6S 
N.  H.  305,  73  Am.  St.  Bep.  602,  38  AtL  145,  38  L.  R  A.  614, 
and  cases  cited;  First  Nat  Bank  v.  Hnnton,  70  N.  H.  224, 
46  Atl.  1049;  Champion  v.  Brown,  6  Johns.  Ch.  398,  10  Am. 
Dec.  343;  Bnrroughs  v.  McNeill,  2  Dev.  &  B.  Bq.  (22  N.  C.) 
297,  302;  Central  Trust  Co.  ▼.  Lonisville  Tmst  Co.,  87  Fed. 
23;  Eanlangh  v.  Hayes,  1  Vem.  190;  Lacey  y.  Hill,  I*.  R  18 
Eq.  182;  Wolmershausen  v.  GuUick  [1893],  2  Ch.  514;  Cruse 
V.  Paine,  L.  B.  6  Eq.  641,  4  Ch.  App.  441;  Storj^s  Equity 
Jurisprudence,  sec.  850;  Bishop's  Equiiy,  sec.  331;  Lindley 
on  Partnership,  375. 

Except  for  the  provision  that  the  damages  must  be  ascer- 
tained by  a  judgment  after  a  trial  of  the  issue  (immaterial  in 
this  case,  because  such  trial  had  been  had),  dauae  8  is  a  mere 
statement  of  the  law.  The  surety  cannot  sue  the  principal  until 
he  has  paid  the  debt;  but  that  does  not  prevent  the  interposition 
of  equity  to  require  the  principal  to  pay  and  save  the  surety 
harmless. 

But  it  appears  sufficient  to  rest  the  decisicm  upon  an  inter- 
pretation of  the  contract  which  gives  effect  to  all  its  provisions^ 
avoids  any  conflict  between  them,  and  is  fairly  and  reasonably 
inferable  from  the  evidence.  The  view  that  the  contract  means 
thai  the  insurance  company,  after  taking  control  of  the  pro- 
ceedings in  a  suit  against  the  assured,  caonot  thereafter  be  dis- 
charged except  by  payment  of  the  indenmity  to  the  assured  or 
securing  his  discharge  ••*  from  the  claim,  is  thought  to  best 
conform  to  the  intent  of  the  parties,  and  is  adopted.  Whether 
in  a  case  where  ih»  company  did  not  so  proceed  the  assured  could 
in  any  form  of  procedure  obtain  any  benefit  from  the  contract 
of  indemnify,  except  upon  proof  of  the  payment  of  damages 
after  a  trial  of  the  issue,  is  not  now  before  the  ocmrL 

Decree  for  the  plaintiff. 

Walker,  J.,  did  not  sit;  the  others  concurred. 


For  Authorities  bearing  upon  the  decision  in  the  principal  case,  Bee 
American  Employers'  Liability  Ins.  Co.  v.  Fordyce,  62  Ark  562, 
64  Am.  St.  Eep.  305,  36  S.  W.  1051;  Travelers'  Ins.  Co.  v.  Moses,  63 
N.  J.  Eq.  260,  92  Am.  St.  Kep.  663,  49  Atl.  720;  Worcester  etc  Bv. 
Co.  V.  Travelers'  Ins.  Co.,  180  Mass.  263,  91  Am.  St.  Eep.  275  ^2 
N.  E.  &64,  57  L.  E.  A.  629;  Bain  v.  Atkins,  181  Mass.  240,  92  Am. 
St.  Eep.  411,  63  N.  E.  414,  57  L.  E.  A.  791;  Kansas  City  etc.  E.  B. 
Co.  V.  Southern  Ey.  News  Co.,  151  Mo.  373,  74  Am.  St.  Eep.  545  5S 
S.  W.  205,  45  L.  E.  A.  380.  ^        ' 
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MECHANICS'  BANK  v.  CHAEDAVOTNB. 

[69  N.  J.  L.  256,  65  Ati.  1080.] 

KEQOXIABLB  ISafEBiUXESTB — ^XndorMmeiit  in  Blank.— One 
irho  iadorsefl  a  note  in  blank  and  intrusts  it  to  another  to  fill  up 
and  have  diBcounted  for  the  indorser's  benefit,  is  liable  upon  it  to 
a  bona  fide  holder  for  value,  who  receives  it  before  maturity,  in  the 
usual  course  of  business,  from  the  person  to  whom  it  was  intrusted, 
notwithstanding  that  the  latter  filled  it  up  for,  and  fraudulently  con- 
verted it  to,  a  purpose  entirelv  different  from  that  for  which  he 
was  authorized  to  use  it.     (p.  705.) 

UTEOOTIAELB  UrSTBUlCENTS— Xudorsement  in  Blank— 
Bona  Fide  Holdec. — ^If  a  bank  receives  a  note  in  the  regular  course  of 
business,  in  good  faith  and  without  notice  of  any  infirmity  in  it, 
in  payment  of  an  indebtedness  due  from  the  person  sending  it,  whose 
wife  has  indorsed  it  in  blank,  and  intrusted  it  to  him  to  discount  for 
her  benefit,  the  bank  thereby  becomes  a  bona  fide  holder  of  the  note 
for  value,  and  entitled  to  protection  as  such  as  against  the  wife  of 
the  sender  of  the  note.     (p.  705.) 

Lambert  &  Stewart^  for  the  plaintiff  in  error. 

A,  C.  Wall,  for  the  defendant  in  error. 

«^  GUMMERE,  C.  J.  This  suit  was  brought  against  Will- 
iam S.  Chardavoyne  and  Annie  N.,  his  wife,  upon  a  promis- 
sory note  made  by  William  to  the  order  of  Annie,  and  indorsed 
by  her.  The  note  is  dated  Newark,  July  28,  1899,  and  is  pay- 
able at  the  Mechanics^  Bank,  Brooklyn,  New  York.  The  case 
was  tried  by  the  court  without  a  jury,  by  consent  of  the  parties. 
The  following  are  the  pertinent  facts  found  by  the  trial  court : 
Mrs.  Chardavoyne,  about  ten  days  or  two  weeks  before  July  28. 
181^9,  xotrusted  her  husband  with  a  blank  form  of  promissory 

(7D1) 
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note,  indorsed  by  her,  to  be  filled  up  and  signed  by  him,  and 
used  at  the  German  National  Bank  of  Newark,  to  obtain  a  loan 
for  Mrs.  Chardavoyne.    The  German  National  Bank  refnsed 
to  discount  the  note,  and  its  refusal  was  reported  to  her.     She 
never  authorized  her  husband  to  use  the  note  for  any  other  pur- 
pose.    Notwithstanding  this  fact,  he,  on  the  twenty-eighth  day 
of  July,  took  the  blank  note  to  the  banking-house  of  the  plain- 
tiff company,  in  Brooklyn,  New  York,  and  the  body   of  the 
instrument  was  then  filled  up  by  the  plaintifPa  president^  at 
the  request  of  Mr.  Chardavoyne,  for  a  sum  equal  to  the  amount 
of  an  indebtedness  due  from  **®  Mr.    Chardavoyne     to     the 
plaintiff.     The    next    day  the    note    was    discounted     by    the 
plaintiff,  and  the  proceeds  placed  to  Mr.  Chardavoyne^s  credit. 
The  president  of  the  bank,  when  he  filled  up  the  note,  was 
ignorant  of  the  fact  that  it  had  been  indorsed  in  blank  by 
Mrs.   Chardavoyne,  and  the  plaintiff  took  it,  in  the    regular 
course  of  business,  in  g6od  faith,  without  notice  of  any  infirm- 
ity in  it,  and  in  payment  of  the  indebtedness  then  due  to  it 
from  Mr.  Chardavoyne.     On  this  finding  of  facts  judgment 
was  entered  for  the  plaintiff  against  both  the  maker  and  in- 
dorser  of  the  note.    The  writ  of  error  is  sued  out  by  the  in- 
dorser,  Mrs.  Chardavoyne,  alone. 

The  principal  ground  upon  which  we  are  asked  to  reverse 
this  judgment  is  that,  upon  the  facts  foimd,  no  Uability  on 
the  part  of  Mrs.  Chardavoyne  can  be  predicated.  The  con- 
tention is  that  her  husband  had  no  authority  to  fill  up  the 
note,  except  for  the  purpose  of  having  it  discounted  at  the 
German  National  Bank  for  her  benefit;  that  when  this  pur- 
pose failed  her  husband^s  agency  ceased,  and  her  indorsement 
became  a  nullity,  and  that  his  subsequent  fraudulent  act  in 
having  the  blanks  in  the  note  filled  up,  and  then  appropriating 
it  to  the  payment  of  his  own  indebteiiess,  did  not  render  her 
responsible  thereon  as  indorser. 

An  examination  of  the  authorities,  however,  will  disclose 
that  this  contention  is  untenable.  The  question  to  be  deter- 
mined in  a  case  like  the  present  is  not  what  is  the  actual  limit 
of  authority  conferred  by  the  indorser  of  a  blank  note  upon 
the  person' into  whose  hands  she  delivers  it,  but  rather,  what 
authority  such  an  indorser,  by  her  conduct,  holds  out  that  per- 
son as  possessing,  to  one  who  takes  the  note  in  good  faith,  for 
value,  and  "without  notice  that  the  actual  authority  conferred 
is  a  limited  one  only;  and  therefore,  as  is  stated  by  Mr.  Par- 
sons (1  Parsons  on  Bills  and  Notes,  110),  ''it  is  no  defense 
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against  a  bona  fide  older^  for  value^  to  prove  either  that  the 
person  to  whom  the  instrument  was  intrusted  in  blank  had 
no  authority  at  all  to  fill  the  blank;  or  that  his  authority  was 
limited  to  a  certain  sum  which  he  had  exceeded;  or  that  he 
was  only  authorized  to  use  the  paper  for  a  particular  purpose, 
and  had  fraudulently  converted  it  to  a  different  purpose;  or 
**^  that  he  was  only  authorized  to  fill  the  blank  upon  a  certain 
condition,  which  had  not  happened;  or  that  the  authority  was 
limited  in  point  of  time,  and  that  the  time  had  expired/'  Prac- 
tically the  same  statement  appears  in  1  Daniel  on  Negotiable 
Instruments,  section  143,  where  it  is  said  that  "the  authority 
implied  by  a  signature  in  blank,  and  the  credit  granted,  are  so 
extensive  that  tiie  party  so  signing  will  be  bound,  though  the 
holder  was  only  authorized  to  use  it  for  one  purpose,  and  has 
perverted  it  to  another;  and  though  the  authority  was  limited 
to  a  time  which  has  expired,  or  was  only  to  be  exercised  upon 
a  condition  which  has  not  happened/' 

The  decided  cases  fully  support  the  rule  laid  down  by  these 
authors. 

As  early  as  1780,  Lord  Mansfield,  in  Eussel  v.  Langstaffe, 
Doug.  614,  declared  that  ''the  indorsement  on  a  blank  note 
is  a  letter  of  credit  for  an  indefinite  amount.  By  it  the  in- 
dorser  says :  'Trust  G.  [the  person  who  received  the  note  from 
the  indorser]  to  any  amount,  and  I  will  be  his  security/  It 
does  not  lie  in  his  mouth  to  say  that  the  indorsement  is  not 
regular/' 

In  Gerrard  v.  Lewis,  L.  B.  10  Q.  B.  Div.  30,  it  was  held 
that  ''a  man  who  gives  his  acceptance  [to  a  bill  of  exchange] 
in  blank,  holds  out  the  person  to  whom  it  is  intrusted  as  clothed 
with  ostensible  authori^  to  fill  in  the  bill  as  he  pleases/' 

In  Bank  of  Pittsburg  v.  Neal,  63  U.  S.  (22  How.)  96,  16 
L.  ed.  323,  it  was  held  that  "where  a  party  to  a  negotiable  in- 
strument intrusts  it  to  the  custody  of  another,  with  blanks  not 
filled  up,  whether  it  be  for  the  purpose  to  accommodate  the 
person  to  whom  it  was  intrusted,  or  to  be  used  for  his  own 
benefit,  such  negotiable  instrument  carries  on  its  face  an  im- 
plied authority  to  fill  up  the  blanks  and  perfect  t?-  instrument/' 
and  that  "a  bona  fide  holder  of  such  an  in&l.  nt,  for  valua- 
ble consideration,  without  notice  of  the  facts  whith  impeach  its 
validity  between  the  antecedent  parties,  if  he  t<ikes  it  before 
the  same  becomes  due,  holds  the  title  unaffected  by  these  facts, 
and  may  recover  thereon." 
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In  Michigan  Bank  ▼.  Eldred,  76  U.  S.  (9  Wall.)  644,  19 
K  ed.  763,  it  is  declared  2«®  to  be  "weH-setUed  l&w  that  where 
a  party  to  a  negotiable  bill  of  exchange  or  piomiBsoiy  note, 
containing  blanks,  intrusts  it  to  the  custody  of  another,  whether 
it  be  for  the  purpoae  of  acconunodating  the  person  to  whom  it 
was  intrusted  or  to  be  ufied  to  raise  money  for  his  own  benefit, 
such  bill  or  note  especially  if  it  be  indorsed  in  blank,  oarries 
on  its  face  an  implied  aaithority  in  the  person  to  whom  it  is  so 
intrusted  to  fill  up  the  blanks  in  his  discretion ;  and  as  between 
such  party  to  the  bill  or  note,  and  innocent  third  parties  hold- 
ing the  bill  or  note  as  transferees  for  yalue,  in  the  nsual  coarse 
of  business,  the  person  to  whom  it  is  so  intrusted  must  be 
deemed  to  be  the  agent  of  the  party  who  committed  such  biU 
or  note  to  his  custody;  and  the  legal  conclusion  is  that  be  acted 
under  the  authority  of  thtvt  party,  and  with  his  approbation  and 
consent/* 

In  Van  Duzer  v.  Howe,  21  N.  T.  531,  it  was  decided  that 
'^a  party  who  intrusts  another  with  his  acceptance  in  blank  is 
responsible  to  a  bona  fide  holder,  although  the  blank  is  filled 
with  a  sum  exceeding  that  fixed  as  a  limit  by  the  acceptor/' 

In  Redlich  v.  Doll,  54  IST.  T.  235,  13  Am.  Eep.  573,  the  rule 
is  stated  to  be  that  ^4f  a  note  be  obtained  from  a  maker  bj 
fraud ;  if  it  be  made  for  one  purpose  and  used  by  the  holder  for 
another ;  if  it  be  delivered  in  blank,  with  an  agreement  that  the 
blank  shall  be  filled  in  one  way,  and  il  be  filled  in  another; 
ii3  all  these  cases  the  maker  is  liable  to  a  bona  fide  holder  for 
value.  The  maker,  rather  than  the  innocent  holder,  must  suf- 
fer for  his  negligence  or  misplaced  confidence.*' 

In  Putnam  v.  Sullivan,  4  Mass.  45,  3  Am.  Dec.  206,  it  was 
held  that  ^'where  a  merchant  intrusts  his  clerk  with  his  blank 
iudorsements,  and  one  by  false  pretenses  obtains  and  uses  them 
(by  writing  and  signing  promissory  notes  upon  ttie  face  of  the 
blanks)  such  fraudulent  use  of  them  will  not  discharge  the 
indorser  against  an  innocent  indorsee.'* 

In  Greenfield  Bank  ▼•  Btowell,  123  Mass.  196,  25  Am.  Bep. 
67,  the  rule  is  laid  down  that  **if  a  man  indorses  a  blank  form 
of  note,  and  delivers  it  with  the  intention  that  the  blank  should 
be  filled,  he  thereby  makes  the  person  to  whom  he  delivers  it 
his  agent,  *^^  and  is  responsible  for  whatever  date,  sum  or 
time  of  payment  he  may  insert,  to  a  bona  fide  indorsee." 

In  Breckenridge  v.  Lewis,  84  Me.  349,  30  Am.  St  Bep.  353, 
24  Atl.  864,  it  was  decided  that  '^one  who  intrusts  his  signature 
to  another  for  commercial  use — ^that  is,  to  have  some  businea 
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obligation  written  ovor  it^  becomee  holdea  upon  a  negotiable 
promissory  note  fraudulently  so  written  by  liie  person  so  in- 
tinisted  with  it,  and  negotiated  to  an  innocent  holder/* 

It  is  unnecessary  to  multiply  authorities.    Enough  have  been 
cited  to  make  it  clear  that  one  who  indorses  a  promissory  note 
in  blank  and  intrusts  it  to  another  to  fill  it  up  and  have  it 
discounted  for  his   (the  indorser's)   benefit,  is  liable  upon  it 
tu  a  bona  fide  holder  for  value,  who  receives  it  before  maturity, 
in  the  usual  course  of  business,  from  the  person  to  whom  it  was 
intrusted,  notwithstanding  that  the  latter  has  filled  it  up  for, 
and  fraudulently  converted  it  to,  a  purpose  entirely  different 
from  that  for  which  he  was  authorized  to  use  it     Commercial 
paper  is  a  part  of  the  mercantile  currency  of  the  country,  and 
in  order  that  its  free  circulation  may  not  be  impeded,  it  is  the 
settled  policy  of  the  law  that  innocent  holders  thereof,  for 
value,  should  have  a  right  to  enforce  payment  of  such  paper 
against  those  who,  by  signing  or  indorsing  it,  either  in  blank 
or  otherwise,  have  caused  it  to  become  a  part  of  such  currency. 
It  is  further  contended  on  behalf  of  the  plaintiff  in  error 
that  if  it  be  considered  that  the  indorser  of  a  blank  promissory 
note  is  liable  to  a  bona  fide  holder,  for  value,  under  the  cir- 
cumstances existing  in  the  present  case,  still  the  plaintiff  bank 
is  not  entitled  to  recover  against  her,  because  it  does  not  occupy 
that  position.     The  fact  is  established  by  the  finding  of  the 
trial  court,  as  has  already  been  stated,  that  the  plaintiff  bank 
took  the  note  "in  the  regular  course  of  business,  in  good  faith, 
without  notice  of  any  infirmity  in  it."    It  is,  therefore^  a  bona 
fide  holder.     The   trial  court   further   found   that  the  bank 
took  the  note  "in  payment  of  an  indebtedness  then  due"  to  it. 
So  far  as  this  state  is  concerned,  the  rule  is  entirely  settled  that 
a  party  taking  a  promissory  note  in  payment  of  an  antecedent 
debt  is  a  holder  of  such  note  for  a  valuable  *®*  consideration, 
and  entitled  to  protection  as  such:  Allaire  v.  Hartshome,  21  N". 
J.  L.  665,  47  Am.  Dec.  175;  Duncan  Sherman  &  Co.  v.  Gilbert, 
29  N.  J.  L.  627.    But,  as  the  transaction  out  of  which  the 
plaintiff's  right  sprang  took  place  in  New  York,  the  question 
tc  be  determined  is  whether,  by  the  law  of  that  jurisdiction, 
one  who  so  takes  a  promissory  note  is  a  holder  for  value.    The 
plaintiff  in  error  insists  that  the  rule  established  in  that  state 
is  that  where  the  holder  has  received  the  paper  as  payment  for 
*n  antecedent  debt  he  is  not  such  a  holder,  and  refers  us  to 
*  declaration  to  that  effect  contained  in  the  opinion  of  thii 
court  in  Duncan  Sherman  &  Co.  v.  Gilbert,  29  N.  J.  L.  528. 

Am.  St  Bep.,  Vol.  101-45 
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No  authority  for  this  statemenl  is  cited  in  the  opinion  referred 
to,  and  an  examination  of  the  New  York  cases  do  not  justify 
it 

On  the  contrary,  the  New  York  decisions  on  this  subject, 
60  far  as  we  have  been  able  to  ascertain  by  an  examination  of 
the  published  reports  of  such  decisions,  are  in  entire  harmony 
with  our  own.  In  1840,  more  than  twenty  years  prior  to  the 
decision  in  Duncan  Sherman  &  Co.  v.  Gilbert,  the  supreme  court 
of  New  York,  in  the  case  of  Bank  of  St.  Albans  v.  Gilliland, 
33  Wend.  311,  35  Am.  Dec.  566,  held  that  "receiving  a  note 
for  a  precedent  debt  is  receiving  it  for  value,  within  the  law- 
merchant,  if  it  be  taken  in  satisfaction  of  such  precedent  debt, 
and  the  indebtedness  be  canceled.'*  To  the  same  effect  is  the 
decision  of  the  court  of  appeals  in  Brown  y.  Leavitt^  31  N. 
Y.  113,  and  in  the  later  case  of  Phoenix  Ins.  Co.  v.  Church, 
81  N.  Y.  218,  37  Am.  Rep.  494,  and  Mayer  v.  Heidelbach,  123 
N.  Y.  332,  25  N.  E.  416,  9  L.  B.  A.  850. 

It  is  further  urged  on  behalf  of  the  plaintiif  in  error  that 
as  she  received  nothing  for  her  indorsement,  she  is,  at  most, 
an  accommodation  indorser,  and  that  section  5  of  our  married 
women^s  act  (Gen.  Stats.,  p.  2017)  exempts  her  from  liability 
on  such  a  contract.  In  disposing  of  this  contention  it  is 
enough  to  say  that  it  has  already  been  decided  by  this  court 
that  where  a  note,  upon  which  a  married  women  puts  her  name, 
in  this  state,  first  comes  into  legal  existence  in  the  state  of 
New  York  (as  was  the  present  case),  the  statutory  provision  ap- 
pealed to  affords  her  no  protection:  Thompson  v.  Taylor,  66 
N.  J.  L.  253,  88  Am.  St  Eep.  485,  49  Atl.  644,  54  L.  IL  A- 
585. 

■^  The  only  other  ground  upon  which  the  validity  of  the 
judgment  below  is  attacked  is  based  upon  the  claim  set  up  by 
the  plaintiff  in  error  at  the  trial  of  the  cause,  that  at  the  time 
of  the  transaction  between  her  husband  and  the  bank  the  former 
was  insane,  the  contention  being  that  the  court  erred  in  its 
•  holding  with  regard  to  the  measure  of  liability  upon  contracts 
,  made  by  insane  persons.  It  is  quite  immaterial,  however^ 
whether  such  error  occurred  or  not  The  trial  court  found 
as  a  fact  that  the  husband  of  the  plaintiff  in  error  was  not 
insane  at  the  time  when  he  delivered  the  note  in  suit  to  the 
plaintiff;  and,  as  the  testimony  produced  on  the  subject  of 
Chardavoyne's  sanity  was  amply  sufficient  to  support  this  find- 
ing, it  must  be  accepted  by  this  court    Consequently,  the  ques- 
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tion   of  the  meastire  of  liability,  tuider  the  conditions  men« 
tioned^  is  not  involved  in  the  decision  of  the  case. 
The  judgment  under  review  should  be  afiOrmed. 

A8  to  the  Legal  Effect  of  a  Blank  Indorsement  of  a  negotiable  note^ 
nee  First  Nat.  Bank  v.  Payne,  111  Mo.  291,  88  Am.  St.  Bep.  520,  20  S. 
W.  41;  Dennis  v.  Jackson,  57  Minn.  286,  47  Am.  8t.  Bep.  603,  69  N. 
W.  198;  ScoUans  ▼.  Bollins,  173  Mass.  275,  73  Am.  St.  Bep.  284,  53 
N.  B,  863. 

The  Alteration  of  Instruments  hj  fillinff  blanks  therein  discussed  in 
the  monographio  note  to  Burgess  v.  BliSce,  86  Am.  St.  Bep.  107-112, 
A  reference  to  this  note  will  show  tbat  where  one  has  intrusted  an 
instrument  containing  blanks  to  another  with  the  intent  to  become 
bound  thereon,  he  wiU  be  liable  upon  the  instrument  though  the 
blanks  be  filled.  He  is  deemed  to  have  given  an  implied  authority 
to  the  payee  or  holder  to  fill  the  blanks  with  the  proper  terms:  See, 
also,  Boston  Steel  ete,  Co.  y«  Steuer,  ISS  MasSt  140,  97  Am.  St.  Bep* 
426,  66  N.  £.  646. 


HBIDECAMP  V.  JEESET  CITY,  HOBOKEN  AND  PAT- 
TEESON  STEEET  EAILWAY  COMPANY. 

[69  N.  J.  L.  284,  55  Atl.  239.] 

PABEKT  AND  CHILD — ^Adopted  OhUdren. — Kext  of  Sin  of  an 
adopted  child  is  the  next  of  kin  by  blood  and  not  the  adopting  parent, 
under  a  statute  concerning  adoption  which  wholly  fails  to  bestow 
upon  the  adopting  parent  any  right  to  inherit  the  estate  of  the 
adopted  child,    (pp.  708,  709.) 

J.  P.  Mintbum,  for  the  plaintiff  in  error. 
W.  D.  Edwards,  for  the  defendant  in  error. 


VAN  SYCKEL,  J.  This  suit  is  brought  by  John 
Heidecamp,  administrator  of  Annie  Heidecamp,  deceased,  un- 
der our  death  act,  for  the  benefit  of  the  next  of  kin.   . 

Previously  to  the  injury  which  caused  her  death  Annie  had 
been  adopted  as  the  daughter  of  the  plaintiff,  under  the  ''act 
concerning  the  adoption  of  infants/'  with  the  written  consent 
of  the  mother. 

^^  The  trial  court  beld  that  the  adopting  father  was  not  the 
next  of  kin,  and  that  the  natural  mother  could  recover  nomi- 
nal damages  only,  and  a  verdict  was  directed  accordingly.  The 
plaintiff  below  is  the  plaintiff  in  error.  The  question  to  be 
reviewed  is  whether  this  instruction  of  the  trial  court  is  cor* 
lect 
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been  performed^  the  existence  of  a  subsisting  obligation  on  the 
part  of  the  insurance  company  is  established. 

The  defendants  urge  that  there  is  a  greater  risk  of  unfavor- 
able verdicts  and  of  greater  verdicts  in  suits  like  the  plaintiff's 
against  the  paper  company  when  the  defendant  is  insolvent  and 
not  a  going  concern,  and  that  the  policy  was  intended  to  pro- 
tect against  this  risk  by  providing  that  there  should  be  no  lia- 
bility for  any  policy  holder  who  was  unable  to  pay  the  judgment 
Tlie  difficulty  with  this  argument  is  that  it  is  not  the  inability 
to  make  payment,  but  the  nonpayment,  which  the  construction 
claimed  would  make  material.  If  it  was  intended  that  insol- 
vency at  the  time  of  the  trial  should  avoid  the  policy,  a  pro- 
vision to  that   effect  could  easily  have  been  inserted. 

500  fpjjQ  insurers  chose  to  protect  themselves  from  that  class 
of  business  by  declining  it,  instead  of  providing  for  the  con- 
tingency in  the  policy,  or  adjusting  the  premiums  charged  with 
reference  tliejeto.     The  insolvency  which  prevents  payment  is 
insolvency  after  judgment,  and  not  during  the  trial,  and  might, 
as  was  the  case  in  Bain  v.  Atkins,  181  Mass.  240,  92  Am.  St. 
Kep.  411,  63  N.  E.  414,  67  L.  E.  A.  792,  be  produced  by  the 
judgment  itself.     It  does  not  necessarily  follow  that  because 
an  insured  was  insolvent  he  could  not  arrange  for  a  payment 
of  such  a  claim.     The  provision  would  be  entirely  ineffective 
to  guard  against  the  risks  of  insolvency,  whatever  they  are. 
The  paper  company  are  not  in  bankruptcy.     There  is  nothing 
to  prevent  their  making  some  payment  to  the  plaintiff,  if  not 
more  than  the  dollar  which  has  already  been  paid  by  the  sale 
of  their  property,  and  which  at  least,  on  the  defendants'  own 
contention,  they  are  now  legally  liable  to  pay.     Every  dollar 
paid  over  by  the  paper  company  would  establish  a  fresh  obli- 
gation of  the  insurance  company  to  pay  imtil  the  five  thousand 
dollar  limit  was  reached.    Insolvency  merely  could  not  be  a 
practical  defense  against  the  will  of  the  assured.    To  effect  the 
purpose  for  which  it  is  claimed  the  provision  was  inserted,  it 
would  be  necessary  to  limit  the  insurers^  liability  to  the  reim- 
bursement of  the  insured  for  the  value  of  his  property  sold  un- 
der execution  in  a  suit  upon  a  claim  covered  by  the  poUcy.    It 
is  not  probable  the  object  of  the  provision  was  a  purpose  it  is 
so  ill-adapted  to  effect. 

Great  stress  has  been  placed  upon  the  two  decisions  upon 
like  policies  in  New  Jersey  and  Maine:  Frye  v.  Bath  etc.  Co., 
97  Me.  241,  94  Am.  St.  Eep.  500,  64  Atl.  395,  59  L.  R  A.  444; 
Travelers'  Ins.  Co.  v.  Moses,  63  N.  J.  Eq.  260,  92  Am.  St  Eep. 
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>63,  49  Atl.  720.  In  neither  of  these  cases,  as  has  been  stated, 
sras  axLy  attention  given  to  the  stipulations  as  to  the  manner 
in  wliicli  the  contract  of  indemnity  was  to  be  performed,  while 
in  the  Maine  case  the  parties  apparently  abandoned  these  provi- 
sions of  the  contract,  for  the  defense  of  the  original  suit  was 
not  conducted  in  accordance  with  the  terms  of  the  present  con- 
tract, but  by  the  assured  and  the  insurers  jointly,  and  the  ques- 
tion of  the  effect  of  the  assumption  of  the  defense  and  sole 
control  of  the  original  suit  was  not  and  could  not  have  been 
raised. 

The  weight  of  the  New  Jersey  case  as  an  authority  is  dimin- 
iehed  by  the  opinion  in  the  court  of  chancery  holding  the  con- 
trary view,  which  is  more  in  accord  with  the  authorities  on  the 
question  in  this  jurisdiction  to  which  reference  has  been  made. 
"Notwithstanding  the  respect  due  to  the  opinions  of  these  courts, 
the  results  reached  in  them  cannot  be  followed  in  this  jurisdic- 
tion.    The  proceeding  is  in  equity  and  not  at  law.     The  facts 
that  the  plaintiff  is  in  no  way  a  party  to  the  contract  of  in- 
demnity, that  he  paid  no  part  of  the  consideration,  that  the 
contract  was  one  exclusively  *^^  between  the  paper  company 
and  the  insurance  company  for  the  protection  of  the  former, 
upon  which  reliance  is  placed,  are  not  decisive  in  equity.     In 
Holt  V.   Penacook  Sav.  Bank,  62  N.  H.  65,  Holt  was  not  ff 
party  to  the  mortgage  which  he  sought  to  enforce.     It  was  not 
made  for  his  benefit,  but  to  indemnify  Gage  from  his  Uabil- 
ity  as  surety.     Gage  had  never  been  and  could  not  be  damni- 
fied, because  it  had  been  judicially  determined  that  he  was  not 
liable  to  the  plaintiff;  but  Holt^s  right  to  the  provision  that 
had  been  made  by  his  debtor  for  the  ultimate  discharge  of  his 
debt  in  case  the  surety  paid  was  maintained.     The  ground 
tipon  which  the  plaintiff^s  equitable  right  to  the  provision  made 
\)y  his  debtor  for  the  ultimate  discharge  of  a  claim  which  might 
arise  against  him  can,  consistently  with  the  authorities  in  this 
state,  be  denied,  is  not  apparent     Neither  is  it  clear  that  the 
paper  company,  while  unable  to  maintain  an  action  at  law 
upon  the  policy  without  payment  of  the  judgment  against  them, 
niight  not  in  equity  obtain  such  a  performance  of  the  contract 
of  indemnity  as  would  protect  them  without  such  prior  payment 
There  are  authorities  in  this  state  and  elsewhere  tendinsr  to 
sustain  power  in  equity  to  compel  the  specific  performance  of 
a  contract  to  indemnify  before  there  has  been  such  a  breach  of 
the  contract  as  would  sustain  an  action  at  law.    'Tn  equity,'* 
it  is  said^  '^ihe  plaintiff  need  not  pay  and  perhaps  ruin  hhn- 
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self  before  seeking  relief.  He  is  entiUed  to  be  relieved  from 
liability^ :  Johnston  v.  Salvage  Assn.,  L.  B.  19  Q.  B.  Diy.  458, 
460.  See,  also.  Hunt  v.  New  Hampshire  Kie  etc  Assn.,  €8 
N.  H.  305,  73  Am.  St.  Bep.  602,  38  AtL  145,  38  L.  R  A.  514, 
and  cases  cited;  First  Nat  Bank  v.  Hnnton,  70  N.  H.  224, 
46  Atl.  1049 ;  Champion  v.  Brown,  6  Johns.  Ch.  398,  10  Am. 
Dec.  343 ;  Bnmraghs  v.  McNeill,  2  Dev.  ft  B.  Eq.  (22  K  G) 
297,  302;  Central  Trust  Co.  v.  Lonifiville  Trnst  Co.,  87  Fed. 
23 ;  Eanlangh  v.  Hayes,  1  Vern.  190 ;  Lacey  v.  Hill,  I*.  B.  18 
Eq.  182;  Wolmershausen  v.  GuUick  [1893],  2  Ch.  514;  Cmse 
7.  Paine,  L.  B.  6  Eq.  641,  4  Ch.  App.  441;  Story's  Equity 
Jnrispmdence,  sec.  850;  Bishop^s  Equity,  sec  331;  Lindley 
on  Partnership,  375. 

Except  for  the  provision  that  the  damages  must  be  ascer- 
tained by  a  judgment  after  a  trial  of  the  issue  (immaterial  in 
this  case,  because  such  trial  had  been  had),  dause  8  is  a  mere 
statement  of  the  law.  The  surety  cannot  sue  the  principal  until 
he  has  paid  the  debt;  but  that  does  not  prevent  the  interposition 
of  equity  to  require  the  principal  to  pay  and  save  the  surety 
harmless. 

But  it  appears  sufficient  to  rest  tiie  decision  upon  an  inter- 
pretation of  the  contract  which  gives  effect  to  all  its  provisions, 
avoids  any  conflict  between  them,  and  is  fairly  and  reasonably 
inferable  from  the  evidence.    The  view  that  the  contract  means 
that  the  insurance  company,  after  taking  control  of  the  pro- 
ceedings in  a  suit  against  the  assured,  cannot  thereafter  be  dis- 
charged except  by  payment  of  the  indemnity  to  the  assured  or 
securing  his  discharge  ••*  from  the  claim,  is  Ibought  to  best 
conform  to  the  intent  of  the  parties,  and  is  adopted.    Whether 
in  a  case  where  the  company  did  not  so  proceed  the  assured  could 
in  any  form  of  procedure  obtain  any  benefit  from  the  contract 
of  indemnify,  except  upon  proof  of  the  paymenA  of  damages 
after  a  trial  of  the  issue,  is  not  now  before  the  court 

Decree  for  the  plaintiff. 

Walker,  J.,  did  not  sit;  the  others  concurred. 


For  AuthoriHea  bearing  upon  the  decision  in  the  principal  case,  Bee 
American  Employers'  Liability  Ins.  Co.  v.  Fordyce,  62  Ark  562, 
64  Am.  St.  Eep.  305,  36  S.  W.  1051;  Travelers'  Ins.  Co.  v.  Moses,  63 
N.  J.  Eq.  260,  92  Am.  St.  Rep.  663,  49  Atl.  720;  Worcester  etc.  By. 
Co.  V.  Travelers'  Ins.  Co.,  180  Mass.  263,  91  Am.  St.  Rep.  275  62 
N.  E.  S64,  57  L.  R.  A.  629;  Bain  v.  Atkins,  181  Mass.  240,  92  Am. 
St.  Rep.  411,  63  N.  E.  414,  57  L.  R.  A,  791;  Kansas  City  etc.  H.  B. 
Co.  V.  Southern  B,y.  News  Co.,  151  Mo.  373,  74  Am.  St.  Rep.  545  62 
B.  W.  205,  45  L.  R.  A.  380.  ^        ' 
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MECHANICS'  BANK  y.  CHARDAVOTNE. 

[69  N.  J.  L.  256,  65  Atl.  1080.] 

KBOOnABLB  HffftEBlIlklElffTS— Indonamtnt  in  Blank.— One 
'vho  indozaefl  a  note  in  blank  and  intrusts  it  to  another  to  fill  up 
and  have  discounted  for  the  indorser's  benefit,  is  liable  upon  it  to 
a  bona  fide  holder  for  value,  who  receives  it  before  maturity,  in  the 
usual  course  of  business,  from  the  person  to  whom  it  was  intrusted, 
notwithstanding  that  the  latter  filled  it  up  for,  and  fraudulently  con- 
verted it  to,  a  purpose  entirely  different  from  that  for  which  he 
-was  authorised  to  use  it.     (p.  705.) 

ICEGOTIABLB  IKSTBUMENTS — ^Xudorsement  in  Blank — 
Bona  Fide  Holdec. — ^If  a  bank  receives  a  note  In  the  regular  course  of 
business,  in  good  faith  and  without  notice  of  any  infirmity  in  it, 
in  payment  of  an  indebtedness  due  from  the  person  sending  it,  whose 
wife  has  indorsed  it  in  blank,  and  intrusted  it  to  him  to  discount  for 
her  benefit,  the  bank  thereby  becomes  a  bona  fide  holder  of  the  note 
for  value,  and  entitled  to  protection  as  such  as  against  the  wife  of 
the  sender  of  the  note.     (p.  705.) 

Lambert  &  Stewart,  for  the  plaintiff  in  error. 

A.  C.  Wall,  for  the  defendant  in  error. 

«T  GUMMEKE,  C.  J.  This  suit  was  brought  against  Will- 
iam S.  Chardavoyne  and  Annie  N.,  his  wife,  upon  a  promis- 
sory note  made  by  William  to  the  order  of  Annie,  and  indorsed 
by  her.  The  note  is  dated  Newark,  July  28,  1899,  and  is  pay- 
able at  the  Mechanics'  Bank,  Brooklyn,  New  York.  The  case 
was  tried  by  the  court  without  a  jury,  by  consent  of  the  parties. 
The  following  are  the  pertinent  facts  found  by  the  trial  court : 
Mrs.  Chardavoyne,  about  ten  days  or  two  weeks  before  July  28. 
1899,  mtrosted  her  husband  with  a  blank  form  of  promissory 

(7T)1) 
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note,  indorsed  by  her,  to  be  filled  up  and  signed  by  him,  and 
used  at  the  German  National  Bank  of  Newark,  to  obtain  a  loan 
for  Mrs.  Chardavoyne.  The  German  National  Bank  refused 
to  discount  the  note,  and  its  refusal  was  reported  to  her.  She 
never  authorized  her  husband  to  use  the  note  for  any  other  pur- 
pose. Notwithstanding  this  fact,  he,  on  the  twenty-eighth  day 
of  July,  took  the  blank  note  to  the  banking-house  of  the  plain- 
tiff company,  in  Brooklyn,  New  York,  and  the  body  of  the 
instrument  was  then  filled  up  by  the  plaintifPs  president,  at 
the  request  of  Mr.  Chardavo}Tie,  for  a  sum  equal  to  the  amount 
of  an  indebtedness  due  from  **'®  Mr.  Chardavoyne  to  the 
plaintiff.  The  next  day  the  note  was  discounted  by  the 
I)laintiff,  and  the  proceeds  placed  to  Mr.  Chardavojrne's  credit 
The  president  of  the  bank,  when  he  filled  up  the  note,  was 
ignorant  of  the  fact  that  it  had  been  indorsed  in  blank  by 
Mrs.  Chardavoyne,  and  the  plaintiff  took  it,  in  the  regular 
course  of  business,  in  gOod  faith,  without  notice  of  any  infirm- 
ity in  it,  and  in  payment  of  the  indebtedness  then  due  to  it 
from  Mr.  Chardavoyne.  On  this  finding  of  facts  judgmoit 
was  entered  for  the  plaintiff  against  both  the  maker  and  in- 
dorser  of  the  note.  The  writ  of  error  is  sued  out  by  the  in- 
dorser,  Mrs.  Chardavoyne,  alone. 

The  principal  ground  upon  which  we  are  asked  to  reverse 
this  judgment  is  that,  upon  the  facts  foimd,  no  Uability  on 
the  part  of  Mrs.  Chardavoyne  can  be  predicated.  The  con- 
tention is  that  her  husband  had  no  authority  to  fill  up  the 
note,  except  for  the  purpose  of  having  it  discounted  at  the 
German  National  Bank  for  her  benefit;  that  when  this  pur- 
pose failed  her  husband^s  agency  ceased,  and  her  indorsement 
became  a  nullity,  and  that  his  subsequent  fraudulent  act  in 
having  the  blanks  in  the  note  filled  up,  and  then  appropriating 
it  to  the  payment  of  his  own  indebtedness,  did  not  render  her 
responsible  thereon  as  indorser. 

An  examination  of  the  authorities,  however,  will  disclose 
that  this  contention  is  untenable.  The  question  to  be  deter- 
mined in  a  case  like  the  present  is  not  what  is  the  actual  limit 
of  authority  conferred  by  the  indorser  of  a  blank  note  upon 
the  person 'into  whose  hands  she  delivers  it,  but  rather,  what 
authority  such  an  indorser,  by  her  conduct,  holds  out  that  per- 
son as  poss'essing,  to  one  who  takes  the  note  in  good  faith,  for 
value,  and ''without  notice  that  the  actual  authority  conferred 
is  a  limited  one  only;  and  therefore,  as  is  stated  by  Mr.  Par- 
sons (1  Parsons  on  Bills  and  Notes,  110),  ''it  is  no  defenfie 
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against  a  bona  fide  older^  for  value^  to  proye  either  that  the 
person  to  whom  the  instrument  was  intrusted  in  blank  had 
no  authority  at  all  to  fill  the  blank;  or  that  his  authority  was 
limited  to  a  certain  sum  which  he  had  exceeded;  or  that  he 
was  only  authorized  to  use  the  paper  for  a  particular  purpose, 
and  had   fraudulently  converted  it  to  a  different  purpose;  or 
**^  that  he  was  only  authorized  to  fill  the  blank  upon  a  certain 
condition,  which  had  not  happened;  or  that  the  authority  was 
limited  in  point  of  time,  and  that  the  time  had  expired/'  Prac- 
tically the  same  statement  appears  in  1  Daniel  on  Negotiable 
Instnunents,  section  143,  where  it  is  said  that  ^^the  authority 
implied  by  a  signature  in  blank,  and  the  credit  granted,  are  so 
extensive  that  the  party  so  signing  will  be  bound,  though  the 
holder  was  only  authorized  to  use  it  for  one  purpose,  and  has 
perverted  it  to  another;  and  though  the  authority  was  limited 
to  a  time  which  has  expired,  or  was  only  to  be  exercised  upon 
a  condition  Which  has  not  happened/' 

The  decided  cases  fully  support  the  rule  laid  down  by  these 
authors. 

As  early  as  1780,  Lord  Mansfield,  in  Eussel  v.  Langstaffe, 
Doug.  614,  declared  that  ''the  indorsement  on  a  blank  note 
is  a  letter  of  credit  for  an  indefinite  amount  By  it  the  in- 
dorser  says :  'Trust  G.  [the  person  who  received  the  note  from 
the  indorser]  to  any  amount,  and  I  will  be  his  security/  It 
does  not  lie  in  his  mouth  to  say  that  the  indorsement  is  not 
regular/* 

In  Gerrard  v.  Lewis,  L.  B.  10  Q.  B.  Div.  30,  it  was  held 
that  *'a  man  who  gives  his  acceptance  [to  a  bill  of  exchange] 
in  blank,  holds  out  the  person  to  whom  it  is  intrusted  as  clothed 
with  ostensible  authority  to  fill  in  the  bill  as  he  pleases/' 

In  Bank  of  Pittsburg  v.  Neal,  63  U.  S.  (22  How.)  96,  16 
L.  ed.  323,  it  was  held  that  "where  a  party  to  a  negotiable  in- 
strument intrusts  it  to  the  custody  of  another,  with  blanks  not 
filled  up,  whether  it  be  for  the  purpose  to  accommodate  the 
person  to  whom  it  was  intrusted,  or  to  be  used  for  his  own 
benefit,  such  negotiable  instrument  carries  on  its  face  an  im- 
plied authority  to  fill  up  the  blanks  and  perfect  tl  -  instrument,^' 
and  that  "a  bona  fide  holder  of  such  an  inal  nt,  for  valua- 
ble consideration,  without  notice  of  the  facts  whith  impeach  its 
validity  between  the  antecedent  parties,  if  he  t<ike8  it  before 
the  same  becomes  due,  holds  the  title  unaffected  by  these  facts, 
and  may  recover  thereon,*' 
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In  Michigan  Bank  ▼.  Eldred,  76  U.  S.  (9  Wall.)  544,  19 
L.  ed.  763,  it  ifi  declared  ««<>  to  be  "well-Bettled  law  that  where 
a  party  to  a  negotiable  bill  of  exchange  or  promiasory  note, 
containing  bliemJca,  intrusts  ib  to  the  custody  of  another,  whether 
it  be  for  the  purpose  of  acoommodating  the  person  to  whom  it 
was  intrusted  or  to  be  used  to  raise  money  for  his  own  benefit^ 
such  bill  or  note  especially  if  it  be  indorsed  in  blank,  (Sfries 
on  its  face  an  implied  aaithority  in  the  person  to  whom  it  is  so 
intrusted  to  fill  up  the  blanks  in  his  discretion;  and  as  between 
such  party  to  the  bill  or  note,  and  innocent  third  parties  hold- 
ing the  bill  or  note  as  transferees  for  Talue,  in  the  usual  coiii«e 
of  business,  the  person  to  whom  it  is  so  intrusted  must  he 
deemed  to  be  the  agent  of  the  party  who  committed  such  bUl 
or  note  to  his  custody;  and  the  legal  conclusion  is  that  he  acted 
under  the  authority  of  that  party,  and  with  his  approbation  and 
consent.** 

In  Van  Duzer  v.  Howe,  21  N.  T.  531,  it  tvas  decided  that 
^^a  }>arty  who  intirusts  aiu>ther  with  Us  a4Cceptanoe  in  blank  is 
responsible  to  a  bona  fide  holder,  although  the  blank  is  filled 
with  a  sum  exceeding  that  fixed  as  a  limit  by  the  acceptor/' 

In  Eedlich  v.  Doll,  54  IST.  T.  235,  13  Am.  Bep.  573,  the  rule 
is  stated  to  be  that  '^if  a  note  be  obtained  from  a  maker  by 
fraud ;  if  it  be  made  for  one  purpose  and  used  by  the  holder  for 
another ;  if  it  be  delivered  in  blank,  with  an  agreement  that  the 
blank  shall  be  filled  in  one  way,  and  S  be  filled  in  another; 
in  all  these  cases  the  maker  is  liable  to  a  bona  fide  holder  for 
value.  The  maker,  rather  than  the  innocent  holder,  must  suf- 
fer for  his  negligence  or  misplaced  confidence.*' 

In  Putnam  v.  Sullivan,  4  Mass.  45,  3  Am.  Dea  206,  it  was 
held  that  "where  a  merchant  intrusts  his  clerk  vnth  his  blank 
indorsements,  and  one  by  false  pretenses  obtains  and  uses  them 
(by  writing  and  signing  promissory  notes  upon  tiie  face  of  the 
blanks)  such  fraudulent  use  of  them  will  not  discharge  the 
indorscr  against  an  innocent  indorsee.'* 

In  Greenfield  Bank  v.  Stowell,  123  Mass.  196,  25  Am.  Bep. 
67,  the  rule  is  laid  down  that  **if  a  man  indorses  a  blank  form 
of  note,  and  delivers  it  with  the  intention  that  the  blank  should 
be  filled,  he  thereby  makes  the  person  to  whom  he  delivers  it 
his  agent,  *^^  and  is  responsible  for  whatever  date,  sum  or 
time  of  payment  he  may  insert,  to  a  bona  fide  indorsee.** 

In  Breckenridge  v.  Lewis,  84  Me.  349,  30  Am.  St.  Bep.  853, 
24  Atl.  864,  it  was  decided  that  "one  who  intrusts  his  signature 
to  another  for  commercial  use — ^that  is,  to  have  some  business 
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obligation  written  OTor  it^  becomes  holden  upon  a  negotiable 
promissory  note  fraudulently  so  written  by  lie  person  bo  in- 
ti-usted  with  it,  and  negotiated  to  an  innocent  holder/' 

11  is  unnecessary  to  multiply  authorities.    Enough  have  been 
cited  to  make  it  clear  that  one  who  indorses  a  promissory  note 
in  blank  and  intrusts  it  to  another  to  fill  it  up  and  have  it 
discounted  ifor  his  (the  indorser's)   benefit,  is  liable  upon  it 
tu  a  bona  fide  holder  for  value,  who  receives  it  before  maturity, 
ia  the  usual  course  of  business,  from  the  person  to  whom  it  waa 
intrusted,  notwithstanding  that  the  latter  has  filled  it  up  for, 
and  fraudulently  converted  it  to,  a  purpose  entirely  different 
from  that  for  which  he  was  authorized  to  use  it.     Commercial 
paper  is  a  part  of  the  mercantile  currency  of  the  country,  and 
in  order  that  its  free  circulation  may  not  be  impeded,  it  is  the 
settled  policy  of  the  law  that  innocent  holders  thereof,  for 
value,  should  have  a  right  to  enforce  payment  of  such  paper 
against  those  who,  by  signing  or  indorsing  it,  either  in  blank 
or  otherwise,  have  caused  it  to  become  a  part  of  such  currency. 
It  is  further  contended  on  behalf  of  the  plaintiff  in  error 
that  if  it  be  considered  that  the  indorser  of  a  blank  promissory 
note  is  liable  to  a  bona  fide  holder,  for  value,  under  the  cir- 
ciunstances  existing  in  the  present  case,  still  the  plaintiff  bank 
is  not  entitled  to  recover  against  her,  because  it  does  not  occupy 
that  position.    The  fact  is  established  by  the  finding  of  the 
trial  court,  as  has  already  been  stated,  that  the  plaintiff  bank 
took  the  note  *^in  the  regular  course  of  business,  in  good  faith, 
without  notice  of  any  infirmity  in  if    It  is,  therefore,  a  bona 
fide  holder.    The   trial  court  further   found  that  the  bank 
took  the  note  "in  payment  of  an  indebtedness  then  due"  to  it 
So  far  as  this  state  is  concerned,  the  rule  is  entirely  settled  that 
a  party  taking  a  promissory  note  in  payment  of  an  antecedent 
debt  is  a  holder  of  such  note  for  a  valuable  *®*  consideration, 
and  entitled  to  protection  as  such :  Allaire  v.  Hartshome,  21  IT. 
J.  L.  665,  47  Am.  Dec.  175 ;  Duncan  Sherman  &  Co.  v.  Gilbert, 
29  N".  J.  L.  527.    But,  as  the  transaction  out  of  which  the 
plaintiff's  right  sprang  took  place  in  New  York,  the  question 
tc  be  determined  is  whether,  by  the  law  of  that  jurisdiction, 
one  who  so  takes  a  promissory  note  is  a  holder  for  value.    The 
plaintiff  in  error  insists  that  the  rule  established  in  that  state 
is  that  where  the  holder  has  received  the  paper  as  payment  for 
an  antecedent  debt  he  is  not  such  a  holder,  and  refers  us  to 
a  declaration  to  that  effect  contained  in  the  opinion  of  thii 
court  in  Duncan  Sherman  &  Co.  v.  Gilbert^  29  N.  J.  L.  528. 

Am.  St.  Kep.,  Vol.  101—45 
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No  authority  for  this  statement  is  cited  in  the  opinion  referred 
to,  and  an  examination  of  the  New  York  cases  do  not  jxLstify 
it 

On  the  contrary,  the  New  York  decisions  on  this  subject, 

80  far  as  we  have  heen  able  to  ascertain  by  an  examination  of 
the  published  reports  of  such  decisions,  are  in  entire  harmony 
with  our  own.  In  1840,  more  than  twenty  years  prior  to  the 
decision  in  Duncan  Sherman  &  Co.  v.  Gilbert,  the  supreme  court 
of  New  York,  in  the  case  of  Bank  of  St.  Alhans  v.  Gilliland, 
33  Wend.  311,  35  Am.  Dec.  566,  held  that  "receiving  a  note 
for  a  precedent  debt  is  receiving  it  for  value,  within  the  law- 
merchant,  if  it  be  taken  in  satisfaction  of  such  precedent  debt, 
and  the  indebtedness  be  canceled.''  To  the  same  effect  is  the 
decision  of  the  court  of  appeals  in  Brown  v.  Leavitt,  31  N. 
Y.  113,  and  in  the  later  case  of  Phoenix  Ins.  Co.  v.  Church, 

81  N.  Y.  218,  37  Am.  Rep.  494,  and  Mayer  v.  Heidelbach,  123 
N.  Y.  332,  25  N.  E.  416,  9  L.  B.  A.  850. 

It  is  further  urged  on  behalf  of  the  plaintiff  in  error  that 
as  she  received  nothing  for  her  indorsement,  she  is,  at  most, 
an  accommodation  indorser,  and  that  section  5  of  our  married 
women's  act  (Gen.  Stats.,  p.  2017)  exempts  her  from  liability 
on  such  a  contract.  In  disposing  of  this  contention  it  is 
enough  to  say  that  it  has  already  been  decided  by  this  court 
that  where  a  note,  upon  which  a  married  women  puts  her  name, 
in  this  state,  first  comes  into  legal  existence  in  the  state  of 
New  York  (as  was  the  present  case),  the  statutory  provision  ap- 
pealed to  affords  her  no  protection:  Thompson  v.  Taylor,  66 
N.  J.  L.  253,  88  Am.  St  Eep.  485,  49  Atl.  544,  54  L.  R  A. 
585. 

®®®  The  only  other  ground  upon  which  the  validity  of  the 
judgment  below  is  attacked  is  based  upon  the  claim  set  up  by 
the  plaintiff  in  error  at  the  trial  of  the  cause,  that  at  the  time 
of  the  transaction  between  her  husband  and  the  bank  the  former 
was  insane,  the  contention  being  that  the  court  erred  in  ita 
•  holding  with  regard  to  the  measure  of  liability  upon  contracts 
,  made  by  insane  persons.  It  is  quite  immaterial,  however^ 
whether  such  error  occurred  or  not.  The  trial  court  found 
as  a  fact  that  the  husband  of  the  plaintiff  in  error  was  not 
insane  at  the  time  when  he  delivered  the  note  in  suit  to  the 
plaintiff;  and,  as  the  testimony  produced  on  the  subject  of 
Chardavoyne's  sanity  was  amply  sufficient  to  support  this  find- 
ing, it  must  be  accepted  by  this  court    Consequently,  the  ques* 
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tion    of  the  measure  of  Kability,  under  the  conditioiis  men- 
tioned^ is  not  involved  in  the  decision  of  the  case. 
The  judgment  under  review  should  be  affirmed. 

As  to  the  Leffal  Effect  of  a  Bla/nk  Indorsement  of  a  negotiable  note, 
see  First  Nat.  Bank  v.  Payne,  111  Mo.  291,  33  Am.  St.  Bep.  520,  20  8. 
'W.  41;  Dennis  t.  Jackson,  57  Minn.  286,  47  Am.  St.  Bep.  603,  59  N. 
^W.  198;  Seollans  v.  Bollins,  173  Mass.  275.  73  Am.  St.  Bep.  284,  53 
N.  B.  863. 

The  Alteration  of  Instruments  bj  filling  blanks  therein  discueeed  in 
the  monographic  note  to  Burgees  v.  BIsulo,  86  Am.  St.  Bep.  107-112* 
A  reference  to  this  note  will  show  that  where  one  has  intrusted  an 
instrument  containing  blanks  to  another  with  the  intent  to  become 
bound  thereon,  he  will  be  liable  upon  the  instrument  though  the 
blanks  be  filled.  He  is  deemed  to  have  given  an  implied  authority 
to  the  payee  or  holder  to  fiU  the  blanks  with  the  proper  terms:  See, 
also,  Boston  Steel  etc.  Go.  v.  Steuer,  ISS  Mass.  140,  97  Am.  St.  Bep. 
426,  66  N.  £.  646. 


HEIDECAMP  V.  JEESET  CITY,  HOBOKBN  AND  PAT- 
TERSON STREET  RAILWAY  COMPANY. 

[69  N.  J.  L.  284,  55  Atl.  239.] 

PABENT  AND  OHHiD — ^Adopted  Ohildxeii. — ^Nezt  of  Sin  of  an 
adopted  child  is  the  next  of  kin  by  blood  and  not  the  adopting  parent^ 
under  a  statute  concerning  adoption  which  wholly  fails  to  bestow 
npon  the  adopting  parent  any  right  to  inherit  the  estate  of  the 
adopted  child,     (pp.  708,  709.) 

J.  P.  Mintbum,  for  the  plaintiff  in  error. 
W.  D.  Edwards,  for  the  defendant  in  error. 


VAN  SYCKEL,  J.  This  suit  is  brought  by  John 
Heidecamp^  administrator  of  Annie  Heideoamp,  deceased,  un« 
der  our  death  act,  for  the  benefit  of  the  next  of  kin.   . 

Previously  to  the  injury  which  caused  her  death  Annie  had 
been  adopted  as  the  daughter  of  the  plaintiff,  under  the  ''act 
concerning  the  adoption  of  infants/'  with  the  written  consent 
of  the  mother. 

"*^  The  trial  court  held  that  the  adopting  father  was  not  the 
next  of  kin,  and  that  the  natural  mother  could  recover  nomi- 
nal damages  only,  and  a  verdict  was  directed  accordingly.  The 
plaintiff  below  is  the  plaintiff  in  error.  The  question  to  be 
reviewed  is  whether  this  instruction  of  the  trial  court  is  cor- 
rect 
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been  performed^  the  existeace  of  a  subsisting  obligation  on  the 
part  of  the  insurance  company  is  establishecL 

The  defendants  urge  that  there  is  a  greater  risk  of  unfavor- 
able verdicts  and  of  greater  verdicts  in  suits  like  the  plaintiff's 
against  the  paper  company  when  the  defendant  is  insolvent  and 
not  a  going  concern,  and  that  the  policy  was  intended  to  pro- 
tect against  this  risk  by  providing  that  there  should  be  no  lia- 
bility for  any  policy  holder  who  was  unable  to  pay  the  judgment. 
The  diflQculty  with  this  argument  is  that  it  is  not  the  inability 
to  make  payment,  but  the  nonpayment,  which  the  construction 
claimed  would  make  material.  If  it  was  intended  that  insol- 
vency at  the  time  of  the  trial  should  avoid  the  policy,  a  pro- 
vision to  that   effect  could  easily  have  been  inserted. 

^^^  The  insurers  chose  to  protect  themselves  from  that  class 
of  business  by  declining  it,  instead  of  providing  for  the  con- 
tingency in  the  policy,  or  adjusting  the  premiums  charged  with 
reference  tlicfeto.  The  insolvency  which  prevents  payment  is 
insolvency  after  judgment,  and  not  during  the  trial,  and  might, 
ah  was  the  case  in  Bain  v.  Atkins,  181  Mass.  240,  92  Am.  St. 
Hep.  411,  63  N.  E.  414,  67  L.  R.  A.  792,  be  produced  by  the 
judgment  itself.  It  does  not  necessarily  follow  that  because 
an  insured  was  insolvent  he  could  not  arrange  for  a  payment 
of  such  a  claim.  The  provision  would  be  entirely  ineffective 
to  guard  against  the  risks  of  insolvency,  whatever  they  are. 
The  paper  company  are  not  in  bankruptcy.  There  is  nothing 
to  prevent  their  making  some  payment  to  the  plaintiff,  if  not 
more  than  the  dollar  which  has  already  been  paid  by  the  sale 
of  their  property,  and  which  at  least,  on  the  defendants'  own 
contention,  they  are  now  legally  liable  to  pay.  Every  dollar 
paid  over  by  the  paper  company  would  establish  a  fresh  obli- 
gation of  the  insurance  company  to  pay  until  the  five  thousand 
dollar  limit  was  reached.  Insolvency  merely  could  not  be  a 
practical  defense  against  the  will  of  the  assured.  To  effect  the 
purpose  for  which  it  is  claimed  the  provision  was  inserted,  it 
would  be  necessary  to  limit  the  insurers'  liability  to  the  reim- 
bursement of  the  insured  for  the  value  of  his  property  sold  un- 
der execution  in  a  suit  upon  a  claim  covered  by  the  policy.  It 
is  not  probable  the  object  of  the  provision  was  a  purpose  it  is 
so  ill-adapted  to  effect. 

Great  stress  has  been  placed  upon  the  two  decisions  upon 
like  policies  in  New  Jersey  and  Maine:  Frye  v.  Bath  etc.  Co., 
97  Me.  241,  94  Am.  St.  Eep.  500,  54  Atl.  395,  59  L.  E.  A.  444; 
Travelers'  Ins.  Co.  v.  Moses,  63  N.  J.  Eq.  260,  92  Abl  St  Eep. 
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663,  49  Atl.  720.  In  neither  of  these  cases,  as  has  been  stated, 
was  any  attention  given  to  the  stipulations  as  to  the  manner 
in  which  the  contract  of  indemnity  was  to  be  performed,  while 
in  the  Maine  case  the  parties  apparently  abandoned  these  provi- 
sions of  the  contract,  for  the  defense  of  the  original  suit  was 
not  conducted  in  accordance  with  the  terms  of  the  present  con- 
tract, hut  by  the  assured  and  the  insurers  jointly,  and  the  ques- 
tion of  the  effect  of  the  assumption  of  the  defense  and  sole 
control  of  the  original  suit  was  not  and  could  not  have  been 
raised. 

The  weight  of  the  New  Jersey  case  as  an  authority  is  dimin- 
ii^hed  by  the  opinion  in  the  court  of  chancery  holding  the  con- 
trary view,  which  is  more  in  accord  with  the  authorities  on  the 
question  in  this  jurisdiction  to  which  reference  has  been  made. 
Notwithstanding  the  respect  due  to  the  opinions  of  these  courts, 
the  results  reached  in  them  cannot  be  followed  in  this  jurisdic- 
tion.    The  proceeding  is  in  equity  and  not  at  law.     The  facts 
that  the  plaintiff  is  in  no  way  a  party  to  the  contract  of  in- 
demnity, that  he  paid  no  part  of  the  consideration,  that  the 
contract  was  one  exclusively  *^^  between  the  paper  company 
and  the  insurance  company  for  the  protection  of  the  former, 
upon  which  reliance  is  placed,  are  not  decisive  in  equity.    In 
Holt  V.  -Penacook  Sav.  Bank,  62  N.  H.  65,  Holt  was  not  ft 
party  to  the  mortgage  which  he  sought  to  enforce.    It  was  not 
made  for  his  benefit,  but  to  indemnify  Gage  from  his  liabil- 
ity as  surety.     Gage  had  never  been  and  could  not  be  damni- 
fied, because  it  had  been  judicially  determined  that  he  was  not 
liable  to  the  plaintiff;  but  Holt's  right  to  the  provision  that 
had  been  made  by  his  debtor  for  the  ultimate  discharge  of  his 
flebt  in  case  the  surety  paid  was  maintained.     The  ground 
upon  which  the  plaintiff's  equitable  right  to  the  provision  made 
by  his  debtor  for  the  ultimate  discharge  of  a  claim  which  might 
arise  against  him  can,  consistently  with  the  authorities  in  this 
state,  be  denied,  is  not  apparent.     Neither  is  it  clear  that  the 
paper  company,  while  unable  to  maintain  an  action  at  law 
upon  the  policy  without  payment  of  the  judgment  against  them, 
might  not  in  equity  obtain  such  a  performance  of  the  contract 
of  indemnity  as  would  protect  them  without  such  prior  payment. 
There  are  authorities  in  this  state  and  elsewhere  tending  to 
sustain  power  in  equity  to  compel  the  specific  performance  of 
a  contract  to  indemnify  before  there  has  been  such  a  breach  of 
the  contract  as  would  sustain  an  action  at  law.    'Tn  equity,'^ 
it  is  said,  *'flie  plaintiff  need  not  pay  and  perhaps  ruin  him- 
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self  before  seeldng  reUel  He  is  entitled  to  be  relieved  from 
L'ability^ :  Johnston  v.  Salvage  Assn.,  L.  B.  19  Q.  B.  Div.  458, 
460.  See,  also,  Htint  v.  New  Hampshire  Kie  etc  Assn.,  6S 
N.  H.  306,  73  Am.  St.  Bep.  602,  38  AH  145,  38  L.  R  A-  514, 
and  cases  cited;  Firet  Na*.  Bank  ▼.  Hnnton,  70  N.  H.  224, 
46  Atl.  1049;  Champion  v.  Brown,  6  Johns.  Ch.  398,  10  Am. 
Dea  343;  Bnmraghs  v.  McNdll,  2  Dev.  ft  B.  Eq.  (22  N.  C.) 
297,  302;  Central  Trust  Co.  v.  LoTusville  Trust  Co.,  87  Fed. 
23 ;  Eanlangh  v.  Hayes,  1  Vera.  190 ;  Lacey  v.  Hill,  K  R  18 
Eq.  182;  Wolmershausen  v.  Gullick  [1893],  2  Ch.  614;  Cruse 
V.  Paine,  L.  B.  6  Eq.  641,  4  Ch.  App.  441;  Story^s  Equity 
Jurisprudence,  sec.  850;  Bishop's  Equity,  sec.  331;  Lindley 
on  Partnership,  375. 

Except  for  the  provision  that  fbe  damages  must  be  ascer- 
tained by  a  judgment  after  a  trial  of  the  issue  (immaterial  in 
this  case,  because  such  trial  had  been  had),  dause  8  is  a  mere 
statement  of  the  law.  The  surety  cannot  sue  the  principal  until 
he  has  paid  the  debt;  but  that  does  not  prevent  the  interposition 
of  equity  to  require  the  principal  to  pay  and  save  the  surety 
harmless. 

But  it  appears  sufficient  to  rest  the  decision  upon  an  inter- 
pretation of  the  contract  which  gives  effect  to  all  its  provisions, 
avoids  any  conflict  between  them,  and  is  fairly  and  reasonably 
inferable  from  the  evidence.  The  view  that  the  contract  means 
that  the  insurance  company,  after  taking  control  of  the  pro- 
ceedings in  a  suit  against  the  assured,  cannot  thereafter  foe  dis- 
charged except  by  payment  of  the  indemnity  to  the  assured  or 
securing  his  discharge  ••*  from  the  claim,  is  tiiougfat  to  best 
conform  to  the  intent  of  the  parties,  and  is  adopted.  Whether 
in  a  case  where  iJie  company  did  not  so  proceed  the  assured  couJd 
in  any  form  of  procedure  obtain  any  benefit  from  the  contract 
of  indemnity,  except  upon  proof  of  the  paym^it  of  damages 
after  a  trial  of  the  issue,  is  not  now  before  the  court. 

Decree  for  the  plaintiff. 

iWalker,  J.,  did  not  sit;  the  others  concurred. 


For  Authorities  bearing  upon  the  decision  in  the  principal  case,  see 
American  Employers'  Liability  Ins.  Co.  ▼.  Fordyce,  62  Ark.  562, 
64  Am.  St.  Eep.  305,  36  S.  W.  1051;  Travelers'  Ins.  Co.  t.  Moses,  63 
N.  J.  Eq.  260,  92  Am.  St.  Rep.  663,  49  Atl.  720;  Worcester  etc.  By. 
Co.  V.  Travelers'  Ins.  Co.,  180  Mass.  263,  91  Am.  St.  Rep.  275  62 
N.  E.  S64,  57  L.  R.  A.  629;  Bain  v.  Atkins,  181  Mass.  240,  92  km. 
St.  Rep.  411,  63  N.  E.  414,  57  L.  R.  A.  791;  Kansas  City  etc.  B.  B. 
Co.  V.  Southern  Ry.  News  Co.,  151  Mo.  373,  74  Am.  St.  Rep.  645  6i 
S.  W.  205,  45  L.  R.  A.  380.  ' 
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MECHANICS'  BANK  v.  CHAEDAVOTNE. 

[69  N.  J.  L.  256,  55  AU.  1080.] 

KBOOZIABIiE  nraTBUMEVTB — Jaliat9moMat  in  Blank. — One 
"Who  indoriiea  a  note  in  blank  and  intrusts  it  to  another  to  fill  up 
and  have  discounted  for  the  indorser's  benefit,  is  liable  upon  it  to 
a  bona  fide  ht>lder  for  value,  who  receives  it  before  maturity,  in  the 
usual  course  of  business,  from  the  person  to  whom  it  was  intrusted, 
notwithstanding  that  the  latter  filled  it  up  for,  and  fraudulently  con- 
verted it  to,  a  purpose  entirelv  diflferent  from  that  for  which  he 
was  authorised  to  use  it.     (p.  705.) 

VEOOTULBUR  IKSTBUMENTS — ^IndDTsemant  in  Blank — 
Bona  Fide  Holdac. — ^If  a  bank  receives  a  note  in  the  regular  course  of 
business,  in  good  faith  and  without  notice  of  any  infirmity  in  it, 
in  payment  of  an  indebtedness  due  from  the  person  sending  it,  whose 
^Hfe  has  indorsed  it  in  blank,  and  intrusted  it  to  him  to  discount  for 
her  benefit,  the  bank  thereby  becomes  a  bona  fide  holder  of  the  note 
for  value,  and  entitled  to  protection  as  such  as  against  the  wife  of 
the  sender  of  the  note.     (p.  705.) 

Lambert  &  Stewart^  for  the  plaintifE  in  error. 

A.  C.  Wall,  for  the  defendant  in  error. 

*^  GUMMEEE,  C.  J.  This  suit  was  brought  against  Will- 
iam S.  Chardavoyne  and  Annie  N.,  his  wife,  upon  a  promis- 
wry  note  made  by  William  to  the  order  of  Annie,  and  indorsed 
by  her.  The  note  is  dated  Newark,  July  28,  1899,  and  is  pay- 
able at  the  Mechanics'  Bank,  Brooklyn,  New  York.  The  case 
VM  tried  by  the  court  without  a  jury,  by  consent  of  the  parties 
The  following  are  the  pertinent  facts  found  by  the  trial  court : 
Mjs.  Chardavoyne,  about  ten  days  or  two  weeks  before  July  28. 
18M>,  intnifited  her  husband  with  a  blank  form  of  promissory 
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note,  indorsed  by  her,  to  be  filled  np  and  signed  by  him,  and 
used  at  the  German  National  Bank  of  Newark,  to  obtain  a  loan 
for  Mrs.  Chardavoyne.  The  German  National  Bank  refused 
to  discount  the  note,  and  its  refusal  was  reported  to  her.  She 
never  authorized  her  husband  to  use  the  note  for  any  other  pur- 
pose. Notwithstanding  this  fact,  he,  on  the  twenty-eighth  day 
of  July,  took  the  blank  note  to  the  banking-house  of  the  plain- 
tiff company,  in  Brooklyn,  New  York,  and  the  body  of  the 
instrument  was  then  filled  up  by  the  plaintiff's  president,  at 
the  request  of  Mr.  Chardavo}Tie,  for  a  sum  equal  to  the  amount 
of  an  indebtedness  due  from  **®  Mr.  Chardavoyne  to  the 
plaintiff.  The  next  day  the  note  was  discounted  by  the 
j)laintiff,  and  the  proceeds  placed  to  Mr.  Chardavoyne's  credit. 
The  president  of  the  bank,  when  he  filled  up  the  note,  was 
ignorant  of  the  fact  that  it  had  been  indorsed  in  blank  by 
Mrs.  Chardavoyne,  and  the  plaintiff  took  it,  in  the  regular 
course  of  business,  in  gOod  faith,  without  notice  of  any  infirm- 
ity in  it,  and  in  payment  of  the  indebtedness  then  due  to  it 
from  Mr.  Chardavoyne.  On  this  finding  of  facts  judgment 
was  entered  for  the  plaintiff  against  both  the  maker  and  in- 
dorser  of  the  note.  The  writ  of  error  is  sued  out  by  the  in- 
dorser,  Mrs.  Chardavoyne,  alone. 

The  principal  ground  upon  which  we  are  asked  to  reverse 
this  judgment  is  that,  upon  the  facts  found,  no  liability  on 
the  part  of  Mrs.  Chardavoyne  can  be  predicated.  The  con- 
tention is  that  her  husband  had  no  authority  to  fill  up  the 
note,  except  for  the  purpose  of  having  it  discounted  at  the 
German  National  Bank  for  her  benefit;  that  when  this  pur- 
pose failed  her  husband's  agency  ceased,  and  her  indorsement 
became  a  nullity,  and  that  his  subsequent  fraudulent  act  in 
having  the  blanks  in  the  note  filled  up,  and  then  appropriating 
it  to  the  payment  of  his  own  indebtedness,  did  not  render  her 
responsible  thereon  as  indorser. 

An  examination  of  the  authorities,  however,  will  disclose 
that  this  contention  is  untenable.  The  question  to  be  deter- 
mined in  a  case  like  the  present  is  not  what  is  the  actual  limit 
of  authority  conferred  by  the  iudorser  of  a  blank  note  upon 
the  person 'into  whose  hands  she  delivers  it,  but  rather,  what 
authority  such  an  indorser,  by  her  conduct,  holds  out  that  per- 
son as  possessing,  to  one  who  takes  the  note  in  good  faith,  for 
value,  and'^without  notice  that  the  actual  authority  conferred 
is  a  limited  one  only;  and  therefore,  as  is  stated  by  Mr.  Par- 
sons (1  Parsons  on  Bills  and  Notes,  110),  ''it  is  no  defense 
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against  a  bona  fide  older^  for  value^  to  prove  either  that  the 
person  to  whom  the  instrument  was  intrusted  in  blank  had 
no  authority  at  all  to  fill  the  blank;  or  that  his  authority  waa 
limited  to  a  certain  sum  which  he  had  exceeded;  or  that  he 
was  only  authorized  to  use  the  paper  for  a  particular  purpose, 
and  had  fraudulently  converted  it  to  a  different  purpose;  or 
**^  that  he  was  only  authorized  to  fill  the  blank  upon  a  certain 
condition,  which  had  not  happened;  or  that  the  authority  waa 
limited  in  point  of  time,  and  that  the  time  had  expired/'  Prac- 
tically the  same  statement  appears  in  1  Daniel  on  Negotiable 
Instruments,  section  143,  where  it  is  said  that  "the  authority 
implied  by  a  signature  in  blank,  and  the  credit  granted,  are  so 
extensive  that  the  party  so  signing  will  be  bound,  though  the 
holder  was  only  authorized  to  use  it  for  one  purpose,  and  has 
perverted  it  to  another;  and  though  the  authority  was  limited 
to  a  time  which  has  expired,  or  was  only  to  be  exercised  upon 
a  condition  Which  has  not  happened/' 

The  decided  cases  fully  support  the  rule  laid  down  by  these 
authors. 

As  early  as  1780,  Lord  Mansfield,  in  Eussel  v.  Langstaffe, 
Doug.  514,  declared  that  "the  indorsement  on  a  blank  note 
is  a  letter  of  credit  for  an  indefinite  amount.  By  it  the  in- 
dorser  says:  'Trust  6.  [the  person  who  received  the  note  from 
the  indorser]  to  any  amount,  and  I  will  be  hie  security/  It 
does  not  lie  in  his  mouth  to  say  that  the  indorsement  is  not 
regular/' 

In  Gerrard  v.  Lewis,  L.  R.  10  Q.  B.  Div.  30,  it  was  held 
that  **a  man  who  gives  his  acceptance  [to  a  bill  of  exchange" 
in  blank,  holds  out  the  person  to  whom  it  is  intrusted  as  clothec. 
with  ostensible  authority  to  fill  in  the  bill  as  he  pleases/' 

In  Bank  of  Pittsburg  v.  Neal,  63  XI.  S.  (22  How.)  96,  16 
L.  ed.  323,  it  was  held  that  ''where  a  party  to  a  negotiable  in- 
strument intrusts  it  to  the  custody  of  another,  with  blanks  not 
filled  up,  whether  it  be  for  the  purpose  to  accommodate  the 
person  to  whom  it  was  intrusted,  or  to  be  used  for  his  own 
benefit,  such  negotiable  instrument  carries  on  itas  face  an  im- 
plied authority  to  fill  up  the  blanks  and  perfect  th'  instrument,*' 
and  that  ''a  bona  fide  holder  of  such  an  in&l  nt,  for  valua- 
ble consideration,  without  notice  of  the  facts  which  impeach  its 
validity  between  the  antecedent  parties,  if  he  takes  it  before 
the  same  becomes  due,  holds  the  title  unaffected  by  these  facts, 
and  may  recover  thereon." 
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la  Michigan  Bank  ▼.  Eldred,  76  U.  S.  (^  WaU.)  544,  W 
L.  ed.  763,  it  is  declared  2«>  to  be  ''weU-aettled  law  that  where 
a  party  to  a  negotiable  bill  of  exchange  or  promiasory  note, 
containing  blanks,  intrusts  it  to  the  custody  of  another^  whether 
it  be  for  the  purpose  of  accommodating  the  person  to  whom  it 
was  intrusted  or  to  be  used  to  raise  money  for  his  own  benefit, 
such  bill  or  note  especially  if  it  be  indorsed  in  blank,  carries 
on  its  face  an  implied  authority  in  the  person  to  whom  it  ia  so 
intrusted  to  fill  up  the  blanks  in  his  diacretion;  and  aa  between 
such  party  to  the  bUl  or  note,  and  innocent  third  partiee  hold- 
ing the  bill  or  note  as  transferees  for  value,  in  the  usual  course 
of  business,  the  person  to  wh<»n  it  is  so  intrusted  must  be 
deemed  to  be  the  a^ent  of  the  party  who  commitfced  such  bill 
or  note  to  his  custody;  and  the  legal  conduaion  is  that  be  acted 
under  the  authmty  of  thai  party,  and  with  his  approbation  and 
consent/' 

In  Van  Duzer  v.  Howe,  21  N.  Y.  531,  it  Waa  decided  that 
^'a  party  who  intruats  another  with  his  a^ceptaoioe  in  blanlc  is 
responsible  to  a  bona  fide  holder,  although  the  blank  la  filled 
witii  a  sum  exceeding  that  fixed  as  a  limit  by  the  acceptor/' 

In  Eedlich  v.  Doll,  54  N".  T.  235,  13  Am.  Rep.  573,  the  rule 
is  stated  to  be  that  *^if  a  note  be  obtained  from  a  maker  by 
fraud ;  if  it  be  made  for  one  purpose  and  used  by  the  holder  for 
another ;  if  it  be  delivered  in  blank,  with  an  agreement  that  the 
blank  shall  be  filled  in  one  way,  and  3  be  filled  in  another; 
iu  all  these  cases  the  maker  is  liable  to  a  bona  fide  holder  for 
value.  The  maker,  rather  than  the  innocent  holder,  must  suf- 
fer for  his  negligence  or  misplaced  confidence.^' 

In  Putnam  v.  Sullivan,  4  Mass.  45,  3  Am.  Dec  206,  it  waa 
held  that  ^'where  a  merchant  intrusts  his  clerk  with  his  blank 
indorsements,  and  one  by  false  pretenses  obtains  and  uses  them 
(by  writing  and  signing  promissory  notes  upon  ike  face  of  the 
blanks)  such  fraudulent  use  of  them  will  not  discharge  the 
indorscr  against  an  innocent  indorsee." 

In  Greenfield  Bank  v.  Btowell,  123  Mass.  196,  25  Am.  Eep. 
67,  the  rule  is  laid  down  that  "if  a  man  iudorses  a  blank  form 
of  note,  and  delivers  it  with  the  intention  that  the  blank  should 
be  filled,  he  thereby  makes  the  person  to  whom  he  delivers  it 
his  agent,  *^^  and  is  responsible  for  whatever  date,  sum  or 
time  of  payment  he  may  insert,  to  a  bona  fide  indorsee." 

In  Breckenridge  v.  Lewis,  84  Me.  349,  30  Am.  St  Rep.  353, 
24  Atl.  864,  it  was  decided  that  '^one  who  intrusts  his  signature 
to  another  for  commercial  use — that  is,  to  have  some  buanetf 
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obligation  written  ovor  it,  becomes  holden  npon  a  negotiable 
promissory  note  fraudulently  so  written  by  tiie  person  so  in- 
tnistcd  with  it,  and  negotiated  to  an  innocent  holder/' 

li  is  unnecessary  to  multiply  authorities.     Enough  have  been 
cited  to  make  it  clear  that  one  who  indorses  a  promissory  note 
in  blank  and  intrusts  it  to  another  to  fill  it  up  and  have  it 
discounted  for  his   (the  indorser's)   benefit,  is  liable  upon  it 
iu  a  bona  fide  holder  for  value,  who  receives  it  before  maturity, 
in  the  usual  course  of  business,  from  the  person  to  whom  it  was 
iBtrustcd,  notwithstanding  that  the  latter  has  filled  it  up  for, 
and  fraudulently  converted  it  to,  a  purpose  entirely  different 
from  that  for  which  he  was  authorized  to  use  it.     Commercial 
paper  is  a  part  of  the  mercantile  currency  of  the  country,  and 
Id  order  that  its  free  circulation  may  not  be  impeded,  it  is  the 
settled  policy  of  the  law  that  innocent  holders  thereof,  for 
value,  should  have  a  right  to  enforce  payment  of  such  paper 
against  those  who,  by  signing  or  indorsing  it,  either  in  blank 
or  otherwise,  have  caused  it  to  become  a  part  of  such  currency. 
It  is  further  contended  on  behalf  of  the  plaintiff  in  error 
that  if  it  be  considered  that  the  indorser  of  a  blank  promissory 
note  is  liable  to  a  bona  fide  holder,  for  value,  under  the  cir- 
cumstances existing  in  the  present  case,  still  the  plaintiff  bank 
is  not  entitled  to  recover  against  her,  because  it  does  not  occupy 
that  position.     The  fact  is  established  by  the  finding  of  the 
trial  court,  as  has  already  been  stated,  that  the  plaintiff  bank 
took  the  note  *'in  the  regular  course  of  business,  in  good  faith, 
without  notice  of  any  infirmity  in  it.^^     It  is,  therefore,  a  bona 
fide  holder.     The   trial  court   further   found  that  the  bank 
took  the  note  *'in  payment  of  an  indebtedness  then  due"  to  it 
So  far  as  this  state  is  concerned,  the  rule  is  entirely  settled  that 
a  party  taking  a  promissory  note  in  payment  of  an  antecedent 
debt  is  a  holder  of  such  note  for  a  valuable  *®*  consideration, 
and  entitled  to  protection  as  such:  Allaire  v.  Hartshome,  21  N". 
J.  L.  6G5,  47  Am.  Dec.  175 ;  Duncan  Sherman  &  Co.  v.  Gilbert, 
29  N.  J.  L.  527.    But,  as  the  transaction  out  of  which  the 
plaintiff's  right  sprang  took  place  in  New  York,  the  question 
"fc  be  determined  is  whether,  by  the  law  of  that  jurisdiction, 
one  who  so  takes  a  promissory  note  is  a  holder  for  value.    The 
plaintiff  in  error  insists  that  the  rule  established  in  that  state 
is  that  where  the  holder  has  received  the  paper  as  payment  for 
an  antecedent  debt  he  is  not  such  a  holder,  and  refers  us  to 
a  declaration  to  that  effect  contained  in  the  opinion  of  thii 
court  in  Duncan  Sherman  &  Co.  v.  Gilbert,  29  N.  J.  L.  528. 

Am.  St  Rep.,  VoL  101—45 
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No  authority  for  this  gtatemenl  is  cited  in  the  opinion  referred 
to,  and  an  examination  of  the  New  York  cases  do  not  jiiBtify 
it 

On  the  contrary,  the  New  York  decisions  on  tiiis  subject 

80  far  as  we  have  been  able  to  ascertain  by  an  examination  of 
the  published  reports  of  such  decisions,  are  in  entire  harmony 
with  our  own.  In  1840,  more  than  twenty  years  prior  to  the 
decision  in  Duncan  Sherman  &  Co.  v.  Gilbert,  the  supreme  court 
of  New  York,  in  the  case  of  Bank  of  St.  Albans  v.  Gilliland, 
33  Wend.  311,  36  Am.  Dec.  566,  held  that  "receiving  a  note 
for  a  precedent  debt  is  receiving  it  for  value,  within  the  law- 
merchant>  if  it  be  taken  in  satisfaction  of  such  precedent  debt, 
and  the  indebtedness  be  canceled."  To  the  same  eflfect  is  the 
decision  of  the  court  of  appeals  in  Brown  v.  Leavitt^  31  NT. 
Y.  113,  and  in  the  later  case  of  Phoenix  Ins.  Co.  v.  Church, 

81  N.  Y.  218,  37  Am.  Rep.  494,  and  Mayer  v.  Heidelbach,  123 
N.  Y.  332,  25  N.  E.  416,  9  L.  B.  A.  850. 

It  is  further  urged  on  behalf  of  the  plaintiff  in  error  that 
as  she  received  nothing  for  her  indorsement,  she  is,  at  most, 
an  accommodation  indorser,  and  that  section  5  of  our  married 
women's  act  (Gen.  Stats.,  p.  2017)  exempts  her  from  liability 
on  such  a  contract.  In  disposing  of  this  contention  it  is 
enough  to  say  that  it  has  already  been  decided  by  this  court 
that  where  a  note,  upon  which  a  married  women  puts  her  name, 
in  this  state,  first  comes  into  legal  existence  in  the  state  of 
New  York  (as  was  the  present  case),  the  statutory  provision  ap- 
pealed to  affords  her  no  protection:  Thompson  v.  Taylor,  66 
N.  J.  L.  253,  88  Am.  St  Eep.  485,  49  Atl.  544,  64  L.  R  A. 
685. 

*®®  The  only  other  ground  upon  which  the  validity  of  the 
judgment  below  is  attacked  is  based  upon  the  claim  set  up  by 
the  plaintiff  in  error  at  the  trial  of  the  cause,  that  at  the  time 
of  the  transaction  between  her  husband  and  the  bank  the  former 
was  insane,  the  contention  being  that  the  court  erred  in  its 
holding  with  regard  to  the  measure  of  liability  upon  contracts 
,  made  by  insane  persons.  It  is  quite  immaterial,  however, 
whether  such  error  occurred  or  not  The  trial  court  found 
as  a  fact  that  the  husband  of  the  plaintiff  in  error  was  not 
insane  at  the  time  when  he  delivered  the  note  in  suit  to  the 
plaintiff;  and,  as  the  testimony  produced  on  the  subject  of 
Chardavoyne's  sanity  was  amply  sufficient  to  support  this  find- 
ing, it  must  be  accepted  by  this  court     Consequently,  the  ques* 


Jone^  1903.]  Heideoamp  v.  Jersey  City  bto.  Ey.  Co.         707 

tion  of  the  measure  of  liability,  under  the  conditions  men- 
tioned, is  not  involved  in  the  decision  of  the  case. 
The  judgment  under  review  should  be  affirmed. 


As  to  the  Legal  Effect  of  a  Blank  Indorsement  of  a  negotiable  not^ 
see  First  Nat.  Bank  v.  Payne,  111  Mo.  291,  33  Am.  St.  Bep.  520,  20  &L 
W.  41;  Dennis  ▼.  Jackson,  57  Minn.  286,  47  Am.  St.  Bep.  603,  59  N. 
W.  198;  ScoUans  y.  Bollins,  173  Mass.  275,  73  Am.  St.  Bep.  284,  53 
N.  E.  863. 

The  Alteration  of  Instruments  bj  filling  blanks  therein  discussed  in 
the  monographie  note  to  Burgess  v.  BlsuLe,  86  Am.  St.  Bep.  107-112. 
A  reference  to  this  note  will  show  that  where  one  has  intrusted  an 
instrument  containing  blanks  to  another  with  the  intent  to  become 
bound  thereon,  he  will  be  liable  upon  the  instrument  though  the 
blanks  be  filled.  He  is  deemed  to  have  given  an  implied  authority 
to  the  payee  or  holder  to  fill  the  blanks  with  the  proper  terms:  See, 
also,  Boston  Steel  etc.  Go.  v.  Steuer,  IBS  Mass.  140,  97  Am.  St.  Bep. 
426,  66  N.  £.  646. 


HEIDECAMP  v.  JEESET  CITY,  HOBOKEN  AND  PAT- 
TERSON STREET  RAILWAY  COMPANY. 

[69  N.  J.  L.  284,  55  Atl.  239.] 

PABENT  AND  OHHiD — ^Adopted  Ohildxeiii. — ^Nezt  of  Sin  of  an 
adopted  child  is  the  next  of  kin  by  blood  and  not  the  adopting  parent, 
nnder  a  statute  concerning  adoption  which  wholly  fails  to  bestow 
upon  the  adopting  parent  any  right  to  inherit  the  estate  of  the 
adopted  child,     (pp.  708,  709.) 

J.  P.  Mintbum,  for  the  plaintiff  in  error. 
W.  D.  Edwards,  for  the  defendant  in  error. 


VAN  SYCKEL,  J.  This  suit  is  brought  by  John 
Heidecamp,  administrator  of  Annie  Heidecamp,  deceased,  un« 
der  our  death  act,  for  the  benefit  of  the  next  of  Idn.   . 

Previously  to  the  injury  which  caused  her  death  Annie  had 
been  adopted  as  the  daughter  of  the  plaintiff,  under  the  ''act 
concerning  the  adoption  of  infants/'  with  the  written  consent 
of  the  mother. 

*^  The  trial  court  held  that  the  adopting  father  was  not  the 
^ext  of  kin,  and  that  the  natural  mother  could  recover  nomi- 
ital  damages  only,  and  a  verdict  was  directed  accordingly.  The 
plaintiff  below  is  the  plaintiff  in  error.  The  question  to  be 
i^viewed  ia  whether  this  instruction  of  the  trial  court  is  cor- 
lect 


698  American  State  Eepohts,  Vol.  101.  [N.  H. 

been  performed^  the  existeace  of  a  subGisUng  obligation  on  the 
part  of  the  insurance  company  is  established. 

The  defendants  urge  that  there  is  a  greater  risk  of  unfavor- 
able verdicts  and  of  greater  verdicts  in  suits  like  the  plaintiffs 
against  the  paper  company  when  the  defendant  is  insolvent  and 
not  a  going  concern,  and  that  the  policy  was  intended  to  pro- 
tect against  this  risk  by  providing  that  there  should  be  no  lia- 
bility for  any  policy  holder  who  was  unable  to  pay  the  judgment 
The  difficulty  with  this  argument  is  that  it  is  not  the  inability 
to  make  payment,  but  the  nonpayment,  which  the  construction 
claimed  would  make  material.  If  it  was  intended  that  insol- 
vency at  the  time  of  the  trial  should  avoid  the  policy,  a  pro- 
vision to  that   effect  could  easily  have  been  in8eri;ed. 

600  rpj^g  insurers  chose  to  protect  themselves  from  that  class 
of  business  by  declining  it,  instead  of  providing  for  the  con- 
tingency in  the  policy,  or  adjusting  the  premiums  charged  with 
rcforence  thereto.     The  insolvency  which  prevents  payment  is 
insolvency  after  judgment,  and  not  during  the  trial,  and  might, 
as  was  the  case  in  Bain  v.  Atkins,  181  Mass.  240,  92  Am.  St. 
Ecp.  411,  63  N.  E.  414,  57  L.  R.  A.  792,  be  produced  by  the 
judgment  itself.     It  does  not  necessarily  follow  that  because 
an  insured  was  insolvent  he  could  not  arrange  for  a  payment 
of  such  a  claim.     The  provision  would  be  entirely  ineffective 
to  guard  against  the  risks  of  insolvency,  whatever  they  are. 
The  paper  company  are  not  in  bankruptcy.     There  is  nothing 
to  prevent  their  making  some  payment  to  the  plaintiff,  if  not 
more  than  the  dollar  which  has  already  been  paid  by  the  sale 
of  their  property,  and  which  at  least,  on  the  defendants'  own 
contention,  they  are  now  legally  liable  to  pay.     Every  dollar 
paid  over  by  the  paper  company  would  establish  a  fresh  obli- 
gation of  the  insurance  company  to  pay  until  the  five  thousand 
dollar  limit  was  reached.     Insolvency  merely  could  not  be  a 
practical  defense  against  the  will  of  the  assured.    To  effect  the 
purpose  for  which  it  is  claimed  the  provision  was  inserted,  it 
would  be  necessary  to  limit  the  insurers'  liability  to  the  reim- 
bursement of  the  insured  for  the  value  of  his  property  sold  un- 
der execution  in  a  suit  upon  a  claim  covered  by  the  policy.    It 
is  not  probable  the  object  of  the  provision  was  a  purpose  it  is 
so  ill-adapted  to  effect. 

Great  stress  has  been  placed  upon  the  two  decisions  upon 
like  policies  in  New  Jersey  and  Maine:  Prye  v.  Bath  etc.  Co., 
97  Me.  241,  94  Am.  St.  Eep.  500,  64  Atl.  395,  59  L.  B.  A.  444; 
Travelers'  Ins.  Co.  v.  Moses,  63  N.  J.  Eq.  260,  92  Am.  St  Eep. 
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663,  49  Atl.  720.  In  neither  of  these  cases,  as  has  been  stated, 
"was  any  attention  given  to  the  stipulations  as  to  the  manner 
in  uvliich  the  contract  of  indemnity  was  to  be  perfonned,  while 
in  tlie  Maine  case  the  parties  apparently  abandoned  these  provi- 
Bions  of  the  contract,  for  the  defense  of  the  original  suit  was 
not  conducted  in  accordance  with  the  tenns  of  the  present  con- 
tract, but  by  the  assured  and  the  insurers  jointly,  and  the  ques- 
tion of  the  effect  of  the  assumption  of  the  defense  and  sole 
control  of  the  original  suit  was  not  and  could  not  have  been 
raised. 

The  weight  of  the  New  Jersey  case  as  an  authority  is  dimin- 
it^lied  by  the  opinion  in  the  court  of  chancery  holding  the  con- 
trary view,  which  is  more  in  accord  with  the  authorities  on  the 
question  in  this  jurisdiction  to  which  reference  has  been  made. 
IN  otwithstanding  the  respect  due  to  the  opinions  of  these  courts, 
the  results  reached  in  them  cannot  be  followed  in  this  jurisdic- 
tion.    The  proceeding  is  in  equity  and  not  at  law.     The  facts 
that  the  plaintiff  is  in  no  way  a  party  to  the  contract  of  in- 
demnity, that  he  paid  no  part  of  the  consideration,  that  the 
contract  was  one  exclusively  *^^  between  the  paper  company 
and  the  insurance  company  for  the  protection  of  the  former, 
upon  which  reliance  is  placed,  are  not  decisive  in  equity.     In 
Holt  V.  Penacook  Sav.  Bank,  62  N.  H.  65,  Holt  was  not  a 
party  to  the  mortgage  which  he  sought  to  enforce.     It  was  not 
made  for  his  benefit,  but  to  indemnify  Gage  from  his  liabil- 
ity as  surety.     Gage  had  never  been  and  could  not  be  damni- 
fied, because  it  had  been  judicially  determined  that  he  was  not 
liable  to  the  plaintiff;  but  Holt's  right  to  the  provision  that 
had  been  made  by  his  debtor  for  the  ultimate  discharge  of  his 
debt  in  case  the  surety  paid  was  maintained.     The  ground 
upon  which  the  plaintiff's  equitable  right  to  the  provision  made 
by  his  debtor  for  the  ultimate  discharge  of  a  claim  which  might 
arise  against  him  can,  consistently  with  the  authorities  in  this 
state,  be  denied,  is  not  apparent     Neither  is  it  clear  that  the 
paper  company,  while  unable  to  maintain  an  action  at  law 
upon  the  policy  without  payment  of  the  judgment  against  them, 
might  not  in  equity  obtain  such  a  performance  of  the  contract 
of  indemnity  as  would  protect  them  without  such  prior  payment. 
There  are  authorities  in  this  state  and  elsewhere  tendiug  to 
sustain  power  in  equity  to  compel  the  specific  performance  of 
a  contract  to  indemnify  before  there  has  been  such  a  breach  of 
the  contract  as  would  sustain  an  action  at  law.     'In  equity,'^ 
it  is  said^  ''fhe  plaintiff  need  not  pay  and  perhaps  ruin  him- 
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self  before  seeking  relief.  He  is  eniified  to  be  relieved  from 
liability'' :  Johnston  v.  Salvage  Assn.,  L.  B.  19  Q.  B.  Dir.  458, 
460.  See,  also,  Hnnt  v.  New  Hampshire  Eire  eta  Assn.,  6S 
N.  H.  305,  73  Am.  St.  Bep.  602,  38  AtL  146,  38  L.  R  A.  514, 
and  cases  cited;  First  Nat  Bank  v.  Hunton,  70  N.  H.  224, 
46  Atl.  1049;  Champion  v.  Brown,  6  Johns.  Ch.  398,  10  Am. 
Dec.  343;  BnrroFughs  v.  McNall,  2  Dcv.  &  B.  Eq.  (22  N.  C) 
297,  302;  Central  Trust  Co.  v.  Lonisville  Trust  Co.,  87  Fed. 
23 ;  Eanlangh  v.  Hayes,  1  Vern.  190 ;  Lacey  v.  Hill,  li.  B.  18 
Eq.  182;  Wohnershausen  v.  GuUick  [1893],  2  Ch.  514;  Cnisc 
V.  Paine,  L.  E.  6  Eq.  641,  4  Ch.  App.  441;  Story's  Equity 
Jurisprudence,  sec.  860;  Bishop's  Equity,  sec.  331;  Idndley 
on  Partnership,  375. 

Except  for  the  provision  that  the  damages  must  be  ascer- 
tained by  a  judgment  after  a  trial  of  the  issue  (immaterial  in 
this  case,  because  such  trial  had  been  had),  dause  8  is  a  mere 
statement  of  the  law.  The  surety  cannot  sue  the  principal  until 
he  has  paid  the  debt;  but  that  does  not  prevent  the  int^position 
of  equity  to  require  the  principal  to  pay  and  save  the  sureiy 
harmless. 

But  it  appears  sufficient  to  rest  the  decisicm  upon  an  inter- 
pretation of  the  contract  which  gives  effect  to  all  its  provisions, 
avoids  any  conflict  between  them,  and  is  fairly  and  reas<mably 
inferable  from  the  evidence.  The  view  that  the  contract  meaos 
thai  the  insurance  company,  after  taking  control  of  the  pro- 
ceedings in  a  suit  against  the  assured,  cannot  thereafter  be  dis- 
charged except  by  payment  of  the  indemnity  to  the  assured  or 
securing  his  discharge  •^^  from  the  claim,  is  bought  to  best 
conform  to  the  intent  of  the  parties,  and  is  adopted.  Whether 
in  a  case  where  Hxt  company  did  not  so  proceed  the  assured  could 
in  any  form  of  procedure  obtain  any  benefit  from  the  contract 
of  indemnity,  except  upon  proof  of  the  payment  of  damages 
after  a  trial  of  the  issue,  is  not  now  before  tiie  oourt 

Decree  for  the  plaintiff. 

Walker,  J.,  did  not  sit;  the  others  concurred. 


For  Authorities  bearing  upon  the  decision  in  the  principal  case,  see 
American  Employers'  Liability  Ins.  Co.  v.  Fordyce,  62  Ark.  562, 
64  Am.  St.  Rep.  305,  36  S.  W.  1051;  Travelers'  Ins.  Co.  v.  ICoses,  63 
N.  J.  Eq.  260,  92  Am.  St.  Bep.  663,  49  Atl.  720;  Worcester  etc.  By. 
Co.  V.  Travelers'  Ins.  Co.,  180  Mass.  263,  91  Am.  St.  Rep.  275  63 
N.  E.  S64,  57  L.  B.  A.  629;  Bain  v.  Atkins,  181  Mass.  240,  92  Am. 
St.  Bep.  411,  63  N.  E.  414,  67  L.  B.  A.  791;  Kansas  City  etc.  B.  B. 
Co.  V.  Southern  By.  News  Co.,  161  Mo.  373,  74  Am.  St.  Beo.  545  52 
S.  W.  205,  45  L.  B.  A.  380.  ^        * 
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MECHANICS'  BANK  v.  CHAEDAVOTNB. 

[69  N.  J.  L.  256,  55  Atl.  1080.] 

MSCtOTTABTiTB  UTaTBUMEHTB — JmUxnmnMOt  in  Blank. — One 
"Who  indoriies  a  note  in  blank  and  intrusts  it  to  another  to  iUl  up 
and  have  discounted  for  the  indorser's  benefit,  is  liable  upon  it  to 
a  bona  fide  ht>lder  for  value,  who  receives  it  before  maturity,  in  the 
Tisnal  course  of  business,  from  the  person  to  whom  it  was  intrusted, 
notwithstanding  that  the  latter  filled  it  up  for,  and  fraudulently  con- 
verted it  to,  a  purpose  entirely  different  from  that  for  which  he 
was  authorised  to  use  it.     (p.  705.) 

VEGOTJAELB  INSTBIJMENTS — IndoTsement  In  Blank — 
BoDA  Fide  Holdec. — J±  a  bank  receives  a  note  in  the  regular  course  of 
business,  in  good  faith  and  without  notice  of  any  infirmity  in  it, 
in  payment  of  an  indebtedness  dne  from  the  person  sending  it,  whose 
wife  has  indorsed  it  in  blank,  and  intrusted  it  to  him  to  discount  for 
her  benefit,  the  bank  thereby  becomes  a  bona  fide  holder  of  the  note 
for  value,  and  entitled  to  protection  as  such  as  against  the  wife  of 
the  sender  of  the  note.     (p.  705.) 

Lambert  ft  Stewart,  for  the  plaintiS  in  error. 

A.  C.  Wall,  for  the  defendant  in  error. 

«^  GUMMEEE,  C.  J.  This  suit  was  brought  against  Will- 
iam S.  Chardavoyne  and  Annie  N.,  his  wife,  upon  a  promis- 
sory note  made  by  William  to  tiie  order  of  Annie,  and  indorsed 
by  her.  The  note  is  dated  Newark,  July  28,  1899,  and  is  pay- 
able at  the  Mechanics*  Bank,  Brooklyn,  New  York.  The  case 
was  tried  by  the  court  without  a  jury,  by  consent  of  the  parties 
The  following  are  the  pertinent  facts  found  by  the  trial  court: 
Mjs.  Chardavoyne,  about  ten  days  or  two  weeks  before  July  28. 
1899y  intmBted  her  husband  with  a  blank  form  of  promissory 

(7t)i) 
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note,  indorsed  by  her,  to  be  filled  up  and  signed  by  him,  and 
nsed  at  the  German  National  Bank  of  Newark,  to  obtain  a  loan 
for  Mrs.  Chardavoyne.  The  German  National  Bank  refused 
to  discount  the  note,  and  its  refusal  was  reported  to  her.  She 
never  authorized  her  husband  to  use  the  note  for  any  other  pup- 
pose.  Notwithstanding  this  fact,  he,  on  the  twenty-eighth  day 
of  July,  took  the  blank  note  to  the  banking-house  of  the  plain- 
tiff company,  in  Brooklyn,  New  York,  and  the  body  of  the 
instrument  was  then  filled  up  by  the  plaintiff^s  president,  at 
the  request  of  Mr.  Chardavo}Tie,  fop  a  sum  equal  to  the  amount 
of  an  indebtedness  due  from  **®  Mp.  Chardavoyne  to  the 
plaintiff.  The  next  day  the  note  was  discounted  fay  the 
plaintiff,  and  the  proceeds  placed  to  Mp.  Chapdavoyne's  credit 
The  president  of  the  bank,  when  he  filled  up  the  note,  was 
ignorant  of  the  fact  that  it  had  been  indorsed  in  blank  by 
Mrs.  Chardavoyne,  and  the  plaintiff  took  it,  in  the  regular 
course  of  business,  in  g6od  faith,  without  notice  of  any  infipm- 
ity  in  it,  and  in  payment  of  the  indebtedness  then  due  to  it 
from  Mr.  Chardavoyne.  On  this  finding  of  facts  judgment 
was  entered  for  the  plaintiff  against  both  the  maker  and  in- 
dorser  of  the  note.  The  writ  of  error  is  sued  out  by  the  in- 
dorser,  Mrs.  Chardavoyne,  alone. 

The  principal  ground  upon  which  we  are  asked  to  reverse 
this  judgment  is  that,  upon  the  facts  foimd,  no  liability  on 
the  part  of  Mrs.  Chardavoyne  can  be  predicated.  The  con- 
tention is  that  her  husband  had  no  authority  to  fill  up  th^ 
note,  except  for  the  purpose  of  having  it  discounted  at  the 
German  National  Bank  for  her  benefit;  that  when  this  pur- 
pose failed  her  husband's  agency  ceased,  and  her  indorsemait 
became  a  nullity,  and  that  his  subsequent  fraudulent  act  in 
having  the  blanks  in  the  note  filled  up,  and  then  appropriating 
it  to  the  payment  of  his  own  indebtedness,  did  not  render  her 
responsible  thereon  as  indorser. 

An  examination  of  the  authorities,  however,  will  disclose 
that  this  contention  is  untenable.  The  question  to  be  deter- 
mined in  a  case  like  the  present  is  not  what  is  the  actual  limit 
of  authority  conferred  by  the  indorser  of  a  blank  note  upon 
the  person 'into  whose  hands  she  delivers  it,  but  rather,  what 
authority  such  an  indorser,  by  her  conduct,  holds  out  that  per- 
son as  possessing,  to  one  who  takes  the  note  in  good  faith,  for 
value,  and ''without  notice  that  the  actual  authority  conferred 
is  a  limited  one  only;  and  therefore,  as  is  stated  by  Mr.  Par- 
sons (1  Parsons  on  Bills  and  Notes,  110),  ''it  is  no  defense 
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against  a  bona  fide  older,  for  value,  to  prove  either  that  the 
person  to  whom  the  instrument  was  intrusted  in  blank  had 
xio  authority  at  all  to  fill  the  blank;  or  that  his  authority  was 
limited  to  a  certain  sum  which  he  had  exceeded;  or  that  he 
^VFas  only  authorized  to  use  the  paper  for  a  particular  purpose, 
and  had  fraudulently  converted  it  to  a  different  purpose;  or 
^*^  that  he  was  only  authorized  to  fill  the  blank  upon  a  certain 
condition,  which  had  not  happened;  or  that  the  authority  was 
limited  in  point  of  time,  and  that  the  time  had  expired/'  Prac- 
tically the  same  statement  appears  in  1  Daniel  on  Negotiable 
Instruments,  section  143,  where  it  is  said  that  "the  authority 
implied  by  a  signature  in  blank,  and  the  credit  granted,  are  so 
extensive  that  the  party  so  signing  will  be  bound,  though  the 
holder  was  only  authorized  to  use  it  for  one  purpose,  and  has 
perverted  it  to  another;  and  though  the  authority  was  limited 
to  a  time  which  has  expired,  or  was  only  to  be  exercised  upon 
a  condition  Which  has  not  happened/' 

The  decided  cases  fully  support  the  rule  laid  down  by  these 
authors. 

As  early  as  1780,  Lord  Mansfield,  in  Bussel  v.  Langstaffe, 
Doug.  614,  declared  that  ''the  indorsement  on  a  blank  note 
is  a  letter  of  credit  for  an  indefinite  amount  By  it  the  in- 
dorser  says :  'Trust  Q.  [the  person  who  received  the  note  from 
the  indorser]  to  any  amount,  and  I  will  be  hie  security/  It 
docs  not  lie  in  his  mouth  to  say  that  the  indorsement  is  not 
regular/' 

In  Gerrard  v.  Lewis,  L.  B.  10  Q.  B.  Div.  30,  it  was  held 
that  "a  man  who  gives  his  acceptance  [to  a  bill  of  exchange] 
in  blank,  holds  out  the  person  to  whom  it  is  intrusted  as  clothed 
with  ostensible  authority  to  fill  in  the  bill  as  he  pleases/' 

In  Bank  of  Pittsburg  v.  Neal,  63  TJ.  S.  (22  How.)  96,  16 
L.  ed.  323,  it  was  held  that  "where  a  party  to  a  negotiable  in- 
strument intrusts  it  to  the  custody  of  another,  with  blanks  not 
filled  up,  whether  it  be  for  the  purpose  to  accommodate  the 
person  to  whom  it  was  intrusted,  or  to  be  used  for  his  own 
benefit,  such  negotiable  instrument  carries  on  its  face  an  im- 
plied authority  to  fill  up  the  blanks  and  perfect  th'  instrument," 
and  that  "a  bona  fide  holder  of  such  an  in&l.  nt,  for  valua- 
ble consideration,  without  notice  of  the  facts  which  impeach  its 
validity  between  the  antecedent  parties,  if  he  iikes  it  before 
the  same  becomes  due,  holds  the  title  unaffected  by  these  facts, 
and  may  recover  thereon/' 
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In  Michigan  Bank  ▼.  Eldred,  76  U.  S.  (^  Wall)  644,  19 
L,  ed.  763,  it  is  declared  ««»  to  be  "well-settled  law  that  where 
a  party  to  a  negotiable  biU  of  exchange  or  promiasorj  note, 
containing  blieoiks,  intruata  it  to  the  custody  of  another,  whether 
it  be  for  the  purpose  of  accommodating  the  person  to  whom  it 
was  intrusted  or  to  be  used  to  raise  money  for  his  own  beiie£t, 
such  bill  or  note  especially  if  it  be  indorsed  in  blanks  carries 
on  its  face  an  implied  a.uthority  in  the  person  to  whom  it  is  so 
intrusted  to  fill  up  the  blanks  in  his  diacreticHi ;  and  aa  between 
such  party  to  the  bill  or  note,  and  innocent  third  parties  hold- 
ing the  bill  or  note  as  transferees  lor  value,  in  the  usual  course 
of  business,  the  person  to  whom  it  is  so  intrusted  must  he 
deemed  to  be  the  agent  of  the  party  who  committed  such  hill 
or  note  to  his  custody;  and  the  legal  cimdusion  is  that  he  acted 
under  the  authority  of  that  party,  and  with  his  appcobatioa  and 
consent/' 

In  Van  Duzer  v.  Howe,  21  N.  T.  631,  it  tras  decided  that 
^^a  party  who  intrusts  another  with  his  acceptaoioe  in  blank  is 
responsible  to  a  bona  fide  holder,  although  the  blank  is  filled 
with  a  sum  exceeding  that  fixed  as  a  limit  by  the  acceptor/* 

In  Eedlich  v.  Doll,  54  N.  T.  235,  13  Am.  Hep.  573,  the  rule 
is  stated  to  be  that  "if  a  note  be  obtained  from  a  maker  by 
fraud ;  if  it  be  made  for  one  purpose  and  used  by  the  holder  for 
another;  if  it  be  delivered  in  blank,  with  an  agreement  that  the 
blank  shall  be  filled  in  one  way,  and  il  be  filled  in  another; 
in  all  these  cases  the  maker  is  liable  to  a  bona  fide  holder  for 
value.  The  maker,  rather  than  the  innocent  holder,  must  suf- 
fer for  his  negligence  or  misplaced  confidence.*' 

In  Putnam  v.  Sullivan,  4  Mass.  45,  3  Am.  Dec  206,  it  was 
held  that  '%here  a  merchant  intrusts  his  clerk  with  his  blank 
indorsements,  and  one  by  false  pretenses  obtains  and  uses  them 
(by  writing  and  signing  promissory  notes  upon  tiie  face  of  the 
blanks)  such  fraudulent  use  of  them  will  not  discharge  the 
indorser  against  an  innocent  indorsee.*' 

In  Greenfield  Bank  v.  Stowell,  123  Mass.  196,  25  Am.  Rep. 
67,  the  rule  is  laid  down  that  "if  a  man  indorses  a  blank  form 
of  note,  and  delivers  it  with  the  intention  that  the  blank  should 
be  filled,  he  thereby  makes  the  person  to  whom  he  delivers  it 
his  agent,  *^*  and  is  responsible  for  whatever  date,  sum  or 
time  of  payment  he  may  insert,  to  a  bona  fide  indorsee.** 

In  Breckenridge  v.  Lewis,  84  Me.  349,  30  Am.  St  Rep.  363, 
24  Atl.  864,  it  was  decided  that  '^one  who  ititrusts  his  signature 
to  another  for  commercial  use — ^that  is,  to  have  some  bosinaBS 
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obligB-tion  written  ovor  it,  becomes  holden  upon  a  negotiable 
promissory  note  fraudulently  so  written  by  tiie  person  so  in- 
"tnisted  with  it,  and  negotiated  to  an  innocent  holder/' 

11  is  unnecessary  to  multiply  authorities.    Enough  have  been 
<:ited  to  make  it  clear  that  one  who  indorses  a  promissory  note 
in  blank  and  intrusts  it  to  another  to  fill  it  up  and  have  it 
<Iiscounted  j'or  his   (the  indorser's)   benefit,  is  liable  upon  it 
±u  a  bona  fide  holder  for  value,  who  receives  it  before  maturity, 
in  the  usual  course  of  business,  from  the  person  to  whom  it  was 
intrusted,  notwithstanding  that  the  latter  has  filled  it  up  for, 
and  fraudulently  converted  it  to,  a  purpose  entirely  different 
from  that  for  which  he  was  authorized  to  use  it.     Commercial 
paper  is  a  part  of  the  mercantile  currency  of  the  country,  and 
in  order  that  its  free  circulation  may  not  be  impeded,  it  is  the 
settled  policy  of  the  law  that  innocent  holders  thereof,  for 
Talue,  should  have  a  right  to  enforce  payment  of  such  paper 
against  those  who,  by  signing  or  indorsing  it,  either  in  blank 
or  otherwise,  have  caused  it  to  become  a  part  of  such  currency. 
It  is  further  contended  on  behalf  of  the  plaintiff  in  error 
that  if  it  be  considered  that  the  indorser  of  a  blank  promissory 
note  is  liable  to  a  bona  fide  holder,  for  value,  under  the  cir- 
cumstances existing  in  the  present  case,  still  the  plaintiff  bank 
is  not  entitled  to  recover  against  her,  because  it  does  not  occupy 
that  position.    The  fact  is  established  by  the  finding  of  the 
trial  court,  as  has  already  been  stated,  that  the  plaintiff  bank 
took  the  note  "in  the  regular  course  of  business,  in  good  faith, 
without  notice  of  any  infirmity  in  it.'^    It  is,  therefore,  a  bona 
fide  holder.     The   liial  court   further   found   that  the  bank 
took  the  note  "in  payment  of  an  indebtedness  then  due'*  to  it. 
So  far  as  this  state  is  concerned,  the  rule  is  entirely  settled  that 
a  party  taking  a  promissory  note  in  payment  of  an  antecedent 
debt  is  a  holder  of  such  note  for  a  valuable  *®*  consideration, 
and  entitled  to  protection  as  such :  Allaire  v.  Hartshome,  21  N. 
J.  L.  665,  47  Am.  Dec.  175 ;  Duncan  Sherman  &  Co.  v.  Gilbert, 
29  N.  J.  L.  627.    But,  as  the  transaction  out  of  which  the 
plaintiff's  right  sprang  took  place  in  New  York,  the  question 
tc  be  determined  is  whether,  by  the  law  of  that  jurisdiction, 
one  who  so  takes  a  promissory  note  is  a  holder  for  value.    The 
plaintiff  in  error  insists  that  the  rule  established  in  that  state 
is  that  where  the  holder  has  received  the  paper  as  payment  for 
an  antecedent  debt  he  is  not  such  a  holder,  and  refers  us  to 
a  declaration  to  that  effect  contained  in  the  opinion  of  thii 
court  in  Duncan  Sherman  &  Co.  v.  Gilbert,  29  N.  J.  L.  528. 
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No  authority  for  this  statement  is  cited  in  the  opinion  referred 
to,  and  an  examination  of  the  New  York  cases  do  not  justify 
it 

On  the  contrary,  the  New  York  decisions  on  this  subject, 
so  far  as  we  have  been  able  to  ascertain  by  an  examination  of 
the  published  reports  of  such  decisions,  are  in  entire  harmony 
with  our  own.  In  1840,  more  than  twenty  years  prior  to  the 
decision  in  Duncan  Sherman  &  Co.  v.  Gilbert,  the  supreme  court 
of  New  York,  in  the  case  of  Bank  of  St.  Albans  v.  Gilliland, 
33  Wend.  311,  35  Am.  Dec.  566,  held  that  "receiving  a  note 
for  a  precedent  debt  is  receiving  it  for  value,  within  the  law- 
merchant,  if  it  be  taken  in  satisfaction  of  such  precedent  debt, 
and  the  indebtedness  be  canceled.'*  To  the  same  effect  is  the 
decision  of  the  court  of  appeals  in  Brown  y.  Leavitt^  31  N. 
Y.  113,  and  in  the  later  case  of  Phoenix  Ins.  Co.  v.  Church, 
81  N.  Y.  218,  37  Am.  Hep.  494,  and  Mayer  v.  Heidelbach,  123 
N.  Y.  332,  25  N.  E.  416,  9  L.  R.  A.  850. 

It  is  further  urged  on  behalf  of  the  plaintiff  in  error  that 
as  she  received  nothing  for  her  indorsement,  she  is,  at  most, 
an  accommodation  indorser,  and  that  section  5  of  our  married 
women^s  act  (Gen.  Stats.,  p.  2017)  exempts  her  from  liabDiiy 
on  such  a  contract.  In  disposing  of  this  contention  it  is 
enough  to  say  that  it  has  already  been  decided  by  this  court 
that  where  a  note,  upon  which  a  married  women  puts  her  name, 
in  this  state,  first  comes  into  legal  existence  in  the  state  of 
New  York  (as  was  the  present  case),  the  statutory  provision  ap- 
pealed to  affords  her  no  protection:  Thompson  v.  Taylor,  66 
N.  J.  L.  263,  88  Am.  St.  Eep.  485,  49  Atl.  644,  54  L.  R  A. 
585. 

■^  The  only  other  ground  upon  which  the  validity  of  the 
judgment  below  is  attacked  is  based  upon  the  claim  set  up  by 
the  plaintiff  in  error  at  the  trial  of  the  cause,  that  at  the  time 
of  the  transaction  between  her  husband  and  the  bank  the  former 
was  insane,  the  contention  being  that  the  court  erred  in  its 
•  holding  with  regard  to  the  measure  of  liability  upon  contracts 
,  made  by  insane  persons.  It  is  quite  immaterial,  however, 
whether  such  error  occurred  or  not.  The  trial  court  found 
as  a  fact  that  the  husband  of  the  plaintiff  in  error  was  not 
insane  at  the  time  when  he  delivered  the  note  in  suit  to  the 
plaintiff;  and,  as  the  testimony  produced  on  the  subject  of 
Chardavoyne's  sanity  was  amply  sufficient  to  support  this  find- 
ing, it  must  be  accepted  by  this  court    Consequently,  the  que&* 
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tion  of  the  measnre  of  liability^  under  the  conditions  men- 
tioned^ is  not  involved  in  the  decision  of  the  case. 
The  judgment  under  review  should  be  affirmed. 

A.8  to  the  Legal  Effect  of  a  Blank  Indorsement  of  a  negotiable  note^ 
Bee  First  Nat.  Bank  v.  Payne,  111  Mo.  291,  33  Am.  St.  Bep.  520,  20  S. 
^W.  41;  Dennis  ▼.  Jackson,  57  Minn.  286,  47  Am.  St.  Bep.  603,  69  N. 
'W.  198;  Scollans  ▼.  BoUins,  173  Mass.  275.  73  Am.  St.  Bep.  284,  53 
N.  B.  863. 

The  AUeraOon  of  Instrwnents  by  filling  blanks  therein  discussed  in 
tlie  monographic  note  to  Burgess  ▼.  BIculo,  86  Am.  St.  Bep.  107-112. 
A.  reference  to  this  note  will  show  that  where  one  has  intrusted  an 
instrument  containing  blanks  to  another  with  the  intent  to  become 
bound  thereon,  he  will  be  liable  upon  the  instrument  though  the 
blanks  be  filled.  He  is  deemed  to  have  given  an  implied  authority 
to  the  payee  or  holder  to  fill  the  blanks  with  the  proper  terms:  See, 
also,  Boston  Steel  ete.  Co.  y.  Steuer,  18$  Mass.  140,  97  Am.  Si.  Bep. 
426.  66  N.  £.  646. 


HEIDECAMP  V.  JEBSEY  CITY,  HOBOKEN  AND  PAT- 
TERSON  STEEET  RAILWAY  COMPANY. 

[69  K.  J.  L.  284,  55  Atl.  239.] 

PARENT  AND  CfHILD— Adopted  Ohildren.— Next  of  Kin  of  an 
adopted  child  is  the  next  of  kin  by  blood  and  not  the  adopting  parent, 
under  a  statute  concerning  adoption  which  wholly  fails  to  bestow 
upon  the  adopting  parent  any  right  to  inherit  the  estate  of  the 
adopted  child,     (pp.  708,  709.) 

J.  P.  Mintbum,  for  the  plaintiff  in  error. 
W.  D.  Edwards,  for  the  defendant  in  error. 


VAN  SYCKEL,  J.  This  suit  is  brought  by  John 
Heideoamp,  administrator  of  Annie  Heidecamp,  deceased,  un- 
der our  death  act,  for  the  benefit  of  the  next  of  kin.   . 

Previously  to  the  injury  which  caused  her  death  Annie  had 
been  adopted  as  the  daughter  of  the  plaintiff,  under  the  ''act 
concerning  the  adoption  of  infants,''  vnth  the  written  consent 
of  the  mother. 

^^  The  trial  court  held  that  the  adopting  father  was  not  the 
next  of  kin,  and  that  the  natural  mother  could  recover  nomi- 
nal damages  only,  and  a  verdict  was  directed  accordingly.  The 
plaintiff  below  is  the  plaintiff  in  error.  The  question  to  be 
reviewed  is  whether  this  instruction  of  the  trial  court  is  cor- 
lecb 
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Our  death  act,  under  which  this  fiuit  is  prosecuted,  pro- 
vides that  the  action  shall  be  for  the  exclusive  benefit  of  the 
widow  and  next  of  kin  of  such  deceased  person,  and  the  sum 
recovered  shall  be  distributed  to  such  widow  and  next  of  kin 
in  the  proportions  provided  by  law  in  relation  to  the  di&triba- 
tion  of  personal  property  left  by  persons  dying  intestate. 

*  The  next  of  kin  in  this  act  must  be  held  to  mean  the  next 
of  kin  by  bloody  unless  the  ^^act  concerning  the  adoption  of 
infants''  impresses  upon  the  teim  a  different  meaning  as  ap* 
plicable  to  this  case. 

Our  ''act  conoeming  adoption"  ((}en.  Stats.,  p.  1714,  pL 
17)  provides  **that,  upon  the  entry  of  the  decree  of  adoption, 
the  parents  of  the  child^  if  living,  shall  be  devested  of  all  legal 
rights  and  obligations  due  from  them  to  the  child  or  childien 
or  from  the  child  or  children  to  them;  and  the  child  or  diildren 
shall  be  free  from  all  legal  obligations  of  obedience  or  other- 
wise to  the  parents ;  and  the  adopting  parent  or  parents  of  the 
child  or  children  shall  be  invested  with  every  legal  right  in 
respect  to  obedience  and  maintenance  on  the  part  of  the  child* 
or  children  as  if  said  child  or  children  had  b^n  bom  to  them 
in  lawful  wedlock;  and  the  child  or  children  shall  be  invested 
with  every  legal  right,  privilege,  obligation  aind  relation  in  re- 
spect to  education,  maintenance  and  the  rights  of  inheritance 
to  real  estate  or  to  the  distribution  in  personal  estate  on  the 
death  of  such  adopting  parent  or  parents  as  if  bom  to  them 
in  lawful  wedlock/' 

The  statute  expressly  invests  the  adopting  parent  with  every 
legal  right  in  respect  to  obedience  and  maintenance  on  the  part 
of  the  child  as  if  the  child  had  been  bom  to  them  in  lawful 
wedlock,  but  it  wholly  fails  to  bestow  upon  the  ^^  adopting 
parent  any  right  to  inherit  the  estate  of  the  adopted  chUd. 

That  the  draftsman  of  the  act  did  not  intend  to  confer  any 
such  property  right  upon  the  adopting  parent  is  emphasized 
by  the  immeaiately  succeeding  provision  that  the  adopted  child 
shall  be  invested  with  every  legal  right,  privilege,  obligation 
and  relation  in  respect  to  education,  maintenance  and  the  rights 
of  inheritance  to  real  estate  or  to  the  distribution  in  personal 
estate,  on  the  death  of  the  adopting  parents  as  if  bom  to  thei& 
in  lawful  wedlock. 

The  statute  further  provides  that,  on  the  death  of  the  adopt* 
ing  parent  and  the  subsequent  death  of  the  adopted  child  with- 
out issue,  the  property  of  such  adopting  deceased  parent  shall 
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descend  to,  and  be  distxiliited  among,  the  next  of  kin  of  said 
parent,  and  not  to  the  next  of  kin  of  the  adopted  child. 

The  adopting  father  is  therefore  -exclnded  from  ioheritingy 
as  the  next  of  kin  of  the  adopted  child,  not  only  by  the  failure 
of  tbe  statute  to  invest  him  with  such  right,  but  also  by  the 
declaration  that,  in  determining  who  are  the  next  of  Idn  of 
the  adopted  child,  regard  is  not  to  be  paid  to  the  fact  of  adop- 
tion; the  next  of  kin  of  the  adopted  child  are  his  next  of  kin 
by  blood. 

I  have  found  no  authority  which  will  justify  a  different  in- 
terpretation of  our  statutes. 

Barnes  v.  Allen,  25  Ind.  222,  holds  that  adopted  children 
are  the  heirs  of  adopting  father  in  the  degree  of  children,  and 
are  entitled  to  inherit  from  him.  No  other  construction  could 
he  given  to  the  Indiana  statute,  which  provides  that  the  adopted 
child  shall  have  the  same  interest  in  the  estate  of  adopting 
paroit,  by  descent  or  otherwise,  as  if  the  natural  heir  of  such 
parent. 

The  question  whether  the  adopting  father  could  inherit  frcMn 
the  child  is  not  involved  or  discussed  in  the  case. 

In  Bamshisel  v.  Ferrell,  47  Ind.  335,  the  court  expressly  de- 
clares that,  as  between  the  adopted  child  and  the  lawful  chil- 
dren of  the  adopting  parent,  the  legal  relation  as  to  inheri- 
tance is  not  changed  or  affected  by  the  adoption;  that  on 
'^^  the  death  of  the  adopted  child,  his  next  of  kin  by  blood 
take  from  him. 

In  Davis  v.  King,  95  Ind.  1,  it  appears  that^  in  1883,  the 
Indiana  statute  was  amended  by  providing  that  property,  real 
and  personal,  which  came  to  the  adopted  child  by  gift,  devise 
or  descent  from  the  adopting  parent  should,  on  the  death  of 
the  diild,  go  to  the  heirs  of  the  adopting  parent;  the  same  as  . 
if  such  child  had  not  been  adopted. 

The  right  of  the  adopting  parent  to  succeed  as  next  of  kin 
to  the  child  was  not  in  this  case. 

In  Bemderg  v.  Eoppefanan,  68  Mo.  482,  30  Am.  Bep.  802, 
the  Missouri  court  expressly  ruled  that,  on  the  death  of  the 
adopted  child,  his  estate  will  go  to  his  relations  by  blood,  and 
not  to  those  by  adoption.  This  interpretation  was  based  by 
the  court  upon  the  fact  that  the  statute  of  that  state  does  not 
provide  who  shall  inherit  from  the  adopted  child,  but  only  that 
the  adopted  child  shall  inherit'  from  the  adopting  parent. 
Delano  v.  Bruerton,  148  Mass.  619,  20  N.  E.  308,  2  L.  R.  A. 
698,  Warren  v.  Prescott,  84  Me.  483,  30  Am.  Si  Bep.  370, 
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self  before  seekiiig  reKet  He  is  entitled  to  be  relieved  from 
liability'' :  Johnston  v.  Salvage  Assn.,  L.  R  19  Q.  B.  DiT.  458, 
460.  See,  also,  Hnnt  v.  New  Hampshire  Fiie  etc.  Assn.,  68 
N.  H.  305,  73  Am.  St.  Bep.  602,  38  AtL  145,  38  L.  R.  A.  514, 
and  cases  cited;  Firet  Nst  Bank  t.  Hunton^  70  N.  H.  224, 
46  Atl.  1049;  Champion  v.  Brown,  6  Johns.  Ch.  398,  10  Am. 
Dec.  343 ;  BnrroFughs  v.  McNeill,  2  Dev.  &  B.  Eq.  (22  N.  C.) 
297,  302;  Central  Trust  Co.  r.  Louisville  Trust  Co.,  87  Fed. 
23 ;  Eanlaugh  v.  Hayes,  1  Vem-  190 ;  Lacey  v.  Hill,  li.  E.  18 
Eq.  182;  Wolmershausen  v.  GuUiek  [1893],  2  Ch.  514;  Cruse 
V.  Paine,  L.  R.  6  Eq.  641,  4  Ch.  App.  441;  Story's  Equity 
Jurisprudence,  sec.  860;  Bishop^s  Equity,  sec.  331;  Lindley 
on  Partnership,  375. 

Except  for  the  provision  that  the  damages  must  be  ascer- 
tained by  a  judgment  after  a  trial  of  the  issue  (immaterial  in 
this  case,  because  such  trial  had  been  had),  dauae  8  is  a  mere 
statement  of  the  law.  The  surety  cannot  sue  the  principal  until 
he  has  paid  the  debt;  but  that  does  not  prevent  the  interposition 
of  equity  to  require  the  principal  to  pay  and  save  the  surety 
harmless. 

But  it  appears  sufficient  to  rest  the  decision  upon  an  inter- 
pretation of  tiie  contract  which  gives  effect  to  all  its  provisions, 
avoids  any  conflict  between  them,  and  is  fairly  and  reasonably 
inferable  from  the  evidence.  The  view  that  the  contract  means 
that  the  insurance  company,  after  taking  control  of  the  pro- 
ceedings in  a  suit  against  the  assured,  cannot  thereafter  be  dis- 
charged except  by  payment  of  the  indemnity  to  the  assured  or 
securing  his  discharge  •^^  from  the  claim,  is  bought  to  best 
conform  to  the  intent  of  the  parties,  and  is  adopted.  Whether 
in  a  case  where  ihe  company  did  not  so  proceed  the  assured  could 
in  any  form  of  procedure  obtain  any  benefit  from  the  contract 
of  indemnity,  except  upon  proof  of  the  payment  of  damages 
after  a  trial  of  the  issue,  is  not  now  before  the  oourt 

Decree  lor  the  plaintiff. 

.Walker,  J.,  did  not  sit;  the  others  concurred. 


For  Authorities  bearing  upon  the  decision  in  the  principal  case,  Bee 
American  Employers'  Liability  Ins.  Co.  ▼.  Fordyce,  62  Ark.  562, 
64  Am.  St.  Rep.  305,  36  S.  W.  1051;  Travelers'  Ins.  C!o.  v.  Moses,  63 
N.  J.  Eq.  260,  92  Am.  St.  Bep.  663,  49  Atl.  720;  Worcester  etc.  By. 
Co.  V.  Travelers'  Ina.  Co.,  180  Mass.  263,  91  Am.  St.  Rep.  275  62 
N.  E.  364,  57  L.  B.  A.  629;  Bain  v.  Atkins,  181  Mass.  240,  92  Am- 
St.  Bep.  411,  63  N.  E.  414,  67  L.  B.  A.  791;  Kansas  City  etc.  B.  B. 
Co.  V.  Southern  By.  News  Co.,  161  Mo.  373,  74  Am.  St.  Beo.  645  6i 
S.  W.  205,  45  L.  B.  A.  380.  ^        ' 
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MECHANICS'  BANK  v.  CHAEDAVOYNE. 

[69  N.  J.  L.  250,  55  Atl.  1080.] 

MEOOTTAHTiE  ItfaTBllMElffT8--IitdarMmnLt  in  Blank.— One 
who  indorsea  a  note  in  blajik  and  intrusts  it  to  another  to  fill  up 
and  have  discounted  for  the  indorser's  benefit,  is  liable  upon  it  to 
a  bona  fide  ht>lder  for  value,  who  receiyes  it  before  maturity,  in  the 
usual  course  of  business,  from  the  person  to  whom  it  was  intrusted, 
notwithstanding  that  the  latter  filled  it  up  for,  and  fraudulently  con- 
verted it  to,  a  purpose  entirely  different  from  that  for  which  he 
was  authorised  to  use  it.     (p.  705.) 

VSaOTIABUR  INSTBIJMENTS— Indorsement  In  Blank — 
Bona  Fld#  Holdec. — ^If  a  bank  receives  a  note  in  the  regular  course  of 
business,  in  good  faith  and  without  notice  of  any  infirmity  in  it, 
in  payment  of  an  indebtedness  due  from  the  person  sending  it,  whose 
wife  has  indorsed  it  in  blank,  and  intrusted  it  to  him  to  discount  for 
her  benefit,  the  bank  thereby  becomes  a  bona  fide  holder  of  the  note 
for  value,  and  entitled  to  protection  as  such  as  against  the  wife  of 
the  sender  of  the  note.     (p.  705.) 

lamhert  ft  Stewart,  for  th€  plaintiff  in  error. 

A  C.  Wall,  for  the  defendant  in  error. 

*^  GUMMEEE,  C.  J.  This  suit  was  brought  against  Will- 
iam S.  Chardavoyne  and  Annie  N.,  his  wife,  upon  a  promis- 
sory note  made  by  William  to  the  order  of  Annie,  and  indorsed 
by  her.  The  note  is  dated  Newark,  July  28,  1899,  and  is  pay- 
able at  the  Mechanics'  Bank,  Brooklyn,  New  York.  The  case 
was  tried  by  the  court  without  a  jury,  by  consent  of  the  parties. 
The  following  are  the  pertinent  facts  found  by  the  trial  court: 
Mrs.  Chardavoyne,  about  ten  days  or  two  weeks  before  July  28. 
18M,  intrusted  her  husband  with  a  blank  form  of  promissory 

(701) 
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note,  indorsed  by  her,  to  be  filled  np  and  signed  by  him,  and 
used  at  the  German  National  Bank  of  Newark,  to  obtain  a  loan 
for  Mrs.  Chardavoyne.  The  German  National  Bank  refused 
to  discount  the  note,  and  its  refusal  was  reported  to  her.  She 
never  authorized  her  husband  to  use  the  note  for  any  other  pur- 
pose. Notwithstanding  this  fact,  he,  on  the  twenty-eighth  day 
of  July,  took  the  blank  note  to  the  banking-house  of  the  plain- 
tiff company,  in  Brooklyn,  New  York,  and  the  body  of  the 
instrument  was  then  filled  up  by  the  plaintiff's  president,  at 
the  request  of  Mr.  Chardavo}Tie,  for  a  simi  equal  to  the  amount 
of  an  indebtedness  due  from  **®  Mr.  Chardavoyne  to  the 
plaintiff.  The  nerk  day  the  note  was  discounted  by  the 
plaintiff,  and  the  proceeds  placed  to  Mr.  Chardavoyne^s  credit. 
The  president  of  the  bank,  when  he  filled  up  the  note,  was 
ignorant  of  the  fact  that  it  had  been  indorsed  in  blank  by 
Mrs.  Chardavoyne,  and  the  plaintiff  took  it,  in  the  regular 
course  of  business,  in  good  faith,  without  notice  of  any  infirm- 
ity in  it,  and  in  payment  of  the  indebtedness  then  due  to  it 
from  Mr.  Chardavoyne.  On  this  finding  of  facts  judgment 
was  entered  for  the  plaintiff  against  both  the  maker  and  in« 
dorser  of  the  note.  The  writ  of  error  is  sued  out  by  the  in- 
dorser,  Mrs.  Chardavoyne,  alone. 

The  principal  ground  upon  which  we  are  asked  to  reverse 
this  judgment  is  that,  upon  the  facts  found,  no  liability  on 
the  part  of  Mrs.  Chardavoyne  can  be  predicated.  The  con- 
tention is  that  her  husband  had  no  authority  to  fill  up  the 
note,  except  for  the  purpose  of  having  it  discounted  at  the 
German  National  Bank  for  her  benefit;  that  when  this  pnr^ 
pose  failed  her  husband's  agency  ceased,  and  her  indorsement 
became  a  nullity,  and  that  his  subsequent  fraudulent  act  in 
having  the  blanks  in  the  note  filled  np,  and  then  appropriating 
it  to  the  payment  of  his  own  indebtedness,  did  not  render  her 
responsible  thereon  as  indorser. 

An  examination  of  the  authorities,  however,  will  disclose 
that  this  contention  is  untenable.  The  question  to  be  deter- 
mined in  a  case  like  the  present  is  not  what  is  the  actual  limit 
of  authority  conferred  by  the  indorser  of  a  blank  note  npon 
the  person' into  whose  hands  she  delivers  it,  but  rather,  what 
authority  such  an  indorser,  by  her  conduct,  holds  out  that  per- 
son aR  possessing,  to  one  who  takes  the  note  in  good  faith,  for 
value,  and ''without  notice  that  the  actual  authority  conferred 
is  a  limited  one  only;  and  therefore,  as  is  stated  by  Mr.  Par- 
sons (1  Parsons  on  Bills  and  Notes,  110),  ''it  is  no  defense 
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against  a  bona  fide  older,  for  value,  to  prove  either  that  the 
person  to  whom  the  iostrument  was  intrusted  in  blank  had 
no  authority  at  all  to  fill  the  blank;  or  that  his  authority  was 
limited  to  a  certain  sum  which  he  had  exceeded;  or  that  he 
was  only  authorized  to  use  the  paper  for  a  particular  purpose, 
and  had  fraudulently  converted  it  to  a  different  purpose;  or 
^^^  that  he  was  only  authorized  to  fill  the  blank  upon  a  certain 
condition,  which  had  not  happened;  or  that  the  authority  was 
limited  in  point  of  time,  and  that  the  time  had  expired."  Prac- 
tically the  same  statement  appears  in  1  Daniel  on  Negotiable 
Instruments,  section  143,  where  it  is  said  that  "the  authority 
implied  by  a  signature  in  blank,  and  the  credit  granted,  are  so 
extensive  that  the  party  so  signing  will  be  bound,  though  the 
holder  was  only  authorized  to  use  it  for  one  purpose,  and  has 
perverted  it  to  another;  and  though  the  authority  was  limited 
to  a  time  which  has  expired,  or  was  only  to  be  exercised  upon 
a  condition  Which  has  not  happened.'* 

The  decided  cases  fully  support  the  rule  laid  down  by  these 
authors. 

As  early  as  1780,  Lord  Mansfield,  in  Bussel  v.  Langstaffe, 
Doug.  514,  declared  that  '^the  indorsement  on  a  blank  note 
is  a  letter  of  credit  for  an  indefinite  amount  By  it  the  in- 
doTser  says:  'Trust  G.  [the  person  who  received  the  note  from 
the  indorser]  to  any  amount,  and  I  wiU  be  hie  security.'  It 
does  not  lie  in  his  mouth  to  say  that  the  indorsement  is  not 
regular.*' 

In  Gerrard  v.  Lewis,  L.  B.  10  Q.  B.  Div.  30,  it  was  held 
that  "a  man  who  gives  his  acceptance  [to  a  bill  of  exchange] 
in  blank,  holds  out  the  person  to  whom  it  is  intrusted  as  clothed 
with  ostensible  authority  to  fill  in  the  bill  as  he  pleases." 

In  Bank  of  Pittsburg  v.  Neal,  63  TJ.  S.  (22  How.)  96,  16 
L.  ed.  323,  it  was  held  that  ''where  a  party  to  a  negotiable  in- 
strument intrusts  it  to  the  custody  of  another,  with  blanks  not 
filled  up,  whether  it  be  for  the  purpose  to  accommodate  the 
person  to  whom  it  was  intrusted,  or  to  be  used  for  his  own 
benefit,  such  negotiable  instrument  carries  on  its  face  an  im- 
plied authority  to  fill  up  the  blanks  and  perfect  il "  instrument," 
and  that  "a  bona  fide  holder  of  such  an  in&l.  nt,  for  valua- 
ble consideration,  without  notice  of  the  facts  which  impeach  its 
validity  between  the  antecedent  parties,  if  he  iikes  it  before 
the  same  becomes  due,  holds  the  title  unaffected  by  these  facts, 
and  may  recover  thereon." 
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In  Michigan  Bank  ▼.  Eldred,  76  U.  S.  (9  Wall.)  544,  19 
L.  ed.  768,  it  ifi  declared  ^^  to  be  "well-settled  law  that  where 
a  party  to  a  negotiable  biU  of  exchange  or  promiasory  note, 
containing  blianks^  intrusts  it  to  the  custody  of  another,  whether 
it  be  for  the  purpose  of  accommodating  the  person  to  whom  it 
was  intrusted  or  to  be  used  to  raise  money  for  his  own  benefit, 
such  bill  or  note  especially  if  it  be  indorsed  in  blanl^  carries 
on  its  face  an  implied  authority  in  the  person  to  whom  it  is  so 
intrusted  to  fill  up  the  blanks  in  his  discretion;  and  as  between 
such  party  to  the  bill  or  note,  and  innocent  third  parties  hold- 
ing the  bill  or  note  as  transferees  for  ^ue,  in  the  usual  course 
of  business,  the  person  to  whom  it  is  so  intrusted  must  be 
deemed  to  be  the  agent  of  the  party  who  committed  such  bill 
or  note  to  his  custody;  and  the  legal  ccmclusion  is  that  he  acted 
under  the  authority  of  that  party,  and  with  his  appcobation  and 
cjonsent/' 

In  Van  Duzer  v.  Howe,  21  N.  T.  531,  it  was  decided  that 
^'a  party  who  intrusts  another  with  his  a^^cqptaoioe  In  blank  is 
responsible  to  a  bona  fide  holder,  although  the  blank  is  filled 
with  a  sum  exceeding  that  fixed  as  a  limit  by  the  acceptor/* 

In  Eedlich  v.  Doll^  54  N.  T.  235,  13  Am.  Eep.  673,  the  rule 
is  stated  to  be  that  '^if  a  note  be  obtained  from  a  maker  by 
fraud ;  if  it  be  made  for  one  purpose  and  used  by  the  holder  for 
another ;  if  it  be  delivered  in  blank,  with  an  agreement  that  the 
blank  shall  be  filled  in  one  way,  and  il  be  filled  in  another; 
in  all  these  cases  the  maker  is  liable  to  a  bona  fide  holder  for 
value.  The  maker,  rather  than  the  innocent  holder,  must  suf- 
fer for  his  negligence  or  misplaced  confidence." 

In  Putnam  v.  Sullivan,  4  Mass.  45,  3  Am.  Dec  206,  it  was 
held  that  '%here  a  merchant  intrusts  his  clerk  with  his  blank 
indorsements,  and  one  by  false  pretenses  obtains  and  uses  them 
(by  writing  and  signing  promissory  notes  upon  ttie  face  of  the 
blanks)  such  fraudulent  use  of  them  will  not  discharge  the 
indorser  against  an  innocent  indorsee.'* 

In  Greenfield  Bank  v.  Stowell,  123  Mass.  196,  25  Am.  Rep. 
67,  the  rule  is  laid  down  that  "if  a  man  indorses  a  blank  form 
of  note,  and  delivers  it  with  the  intention  that  the  blank  should 
be  filled,  he  thereby  makes  the  person  to  whom  he  delivers  it 
his  agent,  *^*  and  is  responsible  for  whatever  date,  sum  or 
time  of  payment  he  may  insert,  to  a  bona  fide  indorsee.** 

In  Breckenridge  v.  Lewis,  84  Me.  349,  30  Am.  St  Bep.  353, 
24  Atl.  864,  it  was  decided  that  "one  who  intrusts  his  signature 
to  another  for  commercial  use — ^that  is,  to  have  some  business 


July,  1903.]    Mechanics'  Bank  v.  Chardavotnb.  706 

obligation  written  ovor  it,  becomes  holden  upon  a  negotiable 
promissory  note  fraudulently  so  written  by  the  person  so  in- 
ti-usted  with  it,  and  negotiated  to  an  innocent  holder/' 

It  is  unnecessary  to  multiply  authorities.    Enough  have  been 
cited  to  make  it  clear  that  one  who  indorses  a  promissory  note 
in  blank  and  intrusts  it  to  another  to  fill  it  up  and  have  it 
<liscounted  for  his   (the  indorser's)   benefit,  is  liable  upon  it 
tu  a  bona  fide  holder  for  value,  who  receives  it  before  maturity, 
in  the  usual  course  of  business,  from  the  person  to  whom  it  was 
intrusted,  notwithstanding  that  the  latter  has  filled  it  up  for, 
and  fraudulently  converted  it  to,  a  purpose  entirely  different 
from  that  for  which  he  was  authorized  to  use  it.     Commercial 
paper  is  a  part  of  the  mercantile  currency  of  the  country,  and 
in  order  that  its  free  circulation  may  not  be  impeded,  it  is  the 
settled  policy  of  the  law  that  innocent  holders  thereof,  for 
value,  should  have  a  right  to  enforce  payment  of  such  paper 
against  those  who,  by  signing  or  indorsing  it,  either  in  blank 
or  otherwise,  have  caused  it  to  become  a  part  of  such  currency. 
It  is  furlher  contended  on  behalf  of  the  plaintiff  in  error 
that  if  it  be  considered  that  the  indorser  of  a  blank  promissory 
note  is  liable  to  a  bona  fide  holder,  for  value,  under  the  cir- 
cumstances existing  in  the  present  case,  still  the  plaintiff  bank 
is  not  entitled  to  recover  against  her,  because  it  does  not  occupy 
that  position.    The  fact  is  established  by  the  finding  of  the 
trial  court,  as  has  already  been  stated,  that  the  plaintiff  bank 
took  the  note  ^'in  the  regular  course  of  business,  in  good  faith, 
without  notice  of  any  infirmity  in  it."    It  is,  therefore,  a  bona 
fide   holder.     The   iiial  court   further   found   that  the   bank 
took  the  note  "in  payment  of  an  indebtedness  then  due"  to  it. 
So  far  as  this  state  is  concerned,  the  rule  is  entirely  settled  that 
a  party  taking  a  promissory  note  in  payment  of  an  antecedent 
debt  is  a  holder  of  such  note  for  a  valuable  ***  consideration, 
and  entitled  to  protection  as  such:  Allaire  v.  Hartshome,  21  N", 
J.  L.  665,  47  Am.  Dec.  175 ;  Duncan  Sherman  &  Co.  v.  Gilbert, 
29  N.  J.  L.  527.    But,  as  the  transaction  out  of  which  the 
plaintiff^s  right  sprang  took  place  in  New  York,  the  question 
tc  be  determined  is  whether,  by  the  law  of  that  jurisdiction, 
one  who  so  takes  a  promissory  note  is  a  holder  for  value.    The 
plaintiff  in  error  insists  that  the  rule  established  in  that  state 
is  that  where  the  holder  has  received  the  paper  as  payment  for 
an  antecedent  debt  he  is  not  such  a  holder,  and  refers  us  to 
a  declaration  to  that  effect  contained  in  the  opinion  of  thii 
court  in  Duncan  Sherman  &  Co.  v.  Gilbert,  29  N.  J.  L.  528. 

Am.  St.  Eep.,  Vol.  101—45 
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No  authority  for  this  statemenl  is  cited  in  the  opinion  referred 
to,  and  an  examination  of  the  New  York  cases  do  not  justify 
it. 

On  the  contrary,  the  New  York  decisions  on  this  subject, 

80  far  as  we  have  been  able  to  ascertain  by  an  examination  of 
the  published  reports  of  such  decisions,  are  in  entire  harmony 
with  our  own.  In  1840,  more  than  twenty  years  prior  to  the 
decision  in  Duncan  Sherman  &  Co.  v.  Gilbert,  the  supreme  court 
of  New  York,  in  the  case  of  Bank  of  St.  Albans  v.  GiUiland, 
33  Wend.  311,  35  Am.  Dec.  566,  held  that  "receiving  a  note 
for  a  precedent  debt  is  receiving  it  for  value,  within  the  law- 
merchant,  if  it  be  taken  in  satisfaction  of  such  precedent  debt, 
and  the  indebtedness  be  canceled.*'  To  the  same  effect  is  the 
decision  of  the  court  of  appeals  in  Brown  v.  Leavitt^  31  N. 
Y.  113,  and  in  the  later  case  of  Phoenix  Ins.  Co.  v.  Church, 

81  N.  Y.  218,  37  Am.  Rep.  494,  and  Mayer  v.  Heidelbach,  123 
N.  Y.  332,  25  N.  E.  416,  9  L.  B.  A.  850. 

It  is  further  urged  on  behalf  of  the  plaintiff  in  error  that 
as  she  received  nothing  for  her  indorsement,  she  is,  at  most, 
an  accommodation  indorser,  and  that  section  5  of  our  married 
women^s  act  (Gen.  Stats.,  p.  2017)  exempts  her  from  liability 
on  such  a  contract.  In  disposing  of  this  contention  it  is 
enough  to  say  that  it  has  already  been  decided  by  this  court 
that  where  a  note,  upon  which  a  married  women  puts  her  name, 
in  this  state,  first  comes  into  legal  existence  in  the  state  of 
New  York  (as  was  the  present  case),  the  statutory  provision  ap- 
pealed to  affords  her  no  protection:  Thompson  v.  Taylor,  6^ 
N.  J.  L.  253,  88  Am.  St  Hep.  485,  49  Atl.  644,  54  L.  R  A. 
586. 

*^  The  only  other  ground  upon  which  the  validity  of  the 
judgment  below  is  attacked  is  based  upon  the  claim  set  up  by 
the  plaintiff  in  error  at  the  trial  of  the  cause,  that  at  the  time 
of  the  transaction  between  her  husband  and  the  bank  the  former 
was  insane,  the  contention  being  that  the  court  erred  in  its 
•  holding  with  regard  to  the  measure  of  liability  upon  contracts 
,  made  by  insane  persons.  It  is  quite  immaterial,  however, 
whether  such  error  occurred  or  not.  The  trial  court  found 
as  a  fact  that  the  husband  of  the  plaintiff  in  error  was  not 
insane  at  the  time  when  he  delivered  the  note  in  suit  to  the 
plaintiff;  and,  as  the  testimony  produced  on  the  subject  of 
Chardavoyne's  sanity  was  amply  sufiScient  to  support  this  find* 
ing,  it  must  be  accepted  by  this  court     Consequently,  the  qae^ 
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tion  of  the  measure  of  liability,  under  the  conditions  men- 
tioned, is  not  involved  in  the  decision  of  the  case. 
The  judgment  under  review  should  be  afiSrmed. 

A.8  to  the  Legal  Effect  of  a  Blank  Indorsement  of  a  negotiable  note^ 
■ee  First  Nat.  Bank  v.  Payne,  111  Mo.  291,  38  Am.  St.  Bep.  520,  20  EL 
^W.  41;  Dennis  v.  Jackson,  57  Minn.  286,  47  Am.  St.  Bep.  603,  59  N. 
^W.  198;  Scollans  ▼•  BoUins,  173  Mass.  275,  73  Am.  St.  Bep.  284,  58 
N.  B.  863. 

The  Alteration  of  Instrwnents  hj  filling  blanks  therein  discussed  in 
tlie  monographie  note  to  Burgess  y.  BIiulo,  86  Am.  St.  Bep.  107-112. 
JL  reference  to  this  note  will  show  that  where  one  has  intrusted  an 
instrument  containing  blanks  to  another  with  the  intent  to  become 
bound  thereon,  he  will  be  liable  upon  the  instrument  though  the 
blanks  be  fiUed.  He  is  deemed  to  have  given  an  implied  authority 
to  the  payee  or  holder  to  fill  the  blanks  with  the  proper  terms:  See, 
also,  Boston  Steel  etc.  Co.  v.  Steuer,  ISS  Mass.  140|  97  Am.  St.  Bep. 
426,  66  N.  £.  646. 


HEIDECAMP  v.  JEBSET  CITT,  HOBOKEN  AND  PAT- 
TERSON STREET  RAILWAY  COMPANY. 

[69  N.  J.  L.  284,  55  Atl.  239.] 

PABEMT  ANB  CHIIiD — ^Adopted  Children.— Next  of  Kin  of  an 
adopted  chUd  is  the  next  of  kin  by  blood  and  not  the  adopting  parent, 
under  a  statute  concerning  adoption  which  wholly  fails  to  bestow 
upon  the  adopting  parent  any  right  to  inherit  the  estate  of  the 
adopted  child,    (pp.  708,  709.) 

J.  P.  Mintbum,  for  the  plaintiff  in  error. 
W.  D.  Edwards,  for  the  defendant  in  error. 


VAN  SYCKEL,  J.  This  suit  is  brought  by  John 
Heidecamp,  administrator  of  Annie  Heideoamp,  deceased,  un* 
der  our  death  act,  for  the  benefit  of  the  next  of  kin.   . 

Previously  to  the  injury  which  caused  her  death  Annie  had 
been  adopted  as  the  daughter  of  the  plaintiff,  under  the  ^^act 
concerning  the  adoption  of  infants/'  with  the  written  consent 
of  the  mother. 

■®*  The  trial  court  held  that  the  adopting  father  was  not  the 
next  of  kin,  and  that  the  natural  mother  could  recover  nomi- 
nal damages  only,  and  a  verdict  was  directed  accordingly.  The 
plaintiff  below  is  the  plaintiff  in  error.  The  question  to  be 
reviewed  is  whether  this  instruction  of  Ihe  trial  court  is  cor- 
rect 
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Our  death  act,  under  which  this  suit  is  prosecuted,  pro- 
vides that  the  action  shall  be  for  the  exclusive  benefit  of  the 
widow  and  next  of  kin  of  such  deceased  person,  and  the  sum 
recovered  shall  be  distributed  to  such  widow  and  next  of  kin 
in  the  proportions  provided  by  law  in  relation  to  the  diatribu* 
tion  of  personal  property  lell  by  persons  dying  intestate. 

*  The  next  of  kin  in  this  act  must  be  held  to  mean  the  next 
of  kin  by  blood,  unless  the  ^^act  concerning  the  adoption  of 
infants''  impresses  upon  the  teim  a  different  meaning  as  ap- 
plicable to  this  case. 

Our  ^^act  conoeming  adoption"  {Qen.  Stats.,  p.  1714^  pL 
17)  provides  *Miiat,  upon  the  entry  of  the  decree  of  adoption, 
the  parents  of  the  child,  if  living,  shall  be  devested  of  all  legal 
rights  and  obligations  due  from  them  to  the  child  or  children 
or  from  the  child  or  children  to  them;  and  the  child  or  children 
shall  be  free  from  all  legal  obligations  of  obedience  or  other- 
wise to  the  parents;  and  the  adopting  parent  or  parents  of  the 
child  or  children  shall  be  invested  with  every  legal  right  in 
respect  to  obedience  and  maintenance  on  the  part  of  the  child' 
or  children  as  if  said  child  or  children  had  been  bom  to  them 
in  lawful  wedlock;  and  the  child  or  children  shall  be  invested 
with  every  legal  right,  privilege,  obligation  aind  relation  in  re- 
spect to  education,  maintenance  and  the  rights  of  inheritance 
to  real  estate  or  to  the  distribution  in  personal  estate  on  the 
death  of  such  adopting  parent  or  parents  as  if  bom  to  them 
in  lawful  wedlock/* 

The  statute  expressly  invests  the  adopting  parent  with  every 
legal  right  in  respect  to  obedience  and  maintenance  on  the  part 
of  the  child  as  if  the  child  had  been  bom  to  them  in  lawful 
wedlock,  but  it  wholly  fails  to  bestow  upon  the  *^  adopting 
parent  any  right  to  inherit  the  estate  of  the  adopted  child. 

That  the  draftsman  of  the  act  did  not  intend  to  confer  any 
such  property  right  upon  the  adopting  parent  is  emphasized 
by  the  immeaiately  succeeding  provision  that  the  adopted  child 
shall  be  invested  with  every  legal  right,  privilege,  obligation 
and  relation  in  respect  to  education,  maintenance  and  the  rights 
of  inheritance  to  real  estate  or  to  the  distribution  in  personal 
estate,  on  {he  death  of  the  adopting  parents  as  if  bom  to  theia 
in  lawful  wedlock. 

The  statute  further  provides  that,  on  the  death  of  the  adopt- 
ing parent  and  the  subsequent  death  of  the  adopted  child  with- 
out issue^  the  property  of  such  adopting  deceased  parent  shall 
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descend  to^  and  be  distributed  among^  the  next  of  kin  of  said 
parent^  and  not  to  the  next  of  kin  of  the  adopted  child. 

The  adopting  father  is  therefore  exelnded  from  inheriting^ 
as  the  next  of  kin  of  the  adopted  child,  not  only  by  the  failure 
of  the  statute  to  invest  him  wilii  such  right,  but  also  by  the 
declaration  that,  in  determining  who  are  the  next  of  Idn  of 
the  adopted  child,  regard  is  not  to  be  paid  to  the  fact  of  adop- 
tion; the  next  of  kin  of  the  adopted  child  are  his  next  of  kin 
by  blood. 

I  have  found  no  authority  which  will  justify  a  different  in- 
terpretation of  our  statutes. 

Barnes  v.  Allen,  25  Ind.  222,  holds  that  adopted  children 
are  the  heirs  of  adopting  father  in  the  degree  of  children,  and 
are  entitled  to  inherit  from  him.  No  other  construction  could 
be  given  to  the  Indiana  statute,  which  provides  that  the  adopted 
child  shall  have  the  same  interest  in  the  estate  of  adopting 
parent,  by  descent  or  otherwise,  as  if  the  natural  heir  of  such 
parent. 

The  question  whether  the  adopting  father  could  inherit  from 
the  child  is  not  involved  or  discussed  in  the  case. 

In  Bamshisel  v.  Ferrell,  47  Ind.  335,  the  court  expressly  de- 
clares that,  as  between  the  adopted  child  and  the  lawful  chil- 
dren of  the  adopting  parent,  the  legal  relation  as  to  inheri- 
tance is  not  changed  or  affected  by  the  adoption;  that  on 
^^"^  the  deaih  of  the  adopted  child,  his  next  of  kin  by  blood 
take  from  him. 

In  Davis  v.  King,  95  Ind.  1,  it  appears  that,  in  1883,  the 
Indiana  statute  was  amended  by  providing  that  property,  real 
and  personal,  which  came  to  the  adopted  child  by  gift,  devise 
or  descent  from  the  adopting  parent  should,  on  the  deatk  of 
the  diild,  go  to  the  heirs  of  the  adopting  parent^  the  same  as 
if  such  child  had  not  been  adopted. 

The  right  of  the  adopting  parent  to  succeed  as  next  of  kin 
to  the  child  was  not  in  this  case. 

In  Bemders  v.  Koppefanan,  68  Mo.  482,  30  Am.  Sep.  802, 
the  Missouri  court  expressly  ruled  that,  on  the  death  of  the 
adopted  child,  his  estate  will  go  to  his  relations  by  blood,  and 
not  to  those  by  adoption.  This  interpretation  was  based  by 
the  court  upon  the  fact  that  the  statute  of  that  state  does  not 
provide  who  shall  inherit  from  the  adopted  child,  but  only  that 
the  adopted  child  shall  inherit'  from  the  adopting  parent 
Delano  v.  Bruerton,  148  Mass.  619,  20  N.  E.  308,  2  L.  R.  A. 
698^  Warren  v.  Prescott,  84  Me.  483,  30  Am.  St  Bep.  370. 
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24  Atl.  948,  17  L.  E.  A.  435,  and  HartweU  ▼.  Teft,  19  R  L 
644,  35  Atl.  882,  34  L.  B.  A.  500^  give  no  support  to  tiie 
claim  of  the  adopting  parent 

John  Heidecamp,  therefore,  cannot  be  regarded  as  the  next 
of  kin,  and  the  action  can  be  maintained  only  in  the  right 
of  the  natural  mother  of  the  deceased  child,  who  is,  under  our 
law,  the  next  of  kin.  She  had  abandoned  her  child  and  re- 
leased all  claims  to  her  services,  and  was  therefore  legally  en- 
titled to  no  substantial  damages.  If  it  was  error  to  direct  a 
verdict  for  nominal  damages,  the  plaintiff  in  error  cannot  com- 
plain. 

There  is  no  error  in  the  direction  of  the  trial  court  which 
was  injurious  to  the  plaintiff,  and  the  judgment-  should  there- 
fore be  affirmed. 


For  Aufhoritie9  Bearing  on  the  decision  in  the  principal  case,  see 
the  monographic  notes  to  Van  Matre  t.  Sankey,  39  Am.  St.  Bep. 
226;  In  re  Ingram,  12  Am.  St.  Bep.  100;  and  the  snbeeqnent  easee  of 
Quinn  v.  Quinn,  5  S.  Dak.  328,  49  Am.  St.  Bep.  875,  58  N.  W.  808; 
Clarkson  v.  Hatton,  143  Mo.  47,  65  Am.  St.  Bep.  635  44  8.  W.  761, 
39  L.  B.  A.  748 ;  Phillips  v.  McGonica,  59  Ohio  St.  1,  69  Am.  St.  Bep. 
753,  51  N.  E.  445;  Butterfield  y.  Sawyer,  187  HI.  598,  79  Am.  St.  Bepu 
246,  58  N.  E.  602,  52  L.  B.  A.  75. 


ENHIGHT  V.  OLIVEB. 

[69  N.  J.  L.  357,  55  AtL  277.] 

MA8TEB  AKD  SEBVANT— Kegllgence  of  Fellow-Bervant.^ 
Employ^  of  a  common  master  engaged  in  a  common  employment  of 
erecting  a  building  or  other  structure  are  aU  fellow-senrantB,  and 
if  injury  occurs  to  one  of  such  employ^  by  reason  of  negligent  eon- 
struction,  caused  by  the  carelessness  of  a  coemploy6,  the  master  is 
not  liable,     (p.  712.) 

MASTEB  AND  8EBVANT— KegUgenoe  of  FeUow-servaat.— If 

the  master  has  furnished  a  sufficiency  of  safe  appliances  to  select 
from  in  the  construction  of  a  building,  he  is  not  liable  for  an  injury 
to  an  employ^  arising  from  the  selection  by  a  fellow-servant  of  an 
imperfect  appliance  not  furnished  by  the  master,     (p.  714.) 

MASTEB  AND  SEBVANT— Fellow-senrantfl.— Tile  Foremaii  of 

employ te  of  a  common  master  engaged  in  a  common  employment  of 
erecting  a  building  is  a  fellow-servant  with  them  while  directing  or 
assisting  them  in  the  performance  of  the  duties  of  the  common  em- 
ployment, and  the  master  is  not  liable  for  the  negligence  of  such 
foreman  resulting  in  injury  to  one  of  such  common  employes,  except 
when  his  acts  relate  to  personal  duties  due  the  employ^  from  the 
master,  and  from  which  he  cannot  escape  liability  by  delegating 
them  to  another,     (pp.  714,  715.) 

MA&TEB  AND  SEBVANT— Negligence  of  Incompetent  Fel- 
low-servant— ^Assnmption  of  Bisks. — ^If  an  injury  to  an  employ^  grows 
out  of  the  negligence  of  his  incompetent  fellow-servant,  and  the  eon- 
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ditions  and  his  ineompeteney  were  known  to  the  injured  employ^,  or 
should  h&ve  been  known  to  him  hj  the  exercise  of  ordinary  care  be- 
fore exposing  himself  to  the  danger  complained  of,  and  yet  without 
notice  to  the  master,  or  seeking  in  any  way  to  remedy  such  condi- 
tions, he  continued  in  the  employment  which  resulted  in  the  injury, 
he  muet  be  held  to  have  assumed  the  risk  as  an  obvious  one,  and  can- 
not recover  of  the  master,     (p.  716.) 

UASTEB  AND  8EBVANT— Feilow-senrants— Assumptioii  of 
Rinks. — Servants  employed  by  or  under  the  control  of  the  same  master, 
in  a  common  employment,  obviously  exposing  them  to  injury  from  the 
ne^^li^nce  of  others  so  employed  or  controlled,  although  engaged 
in  different  departments  of  the  common  business,  are  fellow-servants, 
who  assume  the  risk  of  each  other's  negligence,  and  cannot  have 
recourse  to  the  master  for  any  injury  resulting  therefrom,  (pp.  716, 
717.) 

W.  Dixon,  for  the  plaintiff  in  error. 

BeU^  Edwards  &  Lawrence,  for  the  defendant  in  error. 


HENDBICKSON,  J.  The  plaintiff,  who  is  a  carpenter, 
was  engaged  with  other  carpenters  and  with  laborers  in  con- 
structing center  panels  within  the  spaces  made  by  the  iron 
cross-beams  of  a  large  refrigerator  building  in  Jersey  City, 
then  in  course  of  erection,  which  were  for  the  temporary  sup- 
port of  a  concrete  floor  then  being  laid  in  the  several  stories 
of  the  building.  The  work  had  progressed  until  the  fourth 
floor  had  been  reached,  and  the  plaintiff,  while  engaged  in  nail- 
uig  859  ii^Q  comers  of  a  center  panel,  and  in  nailing  and  fit- 
ting together  the  sheathing-boards  that  had  been  laid  down 
thereon,  a  defective  support  gave  way  under  his  weight,  so  that 
he  fell  through  the  sheathing  to  the  floor  below  and  sustained 
injuries  thereby  for  which  he  brought  suit  against  his  em- 
ployer, the  defendant  corporation. 

The  gravamen  of  the  action  was  negligence  in  failing  to  pro- 
vide proper  support  to  the  floor  or  sheathing  upon  which  the 
plaintiff  was  working,  and  in  failing  to  provide  competent  and 
skillful  employes  to  lay  and  construct  such  flooring  and  in  fail- 
ing to  properly  inspect  and  maintain  the  same  in  a  reasonably 
safe  and  sound  condition  while  the  plaintiff  was  working  there- 
on in  discharge  of  his  duties. 

At  the  close  of  the  plaintiff's  evidence  at  the  trial  motion 
was  made  for  a  nonsuit,  upon  the  ground,  among  others,  that 
the  accident  was  the  result  of  the  negligence  of  a  fellow-ser- 
vant The  learned  judge  ordered  a  nonsuit,  observing  that  the 
case  wag  either  within  the  principle  of  Curley  v.  Hoff,  62  N. 
J.  L.  759jj  42  AtL  731,  or  within  that  of  Saunders  v.  Eastern 
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HydranKc  Co.,  63  N.  J.  L.  654,  76  Am.  St  Bep.  222,  44  All 

630.    We  have  not  stopped  to  determine  as  to  the  spplicaocy 
of  these  cases,  for  we  can  more  appropriately,  we  think,  inTote 
in  support  of  the  nonsuit  the  doctrine  of  fellow-serrant.    It 
is  contended  for  the  plaintiff  that  the  defendant  failed  in  his 
claty  to  use  reasonable  care  to  provide  for  him  a  reasonably 
icHe  place  in  which  to  work.    But  this  duty  of  the  master  does 
not  apply  where  the  place  of  work  is  one  that  the  servants  them- 
belves  undertake  to  erect  and  provide  as  one  of  the  duties  and 
imdertakingB  of   their  common  employment.    In  such  a  case, 
if  any  injury  occurs  to  an  employ^  by  reason  of  n^ligent  con- 
struction, caused  by  the  carelessness  of  a  coemploye,  the  mas- 
ter is  not  liable.    This  principle  is  clearly  laid  down  by  the 
supreme  court  in  Maher  v.  McGrath,  68  N.  J.  L.  469,  33  AtL 
945,  and  in  this  court  in  Olsen  v.  Nixon,  61  N.  J.  L.  671,  40 
AtL  694.    The  only  liability  that  could  fall  upon  the  m^ateT 
in  such  case  would  be  for  negligence  in  the  selection  of  the 
workmen.    And  the  general  rule  is  also  weU  established  that 
employ^  of  a  common  master,  who  are  engaged  in  the  com- 
mon employment  of  erecting  the  same  structure,  •^^  are  aD 
fellow-servants:  12  Am.  &  Eng.  Ency.  of  Law,  1015,  and  note 
2,  where  cases  are  cited.    The  same  principle  is  recognized  in 
Maher  v.  MpGrath,  68  N.  J.  L.  469,  33  AtL  945,  where  the 
plaintiff  was  a  laborer,  who  sued  the  master  for  injuries  received 
from  the  fall  of  a  scaffold  while  attending  upon  masons  en- 
gaged in  constructing  the  walls  of  a  brick  building.     One  of 
the  questions  to  be  considered  in  this  case  is,  Was  the  plaintiff 
injured  through  the  fault  of  a  coservant  and  not  through  the 
fault  of  the  master  ?    Some  further  statement  of  the  facts  may 
be  helpfuL    The  panel  referred  to  as  to  form  of  construction 
is  aptly  described  in  the  case  as  being  like  a  box  without  top 
or  bottom.     It  was  about  twenty  feet  by  about  six  feet  in  di- 
mensions and  had  a  depth  of  eighteen  inches.    It  rested  upon 
hangers  secured  upon  the  beams.    Upon  the  sides  of  the  panel 
were  also  hangers  or  clips  in  which  were  laid  putlogs,  spoken 
of  in  the  case  as  putlocks  or  footlocks,  across  the  panel,  upon 
which  the  sheathing  was  laid.     The  putlogs  were  five  in  num- 
ber, and  the  sheathing  was  in  two  sections.    In  one  section  the 
boards  were  about  fifteen  feet  in  length  and  were  met  by  the 
boards  in  the  adjoining  section,  having  a  length  of  about  five 
or  six  feet.    The  boards  of  the  two  sections  were  made  so  as  t(^ 
meet  upon  the  fourth  putlog.     It  is  assumed  that  this  putlog, 
by  reason  of  the  junction  thereon  of  the  two  sections  of  tto 
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eh^afhing^  would  oatitrally  be  subjected  to  the  greater  weight 
ox*  straia  fitmi  any  ^aacambntnce  put  npcm  it    The  putlogs 
'^V'&pe  out  of  tbree  by  four  inch  lumber,  thirteen  feet  long,  and 
ixL  order  to  make  three  putlogs  out  of  one  piece  of  timber,  the 
dird  one  in  some  eases  had  to  be  cut  on  inch  short    To  8up« 
ply  iliis  deficiency  in  length  furring  strips  of  the  required  di- 
xnenaoQ  weije  nailed  at  the  end  with  three  or  four  nails.    In 
placing  the  putlogs  into  the  hangers  or  dips  it  was  found  that 
one  out  of  ihe  five  was  a  short  one  that  had  been  pieced;  and 
Hurt  was  the  fourtib  in  order  upon  which  the  two  sections  of 
the  sheathing  met.    It  was  found  after  the  accident  that  it  was 
tins  fourth  putlog  which  gave  way  under  the  plaintiff's  weight, 
and  while  the  putlog  proper  fell  below,  the  furring  strip  had 
split  off  and  was  found  in  the  hanger.    It  is  contended  by  the 
plaintiff  that  *^^  the  master  was  negligent  in  furnishing  im- 
perfect and  defective  putlogs,  and  was  also  negligent  in  em- 
ploying unskillful  workmen  in  the  persons  of  ordinary  labor- 
ers^ who  were  attending  upon  the  carpenters,  to  lay  them  down, 
-whereby  the  defective  putlog  was  placed  in  such  a  position  as  to 
cause  the  accident  to  the  plaintiff,  which  otherwise  would  not 
have  been  at  all  likely  to  occur.    And,  first,  as  to  the  alleged 
negBgence  of  the  master  in  furnishing  some  putlogs  which  were 
pieced  at  the  aid  and  alleged  to  be  thereby  rendered  defective. 
The  putlogs  were  being  made  by  some  of  the  carpenters  at  work 
on  13ie  job.    They  had  cut  a  number  of  them  an  inch  short,  in 
the  way  before  stated,  piecing  them  at  the  end,  under  the  di- 
rection of  the  foreman,  and  then  the  president  of  the  defend- 
ant company  came  along  and  stopped  the  cutting  of  any  more 
short  putlogs;  and  thereafter  the  practice  was  abandoned.    The 
short  putlogs  continued  to  be  used,  but  as  fast  as  the  concrete 
flooring  laid  upon  the  sheathing  was  set  the  temporary  con- 
struction underneath  was  withdrawn  and  the  lumber  that  re- 
mained fit  was  used  again  in  other  centers,  so  that  as  the  case 
"  shows,  fliere  were  plenty  of  putlogs  for  use,  and  a  sufficient 
number  at  all  times  of  the  putlogs  that  were  not  pieced  to 
select  from  using  the  imperfect  ones. 

These  putlogs  were  selected  by  one  or  more  of  the  carpen- 
ters, of  whom  there  were  at  least  six  at  work  at  the  time  of 
the  accident,  and  they  were  carried  by  the  laborers,  as  were  the 
boai-ds  and  other  materials  used,  and  placed  alongside  the 
panel  for  which  they  were  intended.  Now,  regarding  the  put- 
log as  an  appliance  which  it  was  the  duty  of  the  master  to  fur- 
nish that  would  be  reasonably  safe  for  the  purpose  designed — 
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a  duty  that  could  not  be  ddegated— still  it  is  well  settled  that» 
where  the  master  has  furnished  a  sufficiency  of  safe  appliances 
to  select  from^  the  master  is  not  liable  for  an  injury  to  an  em- 
ploy6  arising  from  the  selection  by  a  coservant  of  an  imperfect 
appliance  not  furnished  by  the  master  for  the  purpose.  This 
principle  was  laid  down  by  this  court  in  Maher  y.  Thropp,  59 
N.  J.  L.  186^  35  AtL  1057^  and  in  Guggenheim  Smelting  COb 
V.  Flanigan,  62  N.  J.  L.  354.  41  Aa  844,  42  Aa  146.  As 
before  shown^  the  corporation  had,  by  its  president,  plainly  con- 
demned *^  the  use  of  the  pieced  putlog,  by  directing  the  cap* 
penters  in  charge  of  that  work,  and  upon  whom  the  duty  of 
selection  rested,  to  stop  cutting  and  piecing  putlogs  in  that 
way. 

But,  upon  another  principle,  the  master  cannot  be  held  to 
be  negligent  because  there  were  imperfect  putlogs  upon  the 
premises  that  might  be  brought  into  use.  This  was  an  appli- 
ance which  the  carpenters  were  to  prepare,  and  did  prepare, 
out  of  materials  furnished  by  the  master,  in  the  course  of  their 
general  work.  It  is  not  disputed  but  that  the^  material  fur- 
nished for  the  putlogs  was  of  the  proper  quality  and  was  suffi- 
cient in  quantity.  It  therefore  follows,  upon  the  principle 
already  stated,  that  any  injury  to  a  coemploy6,  by  reason  of 
faulty  construction,  does  not  fall  upon  the  master:  Maher  v. 
McGratli,  58  N.  J.  L.  469,  33  Atl.  945.  The  fact  that  they 
acted  under  the  direction  of  the  foreman  in  charge  of  the  m«i 
in  doing  what  they  did  does  not  affect  the  question  of  liability. 
The  foreman  was,  under  the  circumstances,  a  fellow-servant 
with  the  other  employ6s  engaged  in  the  common  employments 

The  rule  upon  this  subject  is  correctly  laid  down  by  the  su- 
preme court  in  O'Brien  v.  American  Dredging  Co.,  53  N.  J. 
L.  291,  21  Atl.  324.    The  decision  has  been  approved  by  this 
court  in  Maher  v.  Thropp,  59^  N.  J.  L.  186,  35  AtL  1057,  and 
Olsen  V.  Nixon,  61  N.  J.  L.  671,  40  Aa  694.    This  rule  was 
again  very  fully  discussed  and  approved  by  ae  court  of  errors  • 
and  appeals  in  the  recent  case  of  Knutter  v.  New  York  etc 
Tel.  Co.,  67  N.  J.  L.  646,  52  AtL  565,  58  L.  R.  A.  808.    But, 
perhaps,  the  better  and  more  complete  answer  to  the  alleged 
ground  of  liability  on  the  part  of  the  defendant,  by  reason  of 
its  alleged  negligence  in  connection  with  the  cutting,  making 
and  use  of  the  imperfect  putlog,  may  be  found  in  this :  That  it 
plainly  appears  that  such  negligence,  if  any,  was  not  the  proxi- 
mate "cause  of  the  injury.     It  was  proven  by  one  of  the  car- 
penters, who  was  the  plaintiff's  witness,  that  he  had  been  a 
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carpenter  for  fifty  years;  that  he  was  employed  upon  this  work, 

and,  under  instructioiiB  from  the  foreman^  he  cut  and  prepared 

putlogs  and  was  so  engaged  when  stopped  by  the  president; 

that  they  were  pieced  in  a  proper  way;  that  this   wait   often 

done^  but  they  did  it  for  the  prevention  of  ®®*  lateral  motion, 

not  for  bearing;  that  the  bearing  of  the  short  putlog  would  be 

one  inch  without  the  furring  strip ;  that  the  pieces  were  nailed 

on  with  eight-penny  nails;  that  they  used  three  or  four  nails 

in  each  piece,  which  together  would  stand  a  strain  of  eight  or 

nine  hundred  pounds.    This  was  not  contradicted,  and  there 

was  no  evidence  tending  to  show  that  the  pieced  putlogs  were 

not  reasonably  safe  for  use  in  any  other  of  the  places  designated 

for  the  putlogs,  except  the  fourth  place,  where  the  boards  of  the 

two  sections  of  the  sheathing  joined.    It  was  the  improper 

placing  of  the  one  pieced  putlog  at  the  point  where  there  would 

be  the  greatest  strain  in  the  whole  panel  that  was,  as  it  seems 

to  us,  the  proximate  cause  of  the  accident. 

This  being  the  situation,  the  only  question  remaining  is,  was 
the  faulty  arrangement  of  the  putlogs  a  breach  of  any  duty 
tiiat  belonged  to  the  master,  or  was  it  the  fault  of  a  fellow-ser- 
vant or  of  the  plaintiflf  himself?  The  evidence  does  not  show 
that  the  master  was  present  or  participating  in  any  way  in  the 
construction  and  sheathing  of  the  panels.  Under  the  princi- 
ples already  stated,  he  had  furnished  the  proper  and  necessary 
materials  for  this  work  that  was  in  charge  of  the  carpenters  and 
laborers,  under  the  direction  of  the  foreman.  He  owed  them 
no  duty  thereafter  in  the  conduct  of  this  work.  The  only  lia- 
bility that  could  attach  to  him  for  an  injury  to  an  employ^ 
so  engaged  would  be  where  it  arose  from  his  failure  to  exer- 
cise reasonable  care  in  the  employment  of  a  coservant,  whose 
negligence  caused  the  injury.  And  this  is  the  chief,  if  not  the 
only,  point  of  attack  by  the  plaintiff  in  this  part  of  the  case. 
His  contention  is  that  the  ordinary  laborers  were  directed  or 
permitted  to,  not  only  carry  the  putlogs  to  the  panel  in  ques- 
tion, but  to  lay  them  down  in  the  clips — a  duty  which  belonged 
to  the  carpenters,  and  for  which  the  laborers  were  incompetent; 
that,  if  they  had  known  how  to  do  their  work  and  had  been  prop- 
erly instructed,  the  accident,  in  all  probability,  would  not  have 
happened.  It  will  be  perceived  that  it  is  not  claimed  that  the 
master  employed  incompetent  men,  having  regard  to  the  par- 
ticnlar  work  required  of  them,  but  rather  that  the  ordinary 
•**  laborers,  employed  as  attendants  to  wait  upon  the  carpenters, 
were  ordered  to  do  certain  acts  which,  it  is  alleged,  they  were 
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not  qualified  to  perform.  The  laying  down  of  the  putlogs 
only  the  work  of  a  helper,  whose  duly  it  was,  alao^  to  lay  down 
the  boards  loosely  upon  the  putlogs,  preparatorj  to  the  work  of 
the  carpenters,  whose  duty  it  was  to  adjust;  secure  and  oompktft 
the  structure,  for  which  all  the  appliances  and  mateiialB  had 
been  prepared  by  them.  As  before  stated,  it  was  the  duty  of 
the  carpenters  to  select  the  putlogs  to  be  carried  to  the  panel, 
and  the  case  shows  tiiat,  when  the  sides  of  the  pand  were  in 
place  and  the  putlogs  and  sheathing  boards  were  laid  down, 
the  carpenters  proceeded  to  nail  the  sides  and  ends  together, 
to  arrange  the  putlogs  so  that  the  fourth  should  be  in  placd 
so  that  the  sheathing  boards  would  properly  meet  upon  iL  ^Ilie 
loose  boards  upon  both  sections  had  to  be  adjuated,  made  tight 
and  nailed,  so  as  to  prevent  any  leakage  of  the  conciet&  The 
case  shows^  and  it  is  apparent  from  the  situation,  thai;  in  per- 
forming the  details  of  the  work  thus  outlined,  &e  carp&itea 
must  have  seen  the  putlogs  and  the  clips  containing  them.  And 
it  was  clearly  their  duty  to  see  that  the  putlogs  were  in  good 
condition,  suitable  in  charactCT  and  'propeAj  placed  to  give  the 
support  intended. 

But  even  conceding  that  the  conditions  of  danger  wfaid  pre- 
cipitated the  plaintiff's  injury  grew  out  of  negligoice  of  the 
coservant,  as  the  result  of  his  incompetency,  since  it  plainly 
appears  that  these  conditions  were  known  to  the  plaintiff,  or 
should  have  been  known  to  him  by  the  exercise  of  ardinary  care 
before  exposing  himself  to  the  danger  complained  of,  and  yet 
that,  without  notice  thereof  to  the  master  or  seeking  in  any  way 
to  remedy  these  conditions,  he  continued  in  the  employment 
which  resulted  in  the  injury,  he  must  be  held  to  have  assumed 
the  risk  as  an  obvious  one,  and  cannot  recover.  The  principle 
involved  in  the  proposition  is  so  well  established  that  the  citation 
of  authorities  will  be  unnecessary. 

An  effort  has  been  made  by  the  plaintiff  to  escape  this 
result  of  his  own  negligence  and  that  of  his  coservante  upon 
*^  the  ground  that  though  he  was  engaged,  at  the  time  of  his 
injury,  in  doing  this  detail  work  on  or  about  the  panel  on 
the  ground  that  he  did  not  know  of  the  pieced  putlogs,  and 
had  no  knowledge  as  to  who  were  employed  to  lay  down  the 
putlogs — a  work  that,  some  time  before  the  accident^  was  per- 
formed by  the  carpenters.  But  the  rule  which  governs,  under 
such  circumstances,  is  this :  That  servants  emjioyed  by  or  under 
the  control  of  the  same  master,  in  a  common  employment  ob- 
viously exposing  them  to  injury  from  the  negligence  of  otheo 


Jxme,  1903.]  Enright  v.  Oliveil  717 


employed  or  controlled,  although  engaged  in  different  de- 
partments of  the  common  business,  are  fellow-servants,  who  as- 
stutne  the  risk  of  each  othert  negligence,  and  cannot  have  re- 
ooiirse  to  the  master  for  any  injury  resulting  therefrom :  O'Brien 
V,  American  Dredging  Co.,  53  N.  J.  L.  291,  21  Atl.  324.  Wo 
think  the  plaintiff  failed  to  show  any  actionable  negligence  of 
"tlie  defendant  as  causing  the  injury  complained  of,  and  there- 
fore the  judgment  of  nonsuit  must  be  aflSrmed,  with  costs. 

On  Who  are  FellouD-servants,  see  the  monographic  notes  to  Fox  ▼. 

Sandorf,  67  Am.  Dec.  588-597;  Fisk  v.  Central  Pac.  B.  R.  Co.,  1  Am. 

61.  Bep.  2,  33.    Tests  for  determining  the  question  are  given  in  the 

recent  cases  of  Chicago  City  Ey.  Co.  v.  Leach,  208  Hi.  198,  100  Am. 

St.  Bep.  216,  70  N.  E.  222;  Kelly  Island  Lime  etc.  Co.  ▼.  Pachuta, 

e9  Ohio  St.  462,  100  Am.  St.  Bep.  706,  69  N.  £.  988;  Grant  y.  Key- 

Btone  Lumber  Co.,  119  Wis.  229,  100  Am.  St.  Bep.  883,  96  N.  W.  535. 

^8  to  whether  a  foreman  is  a  vice-principal  or  a  fellow-servant  with 

the  employes  under  him,  see  the  monographic  note  to  Mast  v.  Kern, 

75  Am.  St.  Bep.  613-621,  and  the  recent  ease  of  Kelly  Island  Lime 

etc.  Co.  Y.  Pachuta,  69  Ohio  St.  462,  69  N.  £.  988,  100  Anu  St.  Bep. 

706,  and  eases  cited  in  the  cross-reference  note  thereto. 

An  Employer  Owes  te  hU  Employee  the  duty  to  provide  a  reason- 
ably safe  place  in  whieh  to  work  and  reasonably  safe  tools  and  ap- 
pliances: See  the  monographic  note  to  Mast  v.  Kern,  75  Am.  St.  Bep. 
591-595;  Davis  Coal  Co.  ▼.  PoUand,  158  Ind.  607,  62  N.  E.  492,  92 
Am.  St.  Bep.  319,  and  cases  cited  in  the  cross-reference  note  thereto. 
If  an  employ^  is  injured  by  the  failure  of  his  employer  to  furnish 
bim  a  safe  place  in  which  to  work,  the  latter  cannot  escape  liability 
OB  the  ground  that  the  injury  was  the  result  of  the  negligence  of 
a  fellow-servant  in  constructing  an  unsafe  appliance,  for  the  em- 
ployer owes  a  positive  obligation  to  his  employ^  which  he.  cannot 
avoid  by  deputing  its  performance  to  another  employ^:  Chicago  etc. 
E.  E.  Co.  V.  Maroney,  170  IlL  520,  62  Am.  St.  Bep.  396,  48  N.  E.  953. 
See,  too,  Edward  Hines  Lumber  Co.  v.  Ligas,  172  Bl.  315,  64  Am.  St. 
Bep.  38,  50  N.  E.  225;  note  to  Mast  v.  Kern,  75  Am.  St.  Bep.  607; 
and  compare  Kimmer  v.  Weber,  151  N.  Y.  417,  56  Am.  St.  Bep.  630, 
45  N.  E.  860;  Channon  v.  Sanford  Co.,  70  Conn.  573,  66  Am.  St.  Bep. 
133,  40  Atl.  402,  41  L.  B.  A.  200;  Daugherty  v.  Milliken,  163  N.  Y. 
527,  79  Am-  St.  Bep.  608,  57  N.  E.  757.  In  this  last  case  it  is  held 
that  where,  as  in  placing  derricks  for  a  temporary  use,  an  employer 
exercises  reasonable  eare  to  furnish  safe  and  proper  materials  and  to 
employ  competent  and  skillful  workmen,  he  has  discharged  his  whole 
duty,  and  is  not  responsible  to  an  employfi  for  the  negligent  use  of  the 
materials. 

The  Liability  of  an  Employer  to  his  employ^  for  injuries  resulting 
from  defective  machinery  and  appliances  is  the  subject  of  a  mono- 
grapt^e  note  to  Brazil  Block  Coal  Co.  v.  Gibson,  98  Am.  St.  Bep.  289- 
325  and  the  Tight  of  recovery  by  employ^  accepting  hazardous  duties 
is  the  Bab;)eet  o^  a  monographic  note  to  Houston  etc  By.  Co.  v.  Do 
Walt,  97  Ani.  ^.  Bep.  W4-90a 
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BEIGGS   T.   NEW    YORK   CENTRAL    AND    HUDSON 

RIVER  RAILROAD  COMPANY. 

[177  N.  Y.  69,  69  N.  B.  223.] 

EVIDEKOE.— In  an  Action  for  Personal  Injnrlas  the  evidence 
of  experts  as  to  future  eonsequenees  which  are  expected  to  follow 
the  injury  are  competent,  but  to  authorize  such  evidence  the  appre- 
hended consequences  must  be  such  as  in  the  ordinary  course  of  nature 
are  reasonably  certain  to  occur.  Consequences  which  are  contingent, 
speculative,  or  merely  possible  are  not  proper  to  be  considered  in 
estimating  damages,  and  may  not  be  proved,     (p.  721.) 

EVIDEKOE. — ^A  Medical  Expert  Should  not  be  Permitted  in 

an  action  for  personal  injuries  to  state  numerous  things  which  might 
result  as  consequences  of  the  injury,  as  that  it  might  affect  the 
bladder  or  kidneys  or  other  organs  of  the  body  and  in  the  end  become 
permanent,     (p.  721.) 

Action  for  personal  injuries.  Judgment  for  the  plaintiff 
based  upon  the  verdict  of  a  jury.  On  appeal  to  the  appellate 
division  of  the  supreme  court  of  the  fourth  judicial  disbict  the 
judgment  was  affirmed. 

Maurice  C.  Spratt^  for  the  appellant 

Eugene  M.  Bartlett^  for  the  respondent. 

^  O'BRIEN,  J.  On  February  2,  1902,  the  plaintiff  was 
injured  in  a  Jgi^^n  on  the  defendant^g^j)filjt4iii$  in  Buffalo. 
It  was  a  cok  gtormy^ghf^^and  a  great  deal  of  snow  had  fallen 
and  drifted,  objects  could  not  be  seen  very  far  through  the 
snow  and  i     continued  '  j  storm  after  the  plainiiif  left  the 
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train.     The  car  in  which  the  plaintiff  was  seated  had  the  seats 
arranged  so  that  for  a  third  of  the  length  from  either  end  of 
the  car  they  were  continuous  along  each  side  and  in  the  mid- 
dle third  of  the  car  the  seats  were  crosswise.    The  plaintiff 
and  her  aunt  sat  in  the  seats  crosswise  of  the  car^  and  after 
the  train  had  stopped  at  one  of  the  regular  stopping  places, 
and  had  just  got  started  forward,  an  engine  following  in  the 
rear  collided  with  the  train  by  running  into  the  rear  end  of  it. 
As  soon  as  the  headlight  was  seen  approaching,  the  plaintiff 
and  her  aunt  got  up  out  of  their  seats  and  went  forward  to  the 
head  end  of  their  car.    The  plaintiff  stood  there  without  sup- 
porting herself,  until  the  collision  occurred,  which  caused  her 
to  sit  down  involuntarily  upon  one  of  the  iron  arm  rest«,  op 
divisions,  between  the  individual  seats  along  the  side  of  the 
car.    The  collision  appears  to  have  been  a  slight  one;  nothing 
was  broken  about  the  car  except  the  glass  in  the  front  door, 
and  the  train  started  up  again  and  ran  on  to  the  next  stop  in 
the  usual  way.    The  plaintiff  and  her  aunt  having  reached 
their  destination,  got  out  and  walked  for  some  ten  minutes 
through  the  storm  and  snow  to  the  home  of  the  aunt.    It  was 
Sunday  evening  and  plaintiff  stayed  there  that  night  and  the 
next  day  and  night,  and  on  Tuesday  went  home.    The  plain- 
tiff •*  then  went  with  her  mother  to  a  physician  at  his  office. 
The  testimony  tended  to  show  that  she  went  there  every  day 
for  a  week  and  then  every  other  day  fop  two  weeks  and  then 
less  frequently.    It  was  claimed  that  the  tip  end  of  the  spine 
was  injured,  pesulting  in  serious  consequences.    The  physician 
stated  that  when  he  first  examined  her  he  found  a  discoloration, 
not  very  much  discolored,  about  two  inches  above  the  tip  of 
the  spine.    He  did  not  remember  giving  any  local  treatment, 
but  gave  her  nerve  sedatives.    The  jury  rendered  a  verdict 
for  the  plaintiff  of  six  thousand  dollars,  which  has  been  unani- 
mously affirmed. 

The  extent  of  the  injury  and  the  damages  were  sought  to 
be  established  by  the  plaintiff  largely  upon  the  testimony  of 
medical  experts.  These  experts  were  conducted  by  the  learned 
counsel  for  the  plaintiff,  in  his  examination,  through  a  very 
wide  field  of  speculative  inquiry.  Much  of  this  testimony  ap- 
pears in  the  record  without  exception  though  it  was  constantly 
objected  to  by  defendant's  counsel.  The  testimor  i  was  not  at 
all  confined  to  the  condition  of  the  plaintiff  at  thft  time  of  the 
trial,  which  took  place  about  eight  months  after  Jie  accident^ 
l>ut  the  experts  were  permitted  to  speculate  upoa  the  conse- 
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quences  of  the  alleged  injury  which  might  affect  the  plaintifi 
iu  the  future.     It  was  suggested  that  the  injorj  might  aSect 
the  bladder^  the  kidneys  and  other  organs  of  the  body  and  in 
the  end  become  permanent.    The  following  is  a  specimen  of 
the  testimony  given  by  one  of  the  plaintiff's  experts  who  had 
seen  the  plaintiff  but  once  and  then  long  after  the  accident: 
^'The  bladder  is  a  very  bad  master  and  a  very  good  servanL 
If  you  humor  it^  or  it  gets  into  bad  habits^  it  is  almost  impos- 
sible to  correct  them.    I  make  this  statement  more  than  ordi- 
narily positive^  because  I  have  seen  a  great  many  of  them.     Be- 
cause if  this  irritability  in  this  child  is  either  from  her  gen- 
eral nervousness  or  if  it  is  from  some  central  trouble  the  re- 
sult of  the  blow  and  the  shock  she  has  received,  the  outcome 
of  it  is,  in  my  judgment^  permanent.  •  •  •  .  The  effects  on  th^a 
child,  of  this  bladder,  are  of  a  general  effect  and  local     The 
general  effect  of  frequent  urinating  is  harassing,  ®^  inasmuch 
as  it  interferes  with  a  person^s  going  about.    It  is  a  pitiable 
thing  sometimes.  •  .  .  •  The  coats  become  thickened,  just  as 
much  as  a  blacksmith's  arm  becomes  larger,  the  bladder  growB 
so  that  by  and  by  it  don't  hold  as  much  water,  so  that  even 
if  it  was  not  sensitive,  the  person  could  not  retain  it  and  would 
have  to  empty  it,  because  it  wouldn't  retain  it  any  longer. 
After  it  has  lasted  it  subjects  the  person  to  a  long  train  of 
evils.    A  bladder  which  is  enlarged  and  irritable  is  liable  to 
have  infection  and  inflammation  set  in,  and  when  you  add  in- 
flammation to  irritability,  you  have  a  condition  of  affairs  that 
is  most  serious."    The  counsel  for  the  defendant  here  interposed 
and  said:  ^^I  object  to  this  kind  of  testimony.    It  ia  of  the 
most  general  character  possible.    I  have  objected  to  the  ques- 
tion, and  I  want  to  object  now  to  its  being  allowed  to  con- 
tinue."   The  plaintiff's  counsel  thereupon  replied :  'T[f  there  is 
any  part  of  the  evidence  that  is  not  responsive,  the  counsel  can 
move  to  strike  it  out,  of  course."    The  court  thereupcm  stated : 
"I  will  let  it  stand,"  and  thereupon  tlie  defendant's  counsel 
excepted.     In  response  to  another  question  the  witness,  continu- 
ing, stated:  '^If  the  condition  of  the  bladder — ^when  that  con- 
dition of  the  bladder  sets  in  which  I  have  described,  it  is  only 
a  step  further  for  it  to  ascend  to  the  kidneys.    That  always  does 
not  take  place,  but  as  long  as  the  lower  urinary  organs  are  in 
in  that  state,  there  is  no  question  about  the  jeopardy  of  tiie 
upper  urinarj  organs." 

It  is,  undoubtedly,  true  that  in  an  action  to  recover  dam- 
ages for  personal  injuries  the  evidence  of  experts  as  to  the 
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future  consequences  which  are  expected  to  follow  the  injury  are 
<jompetent,  but  to  authorize  such  evidence,  however,  the  appre- 
liended  consequences  must  be  such  as,  in  the  ordinary  course 
of  nature,  are  reasonably  certain  to  ensue.  Consequences  which 
«re  contingent,  speculative  or  merely  possible  are  not  proper  to 
le  considered  in  estimating  the  damages  and  may  not  be  proved : 
Strohm  v.  New  York  etc.  E.  R.  Co.,  96  N.  Y.  305;  Tozer  v. 
New  York  etc  B.  B.  Co.,  105  N.  Y.  617, 11  N.  E.  369 ;  Jewell 
V.  New  York  etc.  B.  B.  Co.,  «»  27  App.  Div.  500,  60  N.  Y. 
Supp.  848;  B:ieiner  v-  Third  Ave.  E.  E.  Co.,  162  K.  Y.  193, 
66  N.  E.  479 ;  Smith  v.  New  YoA  etc.  E.  B.  Co^  164  N.  Y.  491, 
58  N.  E.  655.  We  think  this  rule  of  evidence  was  violated  in 
this  case,  since  the  learned  trial  judge  permitted  to  stand  for 
the  consideration  of  the  jury  evidence  which  was  speculative 
and  conjectural.  Indeed,  the  medical  experts  in  the  case,  upon 
the  examination  of  the  plaintijFs  counsel,  were  permitted  to 
«tate  numerous  things  whidi  might  result  as  a  ccmsequence  of 
this  injury.  This  is  apparent  from  the  extracts  which  we  have 
referred  to  and  much  more  evidence  of  like  character  which  is 
to  be  found  in  the  record;  therefore,  the  learned  trial  judge, 
in  permitting  the  examination  and  in  allowing  the  testimony  to 
go  into  the  record  to  be  considered  by  the  Jury,  gave  the  sanc- 
tion of  the  court  to  testimony  which  was  highly  speculative  and 
conjectural  and  so  far  prejudicial  to  the  def^idant  as  to  re- 
quire a  new  trial.  The  objections  made  and  exception  taken 
were  sufficient  to  direct  the  attention  of  the  court  to  the  point. 
The  judgment  should  therefore  be  reverb  and  a  new  trial 
granted,  costs  to  abide  the  event. 

Parker,  C.  J.,  Martin,  Cullen  and  Werner,  JJ.,  concur. 

Oray,  J.,  not  sitting. 

Haight,  J.,  not  voting. 
Judgment  reversed,  etc. 

The  Expert  Testimony  of  a  physician  in  the  ea3e  of  personal  injuries 
mnst  not  invade  the  field  of  baseless  conjecture  t  Selleck  v.  Janesville, 
104  Wis.  570,  76  Am.  St.  Rep.  892,  80  N.  W.  944,  47  L.  B.  A.  691.  It 
may  inelnde,  howerer,  the  probable  effect  and  ontcome  of  the  in- 
joriee:  Von  Pollnitz  t.  State,  92  Ga.  16,  44  Am.  St.  Bep.  72,  18  a  B. 
301;  Bliss  v.  New  York  etc.  B.  B.  Co.,  160  Mass.  447,  39  Am.  St.  Bep. 
504,  36  N.  E.  65;  Block  v.  Milwaukee  St.  By.  Co.,  89  Wis.  371,  46  Am. 
St.  Bep.  849,  61  N.  W.  1101,  27  L.  B.  A.  365;  Griswold  ▼.  New  York 
.«tc.  B.  B.  Oo..  116  N.  Y.  &1,  12  Am.  St.  Bep.  775,  21  N.  B.  726;  Louis- 
ville etc.  By.  Co.  v.  Wright,  115  Ind,  378,  7  Am.  St.  Bep.  432,  16  N.  E. 
145,  17  N.  E.  584. 
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CRANE  V.  BENNETT. 

[177  N.  T.  106,  69  N.  E.  274.] 

NEWSPAPEB  LIBEL. — ^The  Proprietor  of  a  Kewspaper  Is 
Liable  for  All  that  Appears  in  Its  Ctolmmis^  although  the  pnbllc&tion 
may  have  been  made  in  his  absence  and  without  his  knowledge.  Xp. 
723.) 

DAMAQES^  BTTKIvrPIiABY,  for  Act  of  a  Servant  or  Bmploy^^— 
When  the  proprietor  of  a  newspaper  surrenders  to  his  general  man- 
ager and  employes  all  his  business  affairs  or  the  general  management 
of  some  particular  business,  and  absents  himself  from  the  jurisdiction 
where  his  paper  is  edited  and  published,  leaving  such  manager  in  en- 
tire charge  thereof,  the  proprietor  is  responsible  for  the  manner  in 
which  his  business  is  conducted,  and  if  a  libelous  publication  is 
wanton,  reckless,  or  heedless  of  the  feelings  of  the^  person  libeled, 
and,  upon  being  apprised  of  the  recklessness  of  the  charges,  there  is 
a  continued  refusal  to  make  or  publish  any  retraction,  such  proprietor 
is  liable  for  such  punitive  damages  as  the  jury  in  its  discretion  may 
award,     (p.  724.) 

J17DI0IAL  X7TTEBANCES,  Bestriction  upon  Effect  of. — In  ap- 
plying cases  which  have  been  decided,  what  may  have  been  said  in 
the  opinion  should  be  confined  to,  and  limited  by,  the  facts  of  the 
case  under  consideration  when  the  expressions  relied  upon  were  made, 
and  should  not  be  extended  to  eases  where  the  facts  are  essentially 
different,     (p.  726.) 

UBEL— Evidence  of  Bfalice. — The  falsity  of  a  libel  is  sufficient 
evidence  of  malice,     (p.  727.) 

IJBEIf— Malice— Exemplary  Damages. — Though  Defendant 
Testifles  and  Produces  Evidence  Tending  to  Show  that  there  was  No 
Actual  Malice,  yet  if  the  plaintiff  proves  the  publication  of  the  libel 
and  that  it  is  false,  the  judge  should  submit  to  the  jury,  as  a  ques- 
tion of  fact,  whether  malice  existed  in  the  publication,  and  if  the  jury 
is  of  the  opinion  that  it  did  exist,  exemplary  damages  may  be 
awarded,     (p.  729.) 

Action  for  libel.  Judgment  for  plaintiff,  which,  on  appeal 
to  the  appellate  division  of  the  supreme  court  in  the  first  judi- 
cial district  was  modified  and  canned.  The  defendant  ap- 
pealed. 

Charles  P.  Brown,  William  Jay,  Flamen  B.  Candler  and 
Eobert  W.  Candler,  for  the  appellant. 

Eugene  Frayer,  for  the  respondent. 

*<»  MAETIN,  J.  This  action  was  for  libel.  It  was  based 
upon  four  articles  published  in  the  New  York  "Herald,^'  a  news- 
paper owned  by  the  defendant  who  resides  in  Prance  but  whose 
paper  is  published  in  the  city  of  New  York.  Its  management 
was  confided  solely  to  persons  in  his  employ  who  had  practical 
control  of  the  entire  business. 
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The   plaintiff  was  a  magistrate  in  the  city  of  New  York. 
The  matter  complained  of  was  published  in  four  issues  of  the 
defendant's  newspaper,  and  related  to  alleged  flagrant  miscon- 
duct imputed  to  the  plaintiff  in  the  discharge  of  his  official 
duties.      The  articles  were  published  respectively  on  the  twenty- 
first,    twenty-second,  twenty-ttiird  and  twenty-fourth  days  of 
August,  1899.    The  first  and  each  succeeding  article  related  to 
the  same  subject  and  they  were  all  libelous  per  se.    After  the 
publication  of  the  first  and  of  each  succeeding  one,  the  plain- 
tiff wrote  to  the  defendant's  manager  stating  that  each  of  the 
articles  was  untrue  and  unjust,  and  asked  that  the  defendant 
retract  or  apologize  therefor.     Instead  of  sending  or  publishing 
a  retraction  or  apology,  another  article  to  the  same  general 
effect  and  relating  to  the  same  subject  was  published,  includ- 
ing an  editorial.    After  these  repeated  requests  of  the  defend- 
ant's manager  and  after  writing  to  the  defendant  personally 
upon  the  subject,  stating  that  the  publication  of  such  articles 
was  creating  a  feeling  of  distrust  and  tending  *^  to  disgrace 
him  in  the  eyes  of  the  community,  the  plaintiff  waited  until 
the  13th  of  the  following  November,  when  this  action  was 
brought  to  recover  the  damages  sustained  by  reason  of  such 
pubUcations.    That  each  of  the  articles  published  was  proved 
to  be  false  and  was  libelous  per  se  is  not  denied,  nor  is  it  dis- 
puted that  their  publication  wfi»  continued  from  day  to  day  and 
no  retraction  made  by  the  defendant  or  those  managing  and 
conducting  the  pubUcation  of  his  newspaper  and  the  business 
connected  therewith.     Obviously  there  was  abundant  evidence 
to  justify  the  jury  in  finding  that  the  publication  of  the  libels 
complained  of  was  recklessly  and  wantonly  made  and  continued, 
with  utter  disregard  of  the  rights  or  feelings  of  the  plaintiff. 
This  brief  but  general  review  of  the  situation  is  all  the  state- 
ment as  to  the  facts  we  deed  necessary  to  dispose  of  the  ques- 
tions of  law  which  are  presented  upon  this  appeal. 

The  defendant  contends  that  as  the  acts  complained  of  were 
performed  in  his  absence  by  his  manager  and  employes,  he  is 
not  liable  for  punitive  or  exemplary  damages,  inasmuch  as  there 
was  no  proof  of  personal  ill-will  or  hatred  upon  his  part  suffi- 
cient to  form  a  basis  for  the  finding  of  actual  malice.  That 
the  proprietor  of  a  newspaper  is  responsible  for  all  that  appears 
in  its  columns,  although  the  publication  may  have  been  made 
m  his  absence  and  without  his  knowledge,  is  too  well  settled  to- 
^qnire  discussion.  His  liability  is  not  upon  the  ground  of  his^ 
l^ing  the  publisher,  but  because  he  is  responsible  for  the  acts 
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of  the  actaal  publifiher:  Townshend  on  Slander  and  libel,  sec. 
123;  Kewell  on  Defamation,  Slander  and  Libel,  377;  Odgers 
on  Libd  and  Slander,  412;  Huff  v.  Bennett,  4  Sand.  120; 
Andres  t.  Welk,  7  Johns.  260,  5  Am.  Dec  267.  In  libel  cases, 
the  falsity  of  the  libel  being  proof  of  malice  suffici^it  to  uphold 
exemplary  damages  (a  question  we  shall  presently  discuss),  the 
rig^ht  to  recover  them  in  the  discretion  of  the  jury,  rests  in  the 
very  act  doz>e  in  the  publication  of  the  false  libel;  and  whoever 
is  chargeable  with  that  act  is  chargeable  with  the  legal  conse- 
quence, which  is  the  right  of  the  jury  to  redress  the  wrong  by 
imposing  reasonable  damages  ^^  beyond  any  injury  actually 
shown:  Dissenting  opinion  of  Davis,  P.  J.,  in  Samuels  v.  Even- 
ing Mail  Assn.,  9  Hun,  288,  294;  affirmed,  75  N.  Y.  604. 

Although  a  mere  savant  or  agent  employed  to  perform  some 
specific  act  for  a  principal  may  not  render  the  latter  absolutely 
liable  for  increased  damages  on  account  of  his  motives  in  per- 
forming it^  yet^  when  a  principal  surrenders  to  his  general  man- 
ager and  employ^  all  his  business  affairs,  or  the  general  man- 
agement at  some  particular  business,  absents  himself  from  the 
jurisdiction  where  his  paper  is  edited  and  published,  leaving 
such  manager  in  entire,  diarge  thereof,  he  is  respcHisible  for 
the  maimer  in  which  his  business  is  conducted.    In  other  words, 
a  prindpal  surrendering  his  entire  business  to  another  to  be 
conducted  for  him  should  be  held  to  the  same  responsibilii^  he 
would  incur  if  be  himself  persimally  directed  it^  as  to  all  mat- 
ters coming  wi&in  the  line  of  the  authority  which  he  has  con- 
ferred upon  Budi  manager  or  employes.    Therefore,  while,  as 
was  held  by  the  tftal  court,  the  defendant  might  not  have  been 
liable  for  any  peisonal  ill-will  of  his  employ^  or  servants  against 
the  plaintiff,  if  there  was  a  willful  departure  from  such  busi- 
ness for  their  private  or  individual  purposes,  yet  he  is  responsi- 
ble for  the  manner  in  which  the  business  so  delegated  was 
performed  by  his  manager,  and  if  the  publication  complained 
of  was  wanton,  reckless  or  heedless  of  the  rights  or  feelings  of 
the  plaintiff,  and  upon  being  apprised  of  the  groundlessness  of 
the  charges  there  was  a  continued  refusal  to  make  or  publish 
any  retraction  thereof^  the  defendant  was  fully  responsible  for 
the  acts  of  his  general  manager,  and  liable  for  such  pimitive 
damages  as  the  jury,  in  its  discretion,  might  award.    In  con- 
sidering this  question  we  have  not  regarded  it  necessary  to  le- 
fet  to  the  cases,  relied  upcm  by  the  learned  counsel  for  the  de- 
fendant, rdating  to  the  question  of  punitive  damages  in  ordi- 
nary actions  for  n^hgenoe,  as  it  is  manifest  that  the  rule  gov- 
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eming  the  question  in  Buch  actions  is  totally  unlike  that  which 
obtains  in  actions  for  tort  or  personal  wrong. 

Upon  the  trial  the  coHnsel  for  the  defendaat  submitted  to 
^^^  the  court  a  great  number  of  requests  to  charge^  some  of 
which  w^re  charged^  others  modified  and  charged  as  modified^ 
while  others  the  court  refused.    To  soch  rulings  exceptions  were 
taken  by  the  defendant.     Although  many  of  these  exceptions 
were  discussed  by  couBsel  upon  the  argument  and  in  their 
briefs^  still  the  exception  to  that  portion  of  the  charge  by  whidi 
the  court  instructed  the  jury  'Hhat  the  falsity  of  the  Hbel  is 
sufficient  evidence  of  malice  to  uphold  exemplary  damages^  but 
ibe  plaintiff^B  right  to  recover  exemplary  daroagRS  is  in  the  dis- 
cretion of  the  ]ury/^  fully  presents  the  only  other  question  we 
deem  it  necessary  to  discuss  or  decide  upon  this  appeal.    In- 
deed^ we  should  not  have  regarded  it  necessary  to  discuss  that 
question  at  all  but  for  the  fact  that  there  seems  to  be  a  mis- 
apprdiension  among  some  of  the  members  of  the  profession, 
and  an  existing  uncertainty  on  Ihe  part  of  courts  as  to  the 
effect  of  the  decisions  of  this  oonrt  relating  to  the  existing  rule 
upon  that  subject.    The  situation  seems  to  have  chiefly  arisen 
from  our  decision  in  Krug  v.  FitasSi,  162  N.  Y.  154,  76  Am. 
St.  Bep.  317,  56  N.  B.  526,  or  from  consideiing  what  was  said 
in  the  opinion  in  that  case  without  limiting  it  to  the  facts  in- 
volved, rather  than  what  was  decided  by  the  court.    That  was 
an  action  against  several  defendants  for  the  publication  of  an 
article  libelous  per  sa    Each  of  the  defendants  testified  he  had 
no  malice  or  ill-will  toward  the  plaintiff,  when  the  latter,  in 
order  to  show  express  malice,  was  permitted  to  prove  against 
all  the  defendants  that,  several  years  before  ilie  publication,  one 
of  them,  who  knew  nothing  about  the  article  until  after  it  had 
been  published,  had  made  statements  expressing  ill-will  and  con- 
tempt for  the  plaintiff,  which  were  tiever  heard  by  or  com- 
municated to  the  other  defendants  before  the  publication  com- 
plained of,  and  this  court  held  that  a  judgment  recovered 
against  all  must  be  reversed,  as  the  geaoaral  malice  proved 
neiiiier  caused  nor  prompted  the  puUicstion,  and  that  the  ad- 
mission of  such  evidence  presumably  affected  the  verdict.    That 
case  was  properly  decided.    In  the  opinion,  however,  thero  are 
some  expressions  that  may  perhaps  be  regarded  as  not  absolutely 
iocurate  because  not  including  certain  exceptions  ^^  or  add^ 
principles  which  would  be  applicable  to  a  case  whero  the  cir- 
cumstances were  essentially   different    As  was  said  by  the 
learned  writer  of  that  opinion  in  Colonial  City  Traction  Co. 
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V.  Kingston  City  B.  B,  Co.,  154  N.  T.  493,  495,  48  N.  R 
900:  '^It  was  not  ova  intention  to  decide  any  case  but  the  one 
before  us,  ...  .  and  our  opinion  should  be  read  in  the  light 
of  that  purpose.    If,  as  sometimes  happens,  broader  statements 
were  made,  by  way  of  argument  or  otherwise,  than  were  essen- 
tial to  the  decision  of  tiie  questions  presented,  they  are  ihe 
dicta  of  the  writer  of  the  opinion  and  not  the  decision  of  the 
court.    A  judicial  opinion,  like  evidence,  is  only  binding  so 
far  as  it  is  relevant,  and  when  it  wanders  from  the  point  at 
issue  it  no  longer  has  force  as  an  official  utterance":  Stokes 
V.  Stokes,  155  N.  Y.  581,  594,  50  N.  E.  342 ;  Boberson  v.  Roches- 
ter Folding  Box  Co.,  171  N.  Y.  638,  551,  89  Am.  St.  Sep, 
828,  64  N".  E.  442,  59  L.  B.  A.  478.     It  cannot  be  reasonably  ex- 
pected that  every  word,  phrase  or  sentence  contained  in  a  judicial 
opinion  will  be  so  perfect  and  complete  in  comprehension  and 
limitation  that  it  may  not  be  improperly  employed  by  wresting  it 
from  its  surroundings,  disregarding  its  context  and  the  change 
of  facts  to  which  it  is  sought  to  be  applied,  as  nothing  short  of  an 
infinite  mind  could  possibly  accomplish  such  a  result.  Therefore, 
in  applying  cases  which  have  been  decided,  what  may  have  been 
said  in  an  opinion  should  be  confined  to  and  limited  by  the 
facts  of  the  case  imder  consideration  when  the  expressions  re- 
lied upon  were  made,  and  should  not  be  extended  to  cases  where 
the  facts  are  essentially  different    When  this  rule  is  followed, 
much  of  the  misapprehension  and  uncertainty  that  often  arises 
as  to  the  effect  of  a  decision  will  be  practically  avoided.     Con- 
struing the  Krug  case  in  accordance  with  the  foregoing  rule 
and  giving  it  only  the  effect  suggested,  it  is  manifest  that  it 
has  in  no  way  affected  the  doctrine  that  the  proof  of  the  falsity 
of  a  libel,  of  its  character  and  of  the  circumstances  under  which 
it  was  published,  is  sufficient  to  present  a  question  for  the  jury 
whether  the  malice  was  of  sudi  a  character  as  to  call  for  ex- 
emplary or  punitive  damages,  and  that  that  question  rests  with 
the  jury  alone. 

1**  For  a  quarter  of  a  century  the  dissenting  opinion  in 
Samuels  v.  Evening  Mail  Assn.,  9  Hun,  288,  seems  to  have  been 
regarded  as  containing  a  correct  statement  of  the  principle  ap- 
plicable to  the  question  of  punitive  damages  in  actions  for  libel. 
In  that  case  the  general  term  reversed  the  action  of  the  trial 
court  upon  the  ground  that  the  evidence  did  not  justify  the 
jury  in  awarding  punitive  damages  and  it  set  aside  the  verdict 
on  that  ground.  Davis,  P.  J.,  however,  dissented,  and  upon 
appeal  to  this  court  (75  N".  Y.  604)  the  judgment  of  the  gea- 
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eral  term  was  reversed  and  that  of  the  trial  court  affirmed  upon 
the   dissenting  opinion.    The  principle  established  by  the  de- 
cision of  this  court  in  that  case  as  stated  in  the  opinion  of 
Davis,  P.  J.,  is  that  "the  falsity  of  the  libel  was  sufficient  evi- 
dence of  malice;  •  •  •  •  the  libel  being  false,  the  malice  imput- 
able from  the  act  of  publication  is  a  part  of  the  res  gestae 
from  which  the  action  arises.  •  •  •  •  The  plaintiff  in  an  action 
of  libel  gives  evidence  of  malice  whenever  he  proves  the  falsity 
of  the  libel.    It  becomes,  then,  a  question  for  the  jury  whether 
the  malice  is  of  such  a  character  as  to  call  for  exemplary  or 
punitive  damages;  and  that  question  is  not  to  be  taken  away 
from  the  jury  because  the  defendant  gives  evidence  which  tends 
to  show  that  there  was,  in  fact,  no  actual  malice.    When  he  gives 
no  such  evidence  it  is  the  duty  of  tlie  court  to  say  to  the  jury 
that,  upon  proof  of  the  falsity  of  the  libel,  the  plaintiff  is  en- 
titled to  exemplary  damages  in  their  discretion:  Tillotson  v. 
Cheetham,  3  Johns.  56;  and  see  opinion  of  Kent,  C.  J.,  in 
same  case;  Taylor  v.  Church,  8  N.  Y.  452,  where  the  rule  of 
Tillotson  V.  Cheetham  is  approved ;  Hunt  v.  Bennett,  19  N,  Y. 
173.    But  where  he  gives  evidence  tending  to  prove  the  absence 
of  actual  malice,  then  it  is  the  duty  of  the  judge  to  submit  to 
the  jury  the  question,  as  one  of  fact  whether  such  malice  ect- 
isted  in  the  publication.'* 

That  case  was  cited  with  approval  by  this  court  in  Bergmann 
▼.  Jones,  94  N.  Y.  51,  62.  It  was  there  held  that  where  a  pub- 
lication is  libelous  per  se,  and  is  proved  to  be  ***  false,  this  is 
sufficient  evidence  to  require  the  submission  of  the  question  of 
malice  to  the  jury,  and  to  warrant  the  allowance  of  exemplary 
damages,  although  the  defendant  gives  evidence  tending  to  prove 
no  actual  malice.  Such  evidence  is  to  be  considered  by  the 
jury,  and  it  is  for  them  to  determine,  in  view  of  aU  the  evi- 
dence, whether  punitive  damages  should  be  allowed  or  not. 
Again  in  Warner  v.  Press  P.  Co.,  132  N.  Y.  181,  184,  30  N. 
E.  393,  the  Samuels  case  was  followed  and  it  was  there  said: 
**The  plaintiff  gave  evidence  of  malice  when  she  proved  the 
falsity  of  the  libelous  publication,  and  in  the  absence  of  evidence 
on  the  part  of  the  defendant  tending  to  show  that  it  had  neither 
the  desire  nor  the  intention  to  wrong  her,  it  would  have  been 
the  duly  of  the  court  to  instruct  the  jury  that  the  plaintiff 
might  be  awarded  exemplary  damages  in  their  discretion.  But 
testimony  was  adduced  on  the  part  of  the  defendant,  tending 
to  prove  the  absence  of  actual  malice  on  its  pert  toward  the 
plaintiff,  which  taken  in  connection  with  the  evidence  of  malice 
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which  the  law  imputed  when  the  falsity  of  the  libel  was  es- 
tablished^ presented  a  questioa  of  fact  whether  malice  ezisiel 
in  the  publication.  If  found  to  eziety  tb^i^  in  their  discretion, 
the  jury  could  award  ex^nplary  damages.''  That  caBe  waa  also 
cited  with  approval  and  followed  in  Marx  y.  Press  P.  Co.,  134 
N.  Y.  561,  663,  31  N.  B.  918;  Van  Ingen  v.  Star  Co.,  1  App. 
Div.  429,  37  N.  Y.  Supp.  114;  af&rmed  on  opinion  beLow,  157 
N.  Y.  695,  51  N.  E.  1094,  and  McPadden  y.  Mining  Journal 
Assn.,  28  App.  Div.  508,  517,  51  N.  Y.  Supp.  275.  In  Gray 
V.  Sampers,  36  App.  Div.  270,  55  N.  Y.  Supp.  3,  the  rule 
stated  was  that  in  an  action  of  libel,  proof  by  the  plaintiff 
tending  to  establish  the  falsity  of  the  alleged  libelous  article 
is  evidence  of  maUce,  and  where  it  is  given  a  question  is  pre- 
sented for  the  jury  whether  the  malice  is  of  such  a  character 
as  to  call  for  exemplary  or  punitive  damages,  and  this  ques- 
tion is  not  taken  from  the  jury  because  the  def^idant  gives 
evidence  which  tends  to  show  that  there  was  in  fact  no  actual 
malice.  That  was  the  rule  which  was  also  followed  by  the 
learned  appellate  division  in  the  case  at  bar  (77  App.  Div.  10% 
79  N.  Y.  Supp.  66). 

In  Smith  V.  MatthcTO,  162  N*  Y.  152,  46  N.  E.  164^  tMa 
court  held  that  ^^  punitive  damages. for  libel  are  not  liaiited 
to  cases  of  actual  malice,  but  may  be  awarded  for  a  libel  leck* 
lessly  or  carelessly  published,  as  well  as  one  induced  by  personnl 
ill-will.    The  Samuels  ease  was  again  considered  and  cited  with 
approval  in  Holmes  v.  Jones,  121  N.  Y.  461,  467,  24  N.  E.  701, 
and  it  was  there  said :  '^So  far  as  the  libel  was  not  justified,  it 
was  for  the  jury  to  determine  the  amount  of  the  damages  to 
be  awarded  therefor.    If  they  came  to  the  conclusion  from  the 
circumstances  and  the  nature  of  the  charge  made,  tiiat  the  pub- 
lication was  malicious,  in  bad  faith,  or  recklessly,  carelessly  or 
wantonly  made,  they  could  go  beyond  compensation  and  award 
punitive  damages.^'    In  the  same  case,  147  N.  Y.  59,  67,  49 
Am.  St  Sep.  646,  41   N.  K  409,  this  court  said :  **But  the 
amount  of  damages  in  an  action  for  libel  is  peculiarly  within 
the  province  of  the  jury.    The  jury  may  give  nominal  damages, 
or  damages  to  a  greater  or  less  amount,  as  they  shall  determine. 
The  jury  may  accord  damages  which  are  merely  compensatory^ 
or  damages  beyond  mere  compensation,  called  punitive  or  vin- 
dictive damages,  by  way  of  example  or  punishment^  when  in 
their  judgment  the  defendant  was  incited  by  actual  msJice  or 
acted  wantonly  or  recklessly  in  making  the  defamatory  charge.'* 
In  King  v.  Boot,  4  Wend.  139,  21  Am.  Dec.  102,  which  was  ao 
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action  for  libel,  the  cotirt  said:  ^^The  jury  may  not  only  give 
Buch  damages  as  tfaey  think  necessary  to  compensate  the  plain* 
tiff  for  his  actual  injury,  but  they  may  also  give  damages  by 
way  of  puni^ment  to  the  defendants'' :  See,  also,  Cook  v.  El- 
lis, 6  Hill,  466,  41  Am.  Dec.  757,  and  Tifft  v.  Culver,  3  Hill, 
180.     In  Burr  v.  Burr,  7  Hill,  207,  218,  in  discussing  this  goa.- 
efral  qnestian,  it  was  said:  ^If  a  wanton  and  malicious  outrage 
is  committed  upon  the  eiTil  li^bts  of  an  individual,  it  would 
oftentimes  be  monstrous  injustice  to  confine  the  injured  party, 
when  seeking  for  redress,  to  the  actual  ascertainable  damages 
he  may  have  sustained.    Such  a  rule  would  be  a  lioenae  to  every 
species  of  private  wrong;  and  in  most  cases  of  trespass  to  the 
person,  it  would  be  impossible  to  apply  it  with  any  degree  of 
accuracy.*' 

This  examination  of  the  authorities  bearing  upon  the  ques- 
tion clearly  discloses  that  the  rule  of  law  stated  by  the  trial 
^**  court  was  proper  and  is  justified  by  a  long  line  of  de- 
cisions in  this  state.  The  general  rule  is  that  in  an  action  for 
libel,  proof  by  the  plaintiff  t^iding  to  establish  the  falsity  of 
the  alleged  libelous  publication  is  evidence  of  malice,  and  if 
such  evidence  is  introduced,  a  question  for  the  jury  is  presented 
whether  the  malice  is  of  such  a  character  as  to  call  for  puni- 
tive damages,  and  that  question  is  not  to  be  withdrawn  from 
them  because  the  defendant  gives  evidence  which  tends  to 
show  that  there  was  no  actual  malice.  We  think  the  foregoing 
rule  is  well  established  by  the  authorities  of  this  state  and  else- 
where, and  that  it  must  be  regarded  as  tibe  true  rule,  notwith- 
standing any  expression  found  in  other  cases  where  the  question 
was  not  necessarily  involved,  which  may  not  be  in  consonance 
with  it  The  doctrine  of  any  such  cases  will  not  be  followed, 
but  must  be  regarded  as  overruled  so  far  as  they  may  be  in 
conflict  with  this  d^ision. 

Moreover,  as  we  have  already  seen,  the  jury  might  well  have 
found,  not  only  thai  the  publications  complained  of  were 
grossly  false,  were  recklessly  and  wantonly  made  in  bad  faith, 
but  also  that  after  the  defendant  and  his  manager  were  fully 
informed  of  their  falsity  and  injustice,  they  were  purposely 
and  willfully  continued  without  apology  or  retraction  of  any 
kind.  To  paraphrase  the  language  of  Chief  Judge  Nelson  in 
Hotchkiss  V.  Oliphant,  2  Hill,  510,  516,  the  defendant  might 
have  inadvertently  published  the  original  article  and  have  been 
chargeable  only  with  mistake  or  indifference  to  the  truth,  but 
having  been  advised  of  his  error  and  having  refused  to  correct 
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it,  the  case  rises  to  one  of  premeditated  wrong,  one  of  deter- 
mined malignity  toward  the  plaintiff^  which  should  be  dealt 
with  accordingly,  and  there  is  no  longer  room  for  any  indul- 
gence toward  the  defendant's  acts,  but  he  becomes  a  fit  subject 
for  exemplary  punishment,  and  the  charities  of  the  law  gi?e 
way  to  such  a  prostitution  of  the  public  press. 

Other  questions  were  discussed  at  the  bar,  but  as  they  were 
properly  disposed  of  by  the  court  below  and  were  of  no  general 
or  great  importance,  we  regard  it  as  unnecessary  to  continue 
this  opinion  by  any  discussion  of  them,  but  will  content 
**''  ourselves  by  concurring  in  the  disposition  made  of  them 
by  the  court  below. 

The  judgment  of  the  appellate  division  should  be  affirmed, 
with  costs. 

Parker,  C.  J.,  Gray,  O'Brien,  Bartlett  and  Cullen,  JJ.,  con- 
cur. 

Haight,  J.,  absent 

Judgment  affirmed. 


WHEN  A  MASTEB  OB  EMPLOTEB  IS  LIABLE  IN  EXEMFLABT 
DAMAGES  FOB  THE  ACT  OF  HIS  EMPLOYE  OB  SEBVANT. 

L    Scope  of  Note,  731. 

n.    General  Principles  of  Law  Applicable. 

a.  Nature  of  Exemplary  Damages,  731. 

b.  Employes  for  Wbose  Acts  Master  is  Liable,  733. 

e.  Distinction  Between  Corporations  and  Natural  Persons  as 
Masters,  734. 

d.  Necessity  for  Acts  to  be  WiUfol,  Wanton,  Malicioiis,  Beck- 

less  or  Grossly  Negligent,  735. 

e.  Necessity  for  Act  to  be  Antborized  or  Witbin  Scope  of  Em- 

ployment,  737. 

f .  Wben  Act  of  Servant  Must  be  Batified*  739. 

HL    Torts  Affecting  Personal  Biglits. 

a.  Interference  with  Fmieral  Cortege,  740. 

b.  Offering  of  Insults  or  Indignities  to  Cnstomers^  743. 

c.  False  Imprisonment  or  Dlegal  Search. 

1.  In  General,  744. 

2.  On  Suspicion  of  Being  a  Shoplifter,  746. 

d.  lUegal  Sale  of  Intoxicating  Uq,uor  to  Dmnkard  HiiiA)aiid» 

750. 

XV.    Torts  Constituting  Injuries  to  Person  or  Beputation. 
a.  Libelous  Publications. 

1.  General  Bule  as  to  Publisher's  Liability,  752. 

2.  Unchaste,  Beckless  or  Grossly  Careless  Libela,  766L 

3.  Distinction  as  to  Malice  where  Publisher  Is  a  Natural 

Person  and  Where  a  Corporation,  768. 

4.  Battflcation  by  Proprietor,  758. 
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Ik  Personal  Xajniiea 

1.  From  Assaults  and  Batteries. 

A.  In  Qeneral,  760. 

B.  Necessity  for  Authorisation  or  Batlflcatton  of  Bm* 
ploy6's  Act,  762. 

2.  From  Collisions  on  the  Highways,  763* 

3.  From  Negligent  Sales  of  Poisons  or  Deleterious  SaV 
stances,  765. 

r.      Torts  Affecting  Bights  to  Property. 

a.  Trespass  in  General,  767. 

b.  Trespass  Accompanied  by  Assanlt,  769. 

I.    Scope  of  Note. 

This  note  will  be  confined  to  those  cases  in  which  exemplary  dam- 
were  sought  against  masters  or  employers  who  were  acting  in 
tlie  capacity  of  natural  persons.  The  subject  as  applied  to  the  lia- 
"bility  of  corporations  for  exemplary  damages  for  the  acts  of  its  em- 
ployes or  servants  was  treated  in  the  monographic  note  to  the  cascf 
of  Hoboken  Printing  etc.  Co.  t.  Kahn,  59  Am.  St.  Bep.  689. 

n.    (General  Principles  of  Law  Applicable. 

a.  Nature  of  Exemplary  Damages. — ^The  right  to  recoyer  ex- 
emplary damages  under  any  circumstances  has  been  frequently  as- 
sailed on  the  ground  that  it  violates  the  constitutional  provision  pro- 
hibiting the  placing  of  a  person  twice  in  jeopardy  for  the  same 
offense;  that  though  in  its  nature  a  punishment  for  the  commission 
of  a  tort  public  in  character,  it  does  not  follow  the  course  of  crim- 
inal procedure  either  in  pleading  or  in  mode  of  trial;  that  in  the 
trial  of  suits  for  its  recovery  the  doctrine  of  preponderance  of  evi- 
dence is  substituted  for  that  of  reasonable  doubt;  that  the  defendant 
may  be  compelled  to  testify  against  himself;  that  there  is  no  pre- 
cise limit  to  the  amount  of  such  damages  which  may  be  allowed  by 
the  jury;  that  the  pardoning  power  of  the  executive  cannot  be  ex- 
ercised; that,  i^  short,  in  all  its  features  it  is  a  sin  against  judicial 
principles;  but  notwithstanding  the  arguments  which  have  been  urged 
against  it,  the  rule  allowing  such  damages  is  firmly  fixed  in  most 
of  the  states.  Its  regulation  has  been,  however,  provided  for  by 
statute  in  some  of  the  states.  It  perhaps  would  accord  more  with 
judicial  principles  if,  in  the  allowance  of  exemplary  damages,  the 
award  were  confined  more  strictly  to  such  cases  in  which  the  tort 
has  caused  mental  anguish  and  humiliation  to  the  injured  person 
through  a  contemplation  of  the  violation  of  his  natural  civil  rights  as 
a  citizen  and  member  of  the  community.  It  seems  to  ns  that  there 
are  classes  of  cases,  such  as  oppressive  abuse  of  civil  remedies  and 
wanton  acts  of  libel  in  which  the  assessment  of  damages  as  com- 
pensation could  not  be  easily  ascertained,  and  that  in  such  eases  it 
would  be  proper  to  assess  the  damages  in  the  same  manner  in  which 
acts  of  alleged  cruelty  are  considered  in  divdrce  cases,  vis^.,  by  con- 
sidering whether  the  acts  alleged  constitute  cruelty  in  the  particular 


\ 


732  American  State  Beportb^  Vol.  101.     [New  Yofrk, 

case  when  considered  in  connection  with  the  statoB  and  foeial  condi- 
tion of  the  parties  involred,  for  the  courts  draw  sneh  a  distinetion 
when  ihBj  hold  that  acta  which  night  be  deemed  extreme  croeltT* 
toward  a  woman  of  refinement  and  culture  might  not  be  so  deemed 
as  against  a  woman  fishmonger. 

The  definition  given  by  Mr.  Joyce  in  his  work  on  Damages,  section 
28,  is  perhaps  in  accord  with  the  general  view  held  by  the  courts  as 
to  what  constitutes  exemplary  damages,  he  says:  "Punitive,  vindic- 
tive  or  exemplary  damages  are  those  in  excess  of  the  actual  loss,  not 
intended  as  a  compensation,  but  rather  designed  as  a  punishment  for 
the  grossly  negligent,  wanton  or  malicious  conduct,  act  or  evil  motive 
of  one  person  toward  another  as  a  result  of  which  the  latter  lias 
sustained  some  injury,  loss  or  damage."  The  nature  of  such  dam- 
ages was  stated  in  the  recent  case  of  Boydan  v.  Haberstumpf,  129 
Mich.  140,  88  N.  W.  384,  which  was  a  suit  under  the  statute  for  ajt 
Illegal  sale  of  liquor  to  plaintiff's  husband,  as  follows:  "The  siatnta 
expressly  authorises  exemplary  damages  in  this  dass  of  eases.  But 
'exemplary  damages,'  as  the  term  has  been  employed  in  this  state,  has 
generally  been  understood  to  mean  an  increased  award  of  damages 
in  view  of  the  supposed  aggravation  of  the  injury  to  the  feeling^  by 
the  wanton  or  reckless  act  of  the  defendant*  As  was  said  in  Ford 
T.  Cheever,  105  Mich.  685,  63  N.  W.  976:  <It  has  never  been  the 
policy  of  the  court  to  permit  juries  to  award  captiously  any  sum 
which  may  appear  just  to  them,  by  way  at  punishment  to  the  offender, 
but  rather  to  award  a  sum  in  addition  to  the  actual  proven  damages^ 
as  what,  in  their  judgment,  constitutes  a  just  measure  of  compensa- 
tion for  injury  to  feelings  in  view  of  the  eareumstances  of  each  par- 
ticular case.' 

''We  think  it  should  not  be  permitted  that  a  jury  be  given  leave  to 
award  damages  as  'smart  money,'  or  'in  the  way  of  puniak- 
ment,  to  make  an  example  for  the  public  good.'  " 

Thus  we  see  that  the  Michigan  case,  just  quoted  fcom,  places  sneh 
damages  in  the  light  of  compensation  for  injured  feelings  rather 
than  by  way  of  punishment.    This  view,  which  may  be  more  readily 
reconciled  with  judicial  principles  than  that  based  entirely  on  punish* 
ment,  was  also  stated   in   Balston  v.  The  State   Bif^hts,  Crabbe    (U. 
S.),  47,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  11,540,  where  the  court  said:  "The  damages 
which  are  called  exemplary  are  nothing  more  than  a  high  and  ex- 
aggerated estimate  of   the    wrong  or    injury,  which  the   courts    and 
juries  take  upon  themselves  to  allow,  bringing  into  calculation,  not 
a  new  and  distinct  injury,  but  something  beyond  the  mere  pecuniary 
loss  or  personal  suffering,  still  belonging,  however,  to  the  original 
wrong  and  to  no  other." 

In  Craven  v.  Bloomingdale,  171  N.  Y.  442,  64  N.  B.  169,  which  is 
perhaps  representative  of  the  weight  of  authority,  the  basis  of  ex- 
emplary damages  is  distinctly  based  on  the  theory  of  punishment, 
and  not  on  the  difficulty  of  estimating  the  damages  in  cerain  kinds  of 
torts.    In  that  case,  the  court  approved  the  rule  laid  down  by  Judi^e 
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Andrews  in  Yoltz  t.  Blackmar^  64  N.  Y.  440,  wherein  he  said:  "In 
puz^itive   actionB,  as   they  are    some  times    termed,  such  as  libel,  as- 
sa.ult  and  battery  and  false  imprisonment^  the  conduct  and  motive  of 
^l&o    defendant  is  open  to  inquiry  with  a  view  to  the  assessment  of 
dajxiages;  and  if  the  defendant,  in  committing  the  wrong  complained 
o±,    acted  recklessly  or  willfully  or  maliciously  with  a  design  to  op- 
press  or  injure  the  plaintiff,  the  jury,  in  fixing  the  damages,  may  dis- 
x^eg-ard  the  rule  of  compensation  and  beyond  that  may,  as  a  punish- 
ment to  the  defendant  and  as  a  protection  to  society  against  the  vio- 
lation of  personal  righs  and  social  order,  award  such  additional  dam- 
ages as  in  theij^  discretion  they  may  deem  proper.    The  same  rule  has 
l>een  held  to  apply  in  the  ease  of  willful  injury  to  property  and  in 
actions  of  tort  founded  upon  negligence  amounting  to  misconduct  and 
recklessness";  citing  Tillotson  v.  Gheetham,  3  Johns.  56,  3  Am.  Dec. 
459;  King  v.  Boot,  4  Wend.  113,  21  Am.  Dec.  102;  Tifft  v.  Culver,  3 
Hill,  180;  Cook  v.  Ellis,  6  Hill,  466,  41  Am.  Dec.  757;  Burr  v.  Burr,  7 
Hill,  207;  Taylor  ▼.  Church,  8  N.  Y.  460;  Hunt  v.  Bennett,  19  N.  Y. 
173;  MUlard  v.  Brown,  35  N.  Y.  297.    Por  a  further  discussion  of  the 
right  to  recover  exemplary  damages,  see  the  monographic  note  to 
Spellman  v.  Bichmond  etc.  B.  B.  Co.,  28  Am.  St.  Bep.  870. 

^.  Smployds  tor  Whose  Acts  Master  Is  Liablfr.— In  this  note  we 
shall  only  treai  of  the  liabilities  of  the  master  or  employer  arising 
trom.  the  relation  of  master  and  servant,  and  shall  not  discuss  the 
eases  based  strictly  on  the  relation  of  principal  and  agent,  although 
the  general  principles  applicable  to  the  latter  are  very  similar. 

A  servant  haa  been  defined  as  one  who  is  employed  to  render  per- 
sonal services  to  his  employer  otherwise  than  in  the  pursuit  of  an 
independent  calling,  and  who  in  such  service  remains  entirely  under 
the  control  and  direction  of  the  latter:  Heygood  v.  State,  59  Ala.  51; 
Oravatt  v.  State,  25  Ohio  St.  168;  while  an  agent  is  a  person  duly 
authorized  to  act  on  behalf  of  another.  The  basic  theory  of  the 
liability  of  the  master  or  employer  for  the  acts  of  his  servant  or 
employ^  is  that  the  former  has  the  control  and  direction  of  the 
work  in  hand  not  only  in  its  ultimate  results  but  in  the  manner 
of  how  it  should  be  performed.  This  right  to  control  the  servant 
or  employ^  implies  also  the  power  to  discharge  him  from  the  ser- 
viee  or  employment  for  disobedience.  Hence  the  basis  of  the  lia- 
bility of  the  master  or  employer  is  the  maxim,  ''respondeat  su- 
perior." The  decisions  Yerj  often  use  the  term  "agent"  as  synony- 
mous with  "servant"  in  discussing  the  liability  of  the  master  for  acts 
of  persons  in  his  employ  who  are  generally  known  or  described  as 
servants. 

The  liability  of  the  master  arises  from  the  relation  itself,  and  ss 
far  as  the  public  is  ooncemed  does  not  depend  upon  the  particular 
stipulations  which  he  may  have  with  the  servant.  In  Ward  v.  Young, 
42  Ark.  552,  a  trusted  convict  was  placed  by  the  lessee  of  the  pen- 
itentiary, who,  as  such  lessee,  had  charge  of  all  the  convicts,  in  charge 
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of  his  premises  with  orders  to  protect  them  from  trespassers.  He 
assaulted  and  wounded  a  boy  who  was  lawfully  on  the  premises^  and 
exemplary  damages  were  awarded  against  the  lessee.  It  was  quesr 
tioned  whether  the  relation  of  master  and  servant  existed.  The  soark 
in  holding  that  the  relation  existed,  said:  "Now,  although  the  relsr 
tion  of  master  and  servant  springs  out  of  a  contract,  yet  -as  to  thud 
persons  it  can  make  no  difference  that  Ward  hired  the  services  of 
this  convict  from  the  state.  The  servant  may  be  a  minor  and  the 
contract  be  with  his  parent.  The  master's  liability,  if  any,  arises 
from  the  relation  itself,  and  does  not  depend  on  the  nature  of  the 
stipulations  in  his  contract.  'If  one  is  injured  by  the  servant  of 
another,  and  the  injury  is  in  any  manner  connected  with  the  fiaet 
of  service,  it  would  be  immaterial  to  the  injured  party  what  the 
contract  of  service  was,  how  long  it  was  to  continue,  what  compen- 
sation was  to  be  paid  for  it,  or  what  mutual  covenants  the  parties 
had  for  their  own  protection'  **}  citing  Gooley  on  Torts,  p.  532; 
Wood's  Master  and  Servant,  sees.  4,  7. 

In  Lombard  v.  Batchelder,  58  Vt.  558,  6  Atl.  511,  it  was  sought  to 
apply  the  relation  of  master  and  servant  in  a  suit  against  a  husband 
and  wife  sued  jointly  for  an  assault  and  battery  committed  by  the 
wife.  The  husband  had  used  his  best  efforts  to  prevent  the  assault. 
The  court  in  sustaining  a  judgment  for  exemplary  damages  drew  a 
distinction  between  the  master  and  servant  cases,  and  said  that  the 
husband  was  liable,  ''not  as  master,  but  as  husband,  and  because 
of  the  oneness  of  the  twain  in  the  eyes  of  the  law.''  It  seems  to 
us,  however,  that  the  authority  ef  the  wife  to  bind  her  husband  by 
her  contracts  is  based  upon  the  theory  that  it  is  by  virtue  of  an 
authority  derived  from  him  and  founded  upon  his  consent,  and  not 
by  any  inherent  power  from  the  mere  fact  of  the  marital  relation: 
See  the  authorities  cited  in  the  monographic  note  to  Wanamaker  v. 
Weaver,  98  Am.  St.  Bep.  627,  on  the  implied  authority  of  wife  to 
act  for  husband  and  charge  him  for  necessaries. 

e.  Distinction  Between  Corporations  and  Katnral  Persons  as  Uu- 
ters. — Some  of  the  older  cases  drew  or  tacitly  proceeded  upon  the 
theory  that  there  was  a  real  distinction  between  the  liability  of 
a  corporation  and  that  of  a  natural  person  to  exemplary  damages 
for  the  acts  of  their  servants  or  employes,  but  the  more  modem 
cases  hold  that  a  corporation  is  liable  to  the  same  extent  to  which 
an  individual  master  would  be  liable.  The  distinction  was  based 
on  the  idea  that  a  corporation  must  act  through  servants  and  agents, 
whereas  the  natural  person,  being  a  conscious  being,  need  not  do  sOy 
but  if  he  did  so,  he  could  direct  and  control  their  acts  and  their  man- 
ner of  performing  such  acts,  the  liability  of  the  corporation  in  such 
cases  being  baaed  on  the  theory  of  principal  and  agent,  while  the 
liability  of  the  natural  person  was  based  on  the  relation  of  mastef 
and  servant.    In  Kutner  v.  Fargo,  20  Misc.  Bep.  (N.  Y.)  207,  45  N. 


Jan.   1904.]  Crane  v.  Bennett.  735 

7.   Supp.  753,  the  court  said:  "The  decisions  in  this  country  upon 
the  question  of  the  liability  of  a  corporation  in  exemplary  damages 
for  the  willful  or  malicious  acts  of  its  agents  are  divided  into  three 
classes.     One  holds  the  corporation  never  liable;  another  holds  the 
corporation  liable  if  the  wrongful  act  done  by  a  servant  acting  within 
the  scope  of  his  anthorityj  a  third  recognizes  the  liability  if  the 
-wrongful  act  was  within  the  scope  of  the  employment  and  was  pre- 
'viously  authorized  or  subsequently  ratified  by  the  corporation.    The 
New  Tork  decisions  and  those  of  the  United  States  supreme  court 
seem  to  incline  to  the  third  class:  Lake  Shore  etc.  By.  Co.  v.  Prentice, 
147  U.  S.  101, 13  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  261,  37  L.  ed.  97;  Cleghom  v.  New  York 
Cent.  etc.  B.  B.  Co.,  56  N.  Y.  47,  299,  15  Am.  Bep.  375;  Caldwell  v. 
New  Jersey  S.  Co.,  47  N.  Y.  2»2;  The  Amiable  Nancy,  3  Wheat.  546.   A 
note  upon  these  cases  will  be  found  in  62  Am.  Dec.  379."    So,  also, 
in  Central  By.  v.  Brown,  113  Ga.  415,  84  Am.  St.  Bep.  250,  38  S.  E. 
989,  the  court  stated  that  it  was  originally  thought  that  a  corporation 
being  created  for  lawful  purposes  could  not  do  anything  unlawful, 
and  hence  that  whenever  its  servants  exceeded  the  charter  authority 
bj  doing  an  unlawful  act  that  they  necessarily  committed  the  act 
as  individuals  and  not  as  representatives  of  the  corporation,  but  that 
now  it  is  almost  universally  held  that  a  corporation  is  answerable 
for  the  torts  of  its  servants  to  the  same  extent  and  under  the  same 
circumstances  as  an  individual  master  would  be.     So,  also,  in  Dins- 
moor  y.  Wolber,  85  HI.  App.  157,  the  court,  after  citing  various  cases 
in  which  the  rule  was  laid  down,  said:  "It  is  true  thst  the  above 
eases  all  involved  actions  of  railroad  corporations  for  injuries  alleged 
to  have  been  caused  by  their  servants,  but  the  rule  adopted  appears 
to  apply  with  equal  force  to  cases  involving  the  liability  of  natural 
persons  under  like  circumstances.'' 

d.  Necessity,  for  Acts  to  be  Wlllfnl,  Wanton,  Malidoos,  Reckless 
or  Orossly  Negligent. — Mr.  Justice  Cooley,  in  Kreiter  v.  Nichols,  28 
Mich.  498,  stated  the  rule  as  to  when  a  master  could  be  mulcted  in 
exemplary  damages  for  the  acts  of  his  servants,  in  the  following 
language:  "We  also  think  the  court  erred  in  refusing  to  instruct 
the  jury  that  exemplary  damages  should  not  be  awarded,  unless 
the  act  of  giving  or  selling  intoxicating  drinks  to  the  husband  of 
the  plaintiff  was  willful.  The  term  'exemplary  damages,'  or,  as 
it  is  sometimes  phrased,  'punitory  or  vindictive  damages,'  is  often 
.  very  loosely  employed  in  the  books,  and  the  controversy  over  the 
doctrine  which  pennits  the  allowance  of  such  damages  has  been 
very  able  and  very  persistent.  But  those  who  go  farthest  in  sup- 
port of  such  damages  base  the  right  to  award  them  expressly  on 
the  willful  or  wanton  conduct  of  the  defendant — ^the  moral  turpitude 
or  atrocity  of  the  act,  which  renders  it  proper  that  damages  by 
way  of  punishment  should  be  inflicted  beyond  what  could  be  meas- 
ured by  compensation.    Thus  Mr.  Sedgwick  says:   'The  general  prin- 
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«iple  that  in  ease  of  willfal  wrong  eomaiitted  by  the  defendaaty  tfce 
jnry  have  a  large  diBeretioa  to  award  damagea  by  way  oi  pnniahiaaBt 
has  been  asserted  in  a  number  of  eases':  Sedgwick  on  Damages,  454, 
note.     Mr.   Justice   Grier   says:  'It   is   a  weU-established    prineipia 
of  the  common  iaw  that  in  actioxm  of  trespass  and  all  actions  oa 
the  case  for  torts,  a  jury  may  inflict  what  are  called  exemplary^  poa^ 
itory  or  yindietive  damages  upon  a  defendant,  having  in  view  the 
enormity  of  his  offense,  rather  than  the  measure  of  eompeuaatioa 
to  the  plaintiff.'     And  again:  'In  actions  of  trespass  where  the  in- 
jury  has  been  wanton  and  malicious,  or  gross  and  outrageous,  courts 
permit  juries  to  add  to  the  measured  compensation  of  the  plaintiff, 
which  he  would  have  been  entitled  to  recover  had  the  injury  been  la- 
flicted  without  design  or  intentioa,  something  further  by  waj  of  pna- 
iahment  or  example,  which  has  sometimes  been  called  smait-monay '; 
Bay  T.  Woodworth,  13  How.  (U.  S.)  368,  14  U  ed.  181.    And  in  the 
leading  case  of  Huckle  v.  Money,  2  Wihu  205,  Lord  Chief  Justice  Pratt 
expressed  the  opinion  that  the  jnry  had  done  right  in  awarding  exem- 
plary damages  for  a  trespass  oommitted  by  direction  of  the  erown.  ofii- 
cers,  and  the  legality  of  which  they  had  endeavored  to  support  and 
maintain  in  a  tyrannical  and  serops  manner.    These  extracts  suffi- 
ciently indicate  the  grounds  on  which  each  danaages  are  allowed,  and 
show  that  they  are  not  to  be  awarded  anless  the  conduct  of  the  def  end- 
ant  is  willful,  wanton,  reckless  or  otherwise  deserving  the  poniahmeBt 
beyond  what  the  requirement  of  mere  compensation  would  imposa" 
8o,  also,  in  Hawes  v.  Knowles,  114  Mass.  519,  19  Am.  St.  Bep.  S9S,  it 
was  said:  "In  an  action  of  tort  for  a  willful  injury  to  the  person, 
the  manner  and  manifest  motive  of  the  wrongful  act  may  be  gives 
in  evidence  as  affecting  the  question  of  damages,  for  when  the  merely 
physical  injury  is  the  same,  it  may  be  more  aggravated  in  its  effects 
npon  the  mind,  if  it  is  done  in  wanton  disregard  of  the  rights  and 
feelings  of  the  plaintiff,  than  if  it  is  the  result  of  mere  car^esenese"; 
citing  Stowe  v.  Heygood,  7  Allen,  118,  and  Smith  v.  Holcomb,  99 
Mass.  552.    And  in  Cosgriff  v.  Miller,  10  Wyo.  190,  98  Am.  St.  Bep. 
977,  68  Pac.  206,  a  very  recent  ease  which  involved  wanton  acts  of 
trespass  on  the  part  of  defendant's  servants,  the  court  stated  the 
rule  in  the  following  language:  "The  general  rule,  where  the  doctr'ne 
is  recognized,  is  that  where  malice,  fraud  or  gross  negligence  or 
recklessness  enters  into  the  commission  of  a  tort  or  where  the  act 
is  done  wantonly,  exemplary  damages  are  recoverable'*':  See,  also, 
Kirton  v.  North  Chicago  St.  B.  Co.,  91  lU.  App.  554,  to  the  same 
effect. 

In  Tranerman  v.  Lippincott,  39  Mo.  App.  488,  the  eonrt  defined 
wanton  acts  as  follows:  "If  one  inteationaUy  does  a  wrongful  adt 
and  knows  at  the  time  that  it  is  wrongful,  then  he  does  It  wamtoaly; 
by  the  word  I  understand  is  meant  causelessly,  withoat  reotxaiat 
and  in  reckless  disregard  of  the  rights  of  others.  When  ene  intsa- 
tionally  commits  a  wrong,  he  does  it  from  an  evil  spirit  and  bad 
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inotivQ.     Good  motive  or  spirit  does  not  impel  the  Commission  of 
'willful  wrongs." 

In  Hansford  ▼.  Payne,  11  Bush  (Ky.),  380,  which  waa  a  suit  hj  the 
personal  representative  of  the  deceased  "for  the  wrongs,  iojuriee 
-and  damages  done  him"  by  substituting  croton  oil  instead  of  lin- 
seed oil  in  a  prescription,  the  court  held  that  ''willful"  and  ''gross'' 
-were  not  synonymous  terms  when  applied  to  negligence. 

e.  Keceasity  for  Act  to  lie  Aattioiised  or  Within  Scope  of  Bm* 
plosnnent. — In  the  early  cases  it  was  held  that  the  master  was  only 
chargeable  where  the  injury  was  caused  by  the  servant's  negligence 
nnd  unskillfulness  in  the  discharge  of  his  master's  business,  and 
not  where  the  servant's  act  was  intentionally  wrongful  and  willful, 
bat  the  latter  eases  place  the  liability  upon  the  master  if  the  act 
was  done  while  the  servant  was  engaged  in  the  master's  business 
and  acting  within  the  scope  of  his  employment,  regardless  of  the 
actual  intent  of  the  servant  in  doing  the  act. 

In  Dinsmoor  v.  Wolber,  85  111.  App.  156,  the  court  remarked  that 
the  authorities  were  not  harmonious  in  regard  to  the  question,  but 
that  the  courts  of  Illinois  had  substantially  adopted  the  rule  laid  down 
in  Wood  on  Master  and  Servant,  section  323,  wherein  he  said:  "It 
may  be  regarded  as  settled  by  the  better  class  of  cases  that  whenever 
exemplary  damages  would  be  recoverable  if  the  act  had  been  done 
by  the  master  himself,  they  were  equally  recoverable  when  the 
act  was  done  by  his  servant ' ' :  See,  also,  monographic  note  to  Goodloe 
▼.  Memphis  etc.  B.  B.  Co.,  54  Am.  St.  Bep.  71,  on  acts  of  servants  for 
which  master  is  not  responsible. 

Thus  we  see  that  the  test  of  whether  the  master  or  employer  can 

be  held  liable  for  the  willful,  wanton  or  malicious  acts  of  his  servaats 

or  employes,  either  in  actual  or  in  exemplary  damages,  is  dependent 

upon  whether  the  act  complained  of  was  within  the  scope  of  the 

servant's  employment.     The  authority  to  do  a  particular  act  may 

be  implied  if  the  act  is  within  the  scope  of  the  employment  or  in 

furtherance  of  the  business  of  the  master.     As  we  have  seen,  the 

responsibility  of  the  master  is  based  not  only  on  his  power  to  select 

the  servant  or  agent,  but  to  direct  the  mode  of  executing  the  work 

and  controlling  his  acts  in  the  course  of  the  employment  so  as  to 

prevent  injury  to  others:  Bobinson  t.  Webb,  11  Bush   (Ky.),  475. 

The  rule  in  that  respect  was  stated  in  Ward  v.  Young,  42  Ark.  553, 

by  setting  forth  the  rule  set  out  in  Cooley    on    Torts,    page    538: 

^'The  master  who  puts  the  servant  in  a  place  of  trust  or  responsibil* 

ity,  or  commits  to  him  the  management  of  his  business  or  the  care 

of  his  property,  is  justly  held  responsible  when  the  servant,  through 

lack  of  judgment  or  discretion,  or  from  infirmity  of  temper  or  under 

the  influence  of  passion  aroused  by  the  circumstance  or  the  occasion, 

goes  beyond  the  strict  line  of  his  duty  or  authority,  and  inflicts  an 

unjustifiable  injury  upon  another."    See  Kreiter  v.  Nichols,  28  Mich. 

492,  to  the  same  effect. 
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It  often,  however,  becomes  quite  a  difficult  question  to  determine 
whether  the  act  in  controversy  was  within  the  scope  of  the  servant's 
employment  or  not.    In  Mali  v.  Lord,  39  N.  T.  384,  100  Am.  Dec.  448, 
a  leading  case  on  the  subject,  the  action  arose  over  the  defendant's 
superintendent  and  clerk  compelling  the  plaintiff  to  be  searched  on 
suspicion  of  having  stolen  some  goods  from  defendant's  store,  ths 
court  said:  "It  cannot  be  presumed  that  a  master,  by  intmsting 
his  servant  with  his  property,  and  conferring  power  upon    him  to 
transact  his  business,  thereby  authorizes  him  to  do  any  act   for  its 
protection  that  he  could  not  lawfully  do  himself  if  present.      The 
master  would  not,  if  present,  be  justified  in  arresting,  detaining  and 
searching  a  person  upon  suspicion,  however  strong,  of  having*  stolen 
his  goods,  and  secreted  them  upon  his  person.    The  authority  of  the 
defendants  to  the  superintendent   could  not,  therefore,  be  implied 
from  his  employment.    The  act  was  not  done  in  the  business  of  the 
defendants,  and  they  were  not,  as  masters,  responsible  therefor.     If 
not  responsible,  if  the  superintendent  acted  in  good  faith  in  the  be- 
lief of  the  plaintiff's  guilt,  they  clearly  would  not  be,  if  he  acted 
from  malice,  in  the  absence  of  such  belief."    In  Knowles  y.  BuUene^ 
71  Mo.  App.  349,  the  court  in  answer  to  the  argument,  based  on 
Mali  T.  Lord,  39  N.  Y.  381,  100  Am.  Dee.  448,  that  if  defendants  could 
not  have  lawfully  arrested  the  plaintiff  (she  being  innocent)   that 
their  agents  or  servants  had  no  authority  to  do  so,  admitted  that 
the  ease  cited  was  authority  for  defendant's  contention,  but  said: 
"When  it  is  said  that  no  authority  will  be  implied  in  the  agent  to 
do  an  act  the  principal  himself  could  not  lawfully  do,  if  present,  it 
must  be  understood  as  having  relation  rather  to  the  character  of  the 
act  than  as  to  what  the  principal  might  have  lawfully  done  under 
the  particular  circumstances  of  the  case.     To  illustrate:  The  master 
would  have  no  authority,  if  present,  to  shoot  and  kill  one  detected 
in  stealing  his  goods,  and  so  under  the  rule,  correctly  applied,  no 
such  authority  could  be  implied  in   the  servant.     But  the  master 
may  lawfully   arrest  and   detain  the  thief  and  thereby  force  him 
to  give  up  the  stolen  goods  and  authority  therefor  may  be  impliedly 
given  to  the  servant  or  agent  standing  in  the  place  of  the  principal.'^ 

It  seems  to  us  that  where  the  servant  has  the  discretion  to  deter- 
mine what  should  be  done,  that  the  master  ought  to  be  liable  for  his 
misjudgment,  although  he  may  have  done  an  act  which  the  master 
would  not  have  been  authorized  to  do;  for  instance,  the  act  of  a 
conductor  in  ejecting  an  orderly  passenger  who  has  a  valid  ticket 
would  be  unauthorized  if  done  by  the  master,  but  it  would  not  be 
eontended  that  the  conductor  was  not  placed  there  for  the  purpose 
of  deciding  when  such  an  act  was  necessary  and  proper,  and  thst 
the  carrier  would  be  bound  by  his  acts  in  that  respect.  The  rule 
as  to  when  an  act  of  the  servant,  though  done  in  the  service,  is  within 
or  without  the  course  of  that  service  ia  very  clearly  set  forth  in  Ms* 
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Clung  y.  Dearborne,  134  Pa.  St.  406,  19  Am.  St.  Bep.  708,  19  Atl. 
698,  8  L.  B.  A«  204,  wherein  it  was  said:  "The  general  doctrine  laid 
down  by  the  learned  judge  that  every  man  is  liable  for  his  own  tres- 
pass only  must  not  be  taken  too  literally;  for  one  must  be  held  to 
do  that  which  he  procures  or  directs  another  to  do  for  him,  as  well 
as  that  which  he  does  in  his  own  person.  Qui  facit  per  alium,  facit 
I>er  se.    Servants  and  employes  are  often  without  the  means  to  re* 
spend  in  damages  for  the  injuries  they  may  inflict  on  others  by  thee 
i^orant,  negligent  or  wanton  manner  in  which  they  conduct  the  busi- 
ness of  their  employer.    The  loss  must  be  borne  in  such  cases  by  the«* 
innocent  sufferer,  or  by  him  whose  employment  of  an  ignorant,  care- 
less or  wanton  servant  has  been  the  occasion  of  the  injury,  and  under 
such  circumstances  it  is  just  that  the  latter  should  bear  the  loss. 
But  the  master  is  not  liable  for  the  independent  trespass  of  his  ser. 
▼ant.    If  a  coachman,  while  driving  along  the  street  with  his  mas- 
ter's carriage,  sees  one  against  whom  he  bears  ill-will  at  the  side 
of  the  street  and  leaves  the  box  to  seek  out  and  assault  him,  the  mas- 
ter would  not  be  liable.    Such  an  act  would  be  the  willful  and  inde- 
pendent act  of  the  coachman.     It  was  done  while  in  his  master 's- 
service  but  not  in  the  course  of  that  service.    But  if  the  coachman 
sees  his  enemy  sitting  on  the  box  of  another  carriage  driving  along 
the  same  highway,  and  he  so  guides  his  own  team  as  to  bring  the 
carriages  into  collision,  whereby  injury  is  done,  the  master  is  liable. 
The  coachman  was  hired  to  drive  his  master's  horse.    He  was  doing 
the  work  he  was  employed  to  do,  and  for  the  manner  of  his  doing 
it,  the  master  is  liable:  Wood  on  Master  and  Servant,  sec.  277.     It 
would  be  no  defense  to  the  master  to  prove  that  he  had  given  his 
coachman  orders  to  be  careful  and  not  drive  against  others.    It  was 
his  duty  not  only  to  give  such  orders  but  to  see  that  they  were 
obeyed.     It  will  be  seen,  therefore,  that  it  is  the  character  of  the 
employment  and  not  the  private  instructions  given  by  the  master 
to  his  servant  that  must  determine  the  measure  of  his  liability  in  any 
given  case." 

f.  When  Act  of  Sexrant  Must  be  Batifled. — It  seems  to  ns  that 
if  the  act  of  the  servant  is  within  the  scope  of  the  employment  that 
no  ratification  of  the  act  on  the  part  of  the  master  is  necessary  in 
order  to  make  the  master  responsible  therefor.  But  when  the  act 
is  one  which  the  master  could  have  done,  but  was  not  within  the 
scope  of  the  servant's  employment,  it  would  be  necessary  to  show 
that  the  master  ratified  it  in  order  to  hold  the  latter  liable,  but  in 
such  case  the  liability  would  really  be  based  on  the  principle  of  the 
liability  of  a  principal  for  the  acts  of  his  agent.  An  illustrative 
case  may  be  found  in  Cobb  v.  Simon,  119  Wis.  606,  100  Am.  St.  Bep. 
909,  97  N.  W.  276,  wherein  the  floor-walker  of  defendant,  who  con- 
ducted a  large  department  store,  unlawfully  searched  plaintiff,  after 
having  accused  her  of  shoplifting,  and  also  extorted  money  from  her 
for  not  sending  her  to  the  police  station.    In  discussing  the  question 
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whetlLer  tha  defendant  rati&ed  the  acta  of  his  floor-walkeiy  the  court 
■aid:  ''Betention  of  a  oeryant  in  hia  employment  after  notice  te 
the  principal  of  a.  tort  committed  bj  the  servant  ia  evideace  of 
ratification  of  the  act  by  the  principal:  Bass  y.  Chicago  etc.  B.  Co^  42 
Wis.  654,  24  Am.  Bep.  437;  Bobinson  y.  Superior  Bapid  T.  Co.,  94  Wia. 
345,  59  Am.  St.  Bep.  897,  68  N.  W.  961,  34  L.  B.  A.  205.  The  informa- 
tion to  the  principal  should  be  full  and  complete^  in  order  to  justify 
tha  conclusion  of  ratification  on  this  ground:  Fairy  y.  Chicago  etc 
Bw  Co.,  77  Wis.  218,  46  N.  W.  56.  It  is  not  essential  that  the  infor- 
mation should  come  from  the  plaintiff,  but  however  it  eonaes,  it 
should  be  more  than  a.  mere  idle  rumor  and  should  be  so  convincing 
and  persuasive  as  to  convince  the  mind  of  an  ordinarily  prudent 
employer  that  the  facts  exist  which  call  for  the  servant's  discharge. 
Any  other  rule  would  necessitate  the  discharge  of  faithful  em- 
ployes whenever  their  conduct  is  assailed  by  irresponsible,  unf  onoded 
gossip,  and  sech  a  rule  would  be  plainly  unjust  both  to  employer 
and  employ^.  The  question  is  generally  one  for  the  jury  in  view  of 
aU  information  which  eame  to  the  en^)loyer,  and  was  suck  in  the 
present  case,  under  proper  instructions." 

m.    Tbrts  Ail^Bcting  Personal  Bi^tB. 

a.    liiterferenoe  with  Funeral  Cortege. — Exemplary  damages  were 
sought  for  the  withdrawal  of  a  hearse  and  accompanying  carriage 
from  a  funeral  cortege  in  the  case  of  Qatzow  y.  Buening,  106  Wis.  1, 
80  Am.  St.  Rep.  17,  81  N.  W.  1003,  49  L.  B.  A.  475.     Though  the 
action  was  based  on  a  conspiracy,  still  the  overt  acts  producing  the 
injuries  were  done  by  the  driver  of  one  of  the  defendants.    The  facta 
in  the  case  were  as  follows:    The  plaintiff  employed  and  paid  one 
Schubert,  a  liveryman,  for  the  services  of  a  hearse  and  carriage  for 
use  at  the  funeral  of  his  child  which  was  to  be   buried   from    his 
residence.    The  hearse  and  carriage  were  sent  to  plaintiff's  residence 
and  were   standing  In  front   of  plaintiff's  residence  awaiting    the 
termination  of  the  funeral  services.    Just  as  the  funeral  services  were 
over  and  the  cofl^  containing  the  child's  remains  was  about  to  be 
placed  in  the  hearse,  the  drivers  of  the  hearse  and  carriage  drove 
away,  leaving  the,  plaintiff  and  his  large  number  of  friends,  who 
were  present,  to  resort  to  such  means  as  they  could  to  continue  the 
funeral  and  without  giving  plaintiff  any  explanation  as  to  the  cause 
of  their  driving  away.    It  appears  that  there  was  a  liverymen's  as- 
sociation, of  which  the  defendant  Schubert  was  a  member,  and  of 
which  the  defendant  Buening,  was  the  secretary;  that  according  to 
the  by-laws  of  said  association  no  member  thereof  was  allowed  to 
do  business  with  any  person  who  did  not  patronize  its  members  ex- 
clusively, or  to  let  a  hearse  to  a  private  party  for  a  funeral  where 
the  undertaker  in  charge  of  such  funeral  was  reputed  to  patronize 
nonunion  members,  or  to  any  person  whose  family,  for  the  occasion, 
patronized  a  nonunion  livery;  that  the  undertaker,  being  authorized 
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to  engage  the  hearse  and  carriage,  engaged  it  in  plaintiff's  name 
without  the  defendant,  Sehnbert,  Iniowing  that  the  undertaker  was 
in  any  way  connected  with  the  transaction,  the  engagement  having 
been  made  with  one  of  Schubert's  employes,  but  that  Bchubert,  fear- 
ing that  the  transactions  might  lead  to  a  violation  of  the  rules  of 
the  association,  directed  the  driver  of  the  hearse  not  to  remain  at 
the  funeral  if  a  nonunion  man  was  in  charge;  that  after  the  hearse 
and  carriage  had  left  his  "bam  to  attend  the  funeral,  the  defendant 
Buening  was  informed  of  the  facts,  and  particularly  as  to  who  was 
the  undertaker  in  charge  of  the  funeral,  whereupon  Buening,  claiming 
to  act  in  pursuance  of  his  duty  as  secretary  of  the  association,  com- 
municated with  Schubert's  bam,  giving  notice  of  the  proposed  viola- 
tion of  the  association's  rules,  and  requesting  Schubert  or  some  one 
in  his  bam  to  cause  the  driver  of  the  hearse  to  communicate  with  the 
bam  by  telephone;  that  Buening  then  went  to  plaintiff's  residence 
and  stated  to  the  driver  of  the  hearse  that  his  employer  wanted  to 
talk  with  him  over  the  telephone;  that  the  driver  then  drove  a  short 
distance  from  plaintiff's  residence,  but  there  was  a  conflict  in  the 
evidence  as  to  whether  he  telephoned  as  requested;  that  there  was 
some  evidence  that  he  told  Buening  there  was  no  need  to  telephone, 
that  he  had  previously  received  orders  to  return  in  ease  the  under- 
taker mentioned  was  in  charge  of  the  funeral  arrangements;  there 
was  also  evidence  to  the  effect  that  when  Buening  visited  plaintiff's 
residence  he  ordered  the  driver  of  the  hearse  to  return  to  the  bam, 
and  said  to  the  undertaker:  "I  am  seercrtary  of  the  union  and  au- 
thorized to  have  the  hearse  go  hotne.    I  am  net  going  to  leave  before 
the  heame  goes  away.    I  an  going  to  bi^ak  up  this  funeral.    I  un 
not  going  to  have  this  thing  go  on,  and  this  bearae  has  got  to  go 
home'*;  that  Buening 's  conduct  at  the  affair  was  eueh  as  to  attraet 
the  attention  eff  the  persons  present,  and  that  when  the  drivers  re- 
turned to  tte  bam,  he  said  to  "^le  undertaker:  ''Ton  see  what  I  ean 
def    There  was  also  evidence  of  ratification  on  the  pert  ef  Schu- 
bert as  to  all  tint  had  been  dene.     At  the  trial  the  defendants 
requested  the  court  to  direct  a  special  verdict  pursuant  to  the  Wis- 
wiaaiii  atatate,  wiaeh  was  vsfased.    The  appdhrte  oeint,  after  atating 
the  aagamenls  useA  cm  that  pvopositien,  said:  '^It  foIIowB  thvt  the 
denial  «f  tbe  metaem  for  «  special  verdict  was  wieng  solely  on  the 
ground  of  the  reason  assigned  for  it.    It  was  useless  to  require  the 
Jory,  as  did  the  eevrt,  to  say  whether  defendants,  or  ekber  of  them, 
psrticipaMl  in  depriving  plaintiff  of  the  tSM  ^of  the  hfoarse,  beeanse 
Bebnbert  said  he  inatmeted  his  driver  te  wrtura  to  the  bam  if  a  non- 
vnion  msa  waa  ia  charge  of  the  fmsral,  and  tliat  he  gave  such  in- 
straekions  in  conformity  to  his  ofeKgatiens  to  *he  frnion.     The  e^ 
denee  was  afl  one  way  that  Buening  was  fhe  mmmg  spirit  in  caws- 
fag  the  driver  of  the  hearse  to  obey  1?he  rnetTuctions  of  his  raarter, 
and  tfcat  his  acts  were  in  accord  with  his  chrties  as  aecretary  of  the 
«BieB,  and  ia  eonforsiity  to  a  re^eeet  made  of  hi«,  either  by  Qtkmr 


742  American  State  Eepobts,  Vol.  101.     [New  York, 

l>ert  himself  or  by  some  one  in  his  behalf,  whose  acts  Schubert  fnllT 
ratified  with  knowledge  of  all  the  facts.  Such  ratification  rendered 
Bchubert  liable  for  actual  and  exemplary  damages  the  same  in  all 
respects  as  if  he  had  originally  authorized  Buening  to  act  in  hia  be- 
Jialf :  Bobinson  v.  Superior  B.  T.  B.  Co.,  94  Wis.  345,  59  Am.  St.  Bep. 
^97,  68  N.  W.  961,  34  L.  B.  A.  205.  There  was  perfect  concert  of 
action  between  all  the  parties  concerned  in  the  transaction  to  de- 
prive plaintiff  of  the  use  of  the  hearse,  and  the  acts  of  each  and  aU 
were  in  accord  with  the  agreement  between  the  members  of  the 
union. 

"The  court  needlessly  required  the  jury  to  say  whether  facts  ex- 
isted warranting  an  assessment  of  exemplary  damages.  It  was  sufil- 
cient  that  they  were  instructed  that  the  assessment  of  such  damages 
was  discretionary  with  them. 

' '  It  was  correctly  said  by  the  court,  in  substance,  before  the  formal 
charge  was  given,  that  the  acts  of  the  defendants  were  willful  and 
with  intent  to  deprive  plaintiff  of  the  use  of  the  hearse  at  a  time 
when  they  knew  it  would  be  impossible  to  supply  another.  As  men 
of  common  sense,  defendants  must  have  known  that  their  conduct 
would  greatly  shock  the  sensibilities  of  the  plaintiff,  would  humiliate 
and  cause  him  great  mental  confusion,  pain  and  suffering.  No  reason- 
able conclusion  could  be  arrived  at  from  the  evidence,  other  than  that 
the  defendants  intentionally  carried  out  their  unlawful  design  under 
such  circumstances  as  to  demonstrate  the  power  of  the  combination 
to  punish  liverymen  for  doing  business  in  an  independent  way,  and 
persons  for  dealing  with  such  nonunion  liverymen;  that  with  such 
ends  in  view  they  proceeded  with  reckless  disregard  of  consequences 
and  with  full  knowledge  of  the  inevitable  result  to  plaintiff.  All 
the  elements  of  fact  warranting  exemplary  damages  appear  elearlj 
from  the  evidence  as  matters  of  law.  There  was  the  willful  viola- 
tion of  plaintiff's  rights,  inflicted  under  circumstances  of  aggravation, 
insult,  or  cruelty,  with  viudictiveness  and  malice":  Citing  McWill- 
iams  V.  Bragg,  3  Wis.  424,  and  Nichols  y.  Brabazon,  94  Wis.  549,  69 
N.  W.  342. 

Though  the  acts  giving  rise  to  the  award  of  exemplary  damages 
in  this  case  were  performed  by  the  drivers  of  the  hearse  and  car- 
riage, who  were  in  the  immediate  employ  of  the  defendant,  Schubert, 
still  it  does  not  appear  that  they  were  done  by  the  drivers  on  their 
own  initiative,  and  the  court  seems  to  base  its  decision  more  upon 
the  propositions  that  Schubert  had  specifically  directed  the  drivers 
to  return  in  case  a  nonunion  undertaker  was  in  charge  of  the  funeral 
arrangements,  or  that,  if  he  had  not  originally  so  instructed  the 
drivers,  that  Buening,  the  secretary  of  the  union,  acted  as  his  agent 
for  that  purpose  and  that  he  ratified  Buening 's  acts  as  such  agent. 
Hence  we  cannot  say  that  this  case  would  be  an  authority  for  acts 
of  that  nature  performed  voluntarily  by  hearse  and  carriage  drivers 
under  similar  circumstances,  and  we  refer  to  the  case  merely  to  raise 
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the  question  whether  acts  of  that  sort  by  employ^  of  a  Uyeryman, 
or  undertaker,  would  be  considered  as  within  the  scope  of  their  em- 
ployment in  view  of  the  prevalence  of  labor  and  similar  assoeia- 
1;ioii3,  and  the  widespread  knowledge  of  their  rules  and  methods  of 
'en^oTcing  their  rules. 

!>.     Offering  of  Insnlts  and  Indignities  to  Cfastomer. — ^The  duty  of 
&  xnerchant  to  his  customer  was  discussed  in  the  case  of  Oobb  ▼.  Simon, 
119  IVis.  604,  97  N.  W.  276,  100  Am.  St.  Rep.  909,  which  was  a  case 
"wlierein  defendant's  floor-walker  attempted  to  extort  money  from  a 
customer  whom  he  had  accused  of  shoplifting.    In  that  case  the  cor- 
rectness of  an  instruction  that  ''a  master  is  liable  for  a  wrong  done 
l>y   liis  servant,  whether  through  negligence  or  malice  of  the  latter, 
iiL  the  course  of  an  employment  in  which  the  servant  is  engaged  to 
perform  a  duty  which  the  master  owes  to  the  person  injured,  was 
questioned.    The  court  in  discussing  the  proposition  admitted  that  it 
Tvould  be  applicable  in  the  case  of  an  assault  upon  a  passenger  by 
the  servant  of  a  common  carrier  because  of  the  carrier's  duty  to 
the  passenger  in  such  a  case,  but  said:  "It  has  not,  however,  been 
applied  to  a  merchant  in  his  relations  to  customers.    It  is  true  that 
customers  in  such  a  case  are  upon  the  premises  by  invitation,  and 
the  merchant  owes  the  positive  duty  to  the  customer  of  using  care 
to  keep  the  premises  in  a  reasonably  safe  condition  for  use  by  the 
customer  in  the  usual  way;  and  this  doubtless  includes  the  duty  of 
osing  ordinary  care  to  employ  competent  and  law-abiding  servants, 
but  we  do  not  understand   that   he   insures   the   customer   personal 
safety.    We  have  been  referred  to  no  cases  so  holding."    The  court 
then  held  the  instruction  not  applicable  to  the  case  at  bar.    The  tak- 
ing off  of  a  garment  which  a  customer  was  trying  on  accompanied  by 
insulting  accusations  was  held  to  constitute  an  assault  in  Geraty  v. 
Stem,  30  Hun,  427.    In  that  case,  the  plaintiff  had  gone  into  defend- 
ant's department  store  to  purchase  an  ulster  for  herself.    While  she 
had  an  ulster  on  her  person  preparatory  to  its  purchase,  the  floor- 
walker approached  her,  telling  her  that  she  did  not  want  to  purchase 
the  garment  and  using  language  indicating  that  she  was  a  spy  from 
a  rival  house,  and  directed  the  saleswoman  to  take  the  garment  off 
from  her,  which  was  done.    The  court,  in  holding  that  the  affair 
constituted  an  assault  and  that  the  act  was  in  furtherance  of  defend- 
ant's business,  said:  ''In  this  case  there  can  be  no  claim  that  the 
«mploy^  of  the  defendant  were  prompted  by  malicious  motives  or 
selflsh  aims.    Their  action  was  in  their  line  of  duty  as  they  under- 
stood it.    The  duty  to  act  was  cast  on  them,  then  and  there.    Their 
instructions  were  not  to  show  styles  or  give  prices  to  persons  who 
came  from  other  stores  to  look  at  styles  or  obtain  prices.    Here  an 
emergency  arose  when  such  a  case  was  presented  as  the  employ^  be- 
lieved and  the  duty  of  deciding  was  imposed  on  them.    They  may 
have  decided  unwisely,  but   their    decision    and    action  was  clearly 
within  the  line  of  their  duty,  and  the  defendants  are  responsible  for 
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tlM  remHing  eiMWhfaemftes.  It  was  far  no  selfiih  f xvpose  that  tbef 
BDbmittea  th«  plaintsff  t»  indigiuiy  but  to  serve  the  defemdaiito 
only,  and  they  d#volv«d  the  duty  «f  carryii^  out  their  iAstractloiw 
<m  their  employ^.  They  muat  be  held  responsible  for  the  manner 
in  which  it  is  done;  no  other  rule  would  meet  the  requiseiiioati  of 
publie  policy  or  public  eonvenience. " 

c.    False  Zmprisonmeiit  or  Illegal  fliarch. 

1.    In  General. — The  rule  as  to  under  what  eircumstanees  a  verv^ant 
may  make  his  master  liable  in  exemplary  damages  for  the  detcntioa 
or  arrest  of  a  person  for  some  offense  having  relevancy  to  the 
ter's  property  or  business  was  set  forth  in  Markley  v.  Snow,  WT 
St.  459,  56  Atl.  999.    The  court  in  that  case  stated  the  true  rule  to 
be  that  set  forth  by  Blackburn,  J.,  in  Allen  v.  London  etc.  "By.  Co., 
L.  B.  6  Q.  B.  65,  wherein  it  was  said:  *' There  is  a  nnrrked  distine- 
tion  between  acts  done  for  the  purpose  of  protecting  property  hf 
preventing  a  felony  or  of  recovering  it  back,  and  an  a«t  done  for 
the  purpose  of  punishing  the  offender  for  that  which  has  already  beea 
done.    There  is  no  implied  authority  in  a  person  having  the  enatody 
of  property  to  take  such  steps  as  he  thinks  fit  to  pnniA  a  peraam 
whom  he  supposes  has  done  something  with  referonoe  to  tt©  property 
which  he  has  not  done.    The  act  of  punishing  the  oiEcfiider  is  not  any^ 
thing  done  with  reference  to  the  property,  it  is  done  meieiy  for  the 
purpose  of  vindicating  justice." 

It  seems  to  us  that  the  above  is  the  proper  m)e  in  9n,€k  eaaesL 
The  question  arises  most  frequently  in  suits  for  false  impriscmmgnt 
and  illegal  search  on  suspicion  of  being  a  eho|jlxfter  and  the  rale  a» 
sometimes  not  strictly  applied.    Those  classes  of  eases  wHl  be  treated 
in  the  next  section.    It  seems  to  us,  however,  that  in  i/hoee  eaae» 
in  which  the  rule  above  set  forth  has  not  been  strietly  applied  may- 
be distinguished  on  the  ground  that  the  person  zBekiai{g  the  aarseot 
or  conducting  the  search  was  an  agent  for  ths/t  very  porpoee,  sneb 
as  the  agents  and  employes  of  detective  agencies  and  the  deteetivea 
or  special  police  officers  of  large  departmeat  stoves.    This  theory  ia^ 
we  think,  illustrated  by  the  case  of  Pinlcerton  ▼.  Maitia,  82  BL  App. 
589,  wherein  the  appellee  was  arrested  by  the  aervante  and  agenta 
of  appellant,  who  conducted  a  large  detective  agency  at  Ohioago, 
under  a  charge  of  arson,  and  then  placed  in  appellant's  ^'eweat-bex^ 
to  extort  from  him  his  supposed  knowledge  as  to  who  were  ^e  really 
guilty  parties.    In  appellee's  suit  for  false  imprisonment  the  eoort 
said:  "It  is  argued  that  there  is  no  proof  of  express  malice  or  want 
of  probable  cause.    We  think  the  authorities  cited  by  coims^  on 
this  question  are  not  in  point  and  have  no  bearing  w%nn  applied  to 
the  facts  of  this  case.    Here  the  arrest  and  detention  were  in  them- 
selves unlawful.    Api>ellee  was  decoyed  into  OMeago  vpen  fahe  pre* 
tenses,  then  illegally  arrested  and  unlawfully  eon&ied  fer  tw«  weeks^ 
being  denied  all  comnmnicatioas  with  his  f  nends  or  the  ovta&da  wesid^ 
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ik»  Jtflnupl  wliaUwi'  to  ]iav«  a  IflC^  uivnAigation  •■  to  his 
WBij  csniM.  UMer  tlMse  ensnnflUiiees  tlio  law  iSKpiieB  mafieo 
•panJt/Mm  eaise  would  f  VBkh  ao  jnotiAeaiion.  This  proposiiiom 
•IcHMstary,  and  it  ia  acarodj  aiooeBoary  ta  eka  aathooritkeB  ia  iti 
Jafanaon  ▼.  T«b  Kcrttlar,  M  IlL  815.''  No  qneatian  was 
aa  ta  tha  act*  of  tho  agoarts  or  serranti  of  appeUaiit  being 
tka  aoope  of  their  amploTaumt.  Aaother  like  oaae  wao  that 
of  Olhark  t.  Qtaiin,  47  Hub,  345,  wherein  the  dafaadairty  who  was  the 
o^mer  of  an  island  need  as  a  ■nnoner  reeerty  had  aa  agreement  with 
OBe  SHakeitoa  to  fxaaoA  Mm  a  nnnber  of  speeial  police  effieera  for 
tins  iataead.  Hie  eon,  ariio  was  ia  chaxge  of  the  reeorl,  to- 
witii  ane  of  then  ^>ecial  ofSeora,  arreated  the  plaintiff,  who 
tidcet-takar  at  tke  resort,  for  the  laaeenj  of  some  taekets.  The 
trt  held  tiat  the  defendant  was  liable  for  the  false  arrest.  See, 
»,  Graven  ▼.  Bloomingdale,  171  N.  Y.  43d,  64  N.  S.  169,  diseussed 
im  the  last  snbdiviaioai  af  this  note. 

^  Ob  Sospleloii  of  Beiag  a  Sbof Uffear^r— It  is  difftenH  to  lay  down 
any  general  rale  as  to  t%e  liability  for  exemplary  damage  for  the  acts 
of  aervmats  in  arresting  or  searching  an  innoeent  person  suspected 
of  Intving  stolen  goods  wbsle  shopping. 

In  an  early  ease  in  Ifew  York,  that  of  Mali  t.  Lord,  80  N.  Y.  3S4, 
100  Am.  Dee.  448,  'Hie  eoort  in  holding  that  the  searching  of  a  sus- 
pected 8faex>Iifter  was  not  within  the  scope  of  the  master's  employ&i, 
after  statHig  the  general  principles  tegarding  the  responsibility  of 
the  master  for  the  acts  of  his  serrants,  said:  '' Applying  these  prin- 
eiplea  to  the  pTesent  ease,  the  inquiry  is  whether  a  merchant  by  em- 
ploying a  elerk  to  seH  goods  for  him  in  his  absence,  or  a  superintend- 
ent to  take  general  charge  and  management  of  his  business  at  a 
particular  store,  thereby  confers  authority  upon  such  clerk  or  super- 
intendent to  arrest,  detain  and  search  anyone  suspected  of  having 
stolen  and  secreted  about  his  person  any  of  the  goods  kept  in  such 
store.  If  he  does,  he  is  responsible  for  such  acts  of  the  clerk  or 
superintendent.  If  not,  then  such  acts  are  not  within  the  scope  of 
the  authority  delegated  to  the  superintendent,  and  the  employer  is 
not  responsible  therefor,  for  the  reason  that,  while  in  their  perform- 
ance, the  servant  is  not  engaged  in  the  business  of  the  master,  any 
more  than  in  committing  an  assault  upon  or  slandering  a  customer. 
In  examining  this  question  it  must  be  assumed  that,  by  the  employ- 
ment, the  master  confers  upon  the  servant  the  right  to  do  all  neces- 
sary and  proper  acts  for  the  protection  and  preservation  of  his  prop- 
erty, to  protect  it  against  thieves  and  marauders;  and  that  the  servant 
owes  the  duty  so  to  protect  it  to  his  employer.  But  this  does  not  in- 
elude  the  power  in  question.  It  cannot  be  presumed  that  a  master, 
by  intrusting  his  servant  with  his  property,  and  conferring  power 
upon  him  to  transact  his  business,  thereby  authorizes  him  to  do  any 
act  for  its  protection  that  he  could  not  lawfully  do  himself  if  present. 
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The  master  wotild  not,  if  present,  be  justified  in  arresting,  detaining 
and  searching  a  person  npon  suspicion,  however  strong,  of  having 
stolen  his  goods  and  secreted  them  npon  his  person.  The  anthoritf 
of  the  defendants  to  the  superintendent  eonld  not,  therefore,  be  i 
plied  from  his  employment.  The  aet  was  not  done  in  the  busiii 
of  the  defendants,  and  they  were  not,  as  masters,  responsible  there- 
for. If  not  responsible  if  the  superintendent  acted  in  good  faith  la 
the  belief  of  the  plaintiff's  guilt,  they  dearly  would  not  be  if  he 
acted  from  malice,  in  the  absence  of  such  belief." 

The  Mali  y.  Ford  case  was  followed  in  Hallaeh  v.  Bidley,  43  Hub, 
336,  under  a  very  similar  state  of  facts,  the  floor-walker  in  the  latter 
case  having  informed  a  policeman  that  a  salesgirl  had  seen  plaintiff 
steal  a  corset  and  conceal  it  on  her  person,  and  upon  the  polieemaa 
bringing  the  plaintiff  back    to    the    store,   directed    that    she    be 
searched.    The  trial  court  had  charged  that  if  the  floor-walker  had 
done  these  acts  on  the  supposition  that  he  was  in  the  exercise  of 
his  duty  of  protecting  his  employer's  goods,  the  employer  would  be 
responsible  for  his  acts;  "that  they  had  placed  him  there  to  do  that 
act  and  for  any  act  of  his  in  doing  what  he  supposed  was  liiB  duty 
in  detecting  thefts  or  in  suppressing  thefts  or  in  arresting  thieves, 
if  he  was  mistaken  in  his  judgment  in  that  respect,  the  defendants 
are  responsible.    They  are  not  only  responsible  for  that,  but  for  any 
excess  of  authority,  or  any  excess  in  his  action  in  regard  to  that." 
But  the  appellate  department  held  that  the  trial  judge  had  erred  in 
so  charging  on  the  ground  that  it  made  the  liability  of  the  defend- 
ants depend  upon  the  supposition  of  his  servant  as  to  the  extent  of 
his  authority,  instead  of  upon  the  authority  actually  conferred    or 
implied. 

It  seems  to  us,  however,  that  the  doctrine  enunciated  by  the  trial 
judge  is  sounder  in  principle.    It  also  seems  to  us  that  in  those  eases 
of  suspected  shoplifting  arising  in  large  department  stores  or  other 
large  stores  where  the  floor-walkers  are  charged  with  the  duty  of 
watching   customers  to   prevent   the   purloining  of  merchandise,    or 
where  the  proprietor  has  special  policemen  or  detectives  for  that  pur- 
pose, that  the  employer  would  be  responsible  for  the  manner  in  which 
they  perform  their  duty.    This  view  is    sustained    by  the    ease    of 
Stevens  v.  O'Neill,  51  App.  Div.  364,  64  N.  Y.  Supp.  633.    In  that 
case  a  lady  customer  asked  the  salesgirl  at  defendant's  store  to  show 
her  some  watches.    The  girl  showed  her  some  which  were  very  bright 
in  color,  whereupon  plaintiff  asked  her  if  she  had  not  some  more  sub- 
dued in  character.    The  girl  said  "No,"  and  counted  the  watches  in 
the  tray  and  said  that  there  was  one  missing.    The  plaintiff  remarked, 
saying,  *  *  Well,  probably  you  have  sold  the  watch, ' '  not  thinking  that 
she  was  accused  of  stealing  it.     The  salesgirl  sent  for  the  floor-walker 
and  he  sent  for  the  woman  detective,  who  said,  **You  will  have  to 
be  searched."     The  detective  then  sent  for  a  man  and  they,  placing 
plaintiff  between  them,  took  her  through  the  store  to  the  elevator, 
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irhence  they  went  into  a  room  where  plaintiff  waa  searched.    The 
le£endant  claimed  that  plaintiff  asked  to  be  searched  for  the  purpose 
Kf  clearing  herself  from  suspicion,  and  that  no  restraint  whatever  was 
placed   upon  plaintiff  by  any  of  his  employes.    From  the  detailed 
itatement  of  the  facts  it  will  be  seen  that  the  defendant  had  insti- 
tuted, a  system  of  espionage  at  his  store  and  that  the  acts  of  all  his 
employ^  were  done  in  pursuance  of  that  system.    The  court  said: 
"It  seems  to  us,  when  we  consider  the  situation  of  the  plaintiff,  that 
■he   ^vas  in  the  store  of  the  defendant  surrounded  by  persons  who 
were   employed  by  the  defendant  to  detect  crime,  substantially  ac- 
eused  of  being  a  thief,  and  with  the  statement  made  to  her,  'You  will 
liave  to  be  searched,'  that  this  was  the  exercise  of  such  a  dominion 
over  her  that  the  jury  might  very  properly  find  that  restraint  was 
exercised,  and  that  the  subsequent  proceedings  were  simply  carrying 
out  the  threat  that    they  would    search    her.    Under  such    circum- 
stances the  plaintiff  certainly  was    not    required    to  offer  physical 
resistance  to  this   unjustifiable    proceeding    against    her.    The  jury 
having  resolved  that  question  in  her  favor,  there  seems  to  be  no 
ground  whatever  for  this  court  to  interfere.     The  authority  of  the 
employ^  of  the  defendant  is  established  beyond  peradventure  by  the 
testimony  of  the  defendant  himself.    These  were  the  agencies  em- 
ployed by  him  for  the  protection  of  his  property;  and  these  people, 
in  the  proceedings  taken  by  them,  were  acting  clearly  within  the 
seope  of  the  authority  which  had  been  conferred  upon  them." 

It  was  questioned  whether  the  court  should  have  submitted  the 
question  of  malice  to  the  jury.  The  appellate  court,  in  answer  to 
that  question,  said:  ''The  law  imputes  malice  to  an  unlawful  act. 
There  is  undoubtedly  a  difference  between  malice  which  the  law 
infers  from  the  act  itself  and  malice  which  is  the  product  of  a  proved 
mental  operation.  The  court  had  the  right  to  submit  the  question 
of  malice  in  this  case.  From  the  very  grossness  of  the  act  itself, 
malice  may  be  inferred.  Here,  without  the  slightest  evidence  that 
this  plaintiff  was  in  any  way  connected  with  the  disappearance  of 
the  watch  in  question,  it  is  proclaimed  to  her  that  she  must  be 
searched;  in  other  words,  she  will  have  to  submit  to  a  search.  And 
surrounded  as  she  was  by  the  servants  of  the  defendant,  possessing 
authority  to  act,  she  submits.  It  is  clear  that  from  an  act  of  this 
kind  the  jury  might  infer  legal  malice." 

And  continuing,  the  court  in  holding  that  punitive  damages  could 
be  awarded,  said:  "It  is  further  urged  that  there  was  no  ground  for 
awarding  punitive  damages;  in  other  words,  that  there  was  no  ex- 
press malice  proved,  and  therefore  no  foundation  for  punitive  dam- 
ages. It  will  be  seen,  when  we  consider  the  nature  of  punitive  dam- 
ages, that  the  case  falls  within  the  rule  permitting  them  to  be 
awarded.  Punitive  damages  are  given,  not  only  as  a  punishment  to 
the  defendant  for  a  wrongful  act,  but  also  as  a  warning  to  others. 
Although  there  was  no  evidence  of  any  express  malice  against  ths 
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plaintiff  indiyidiiftlly,  tlra  set  wsb  done  is  pnTsaasee  of  a  wyttem 
yfhich.  had  been  adopted  in  tliat  store;  and  if  ttiis  system,  was  mdi 
as  to  place  an  innoeent  enetomer  in  the  poiiticm  in  w%iA  tte  plaia- 
tiff's  eridenee  shows  that  she  was  plaeed^  the  jurj  bad  the  right 
to  say  that  the  results  of  this  Bystem  were  of  soeh  a  eharaeter  as  te 
require  reibtrke  hj  way  of  punitive  damages  in  order  tbsit  inaoesal 
people  should  not  be  plaeed  in  the  pontion  which  this  plaintifl  wis 
plaeed  without  any  fault  upon  her  part.'' 

In  Hershey  v.  O^eill,  36  Fed.  168,  the  pluntiff,  who  was  a  stnagsr 
in  the  city,  went  into  defendant's  department  store  and  -wiiile  then 
took,  without  asking  permiBsioii,  an  nmhreQa  a  distaikea  of  ahoo* 
forty  feet  away  to  look  at  it,  though  the  umfbRrlla  eosnter  waa  in  the 
lightest  part  of  the  store.  It  was  also  claimed  that  she  hiad  reaehed 
the  sidewalk  when  sho  was  politely  accosted  by  a  salesmaai  aad  re- 
quested to  return  to  the  store,  which  she  did  voluntarily.  She  was 
arrested  by  a  police  officer  at  the  request  of  the  saleeaiaii.  The  eovrt 
held  that  a  verdict  in  favor  of  defendant  would  not  be  diatarbed. 

In  McDonald  v.  Pranchere,  103  Iowa,  4M,  71  N.  W.  427,  the  plaia- 
tiff,  while  in  a  department  store  belonging  to  defendant,  was  asked 
by  a  clerk,  who  suspected  her  of  stealing  a  pepper-castcT  froBi  a 
counter,  to  go  to  another  room,  which  plaintiif  did.  When  in  the 
other  room  the  clerk  accused  her  of  the  theft,  or  asked  if  she  took  it, 
there  being  a  conflict  of  evidence  on  this  point.  The  court  held  thA 
the  clerk  acted  within  the  scope  of  his  duties  so  as  to  mseke  his  nat- 
ters  liable  for  the  assault. 

In  Knowles  v.  Bullene,  71  Mo.  App.  852,  it  was  held  IStat  wheie 
plaintiff  was  arrested  by  the  floor-waHcer  of  a  d^ntment  atore  ea 
the  report  of  a  salesgirl  that  she  saw  plaintiff  i^eal  a  piece  of  laee, 
that  the  arrest  would  be  held  to  have  been  made  by  the  girl,  and  thn 
come  within  a  direction  of  the  proprietor  not  to  atake  arrests  for 
shoplifting  unless  the  sales  people  actually  see  the  t^eft. 

But,  if  the  malicious  act  of  the  servant  is  outside  of  the  scope  of 
the  employment,  and  not  in  furtherance  of  the  master's  businesi, 
the  master  is  not  held  liable  in  exemplary  damages.    Thus  in  the 
very  recent  case  of  Cobb  v.  Bimon,  119  Wis.  597,  100  Am.  8t.  Bep. 
909,  97  N.  W.  276,  the  plaintiff  was  accused  by  the  floor-walker  of 
defendant,  who  conducted  a  large  department  store,  of  having  stolea 
a  bolt  of  lace.    The  accusation  was  made  as  she  was  leaving  the  store 
with  her  daughter,  the  floor- walker,  at  the  time,  stepping  back  of 
plaintiff  and  apparently  taking  a  bolt  of  lace  from  itnder  her  snn, 
saying,  "Here  it  is."    Plaintiff  denied  having  taken  the  lace,  hut 
was  requested  to  return  into  the  store,  and  was  conducted  into  ft 
small  room,  which  was  then  locked,  and  she  was  then  searched  for 
stolen  goods,  the  floor-walker  tearing  her  dress  open  in  front  is 
making  the  search.    While  making  the  search  ho  told  her  that  bt 
would  send  her  to  the  police  station  unless  cdie  paid  him  fifty  dol- 
lars.   Though  she  denied  having  stolen  any  goods,  she  gave  him  aU 
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tl&e    monej  which  she  had,  amounting  to  fifteen  dollan,  and  he  let 

lier    out.    The  eonrt,  after  stating  the  evid'ence  as  to  the  duties  of 

tbe   floor-walker,  said:    ''Thus  it  appears    that   it  was   Saze's  [the 

flooT-'vralker]  dntj  to  wateh  customers  and  prevent  them  from  doing 

'VTTozLgful  acts;  also  to  take  stolen  merchandise  away  from  customere 

'vrb.om  he  discorered  in  the  aet  of  stealing.    Now,  if ,  as  a  matter  of 

facty   Saxe  honestly  belieyed  that  plaintiff  had  stolen  a  bolt  of  laee 

or  other  property  in  the  store,  aad«  acting  on  that  belidf,  imprisoned 

tlie  plaintiff  and  searched  her,  it  seems  clear  that  as  to  these  acts,  at 

le&st^  the  defendant  would  be  liable,  within  the  rule  of  Bergman 

ir.  Hendrickson,  106  Wis.  434,  80  Am.  St.  Bep.  47,  82  N.  W.  304,  be- 

c&uBe  the  serrant  was  attempting  to  carry  out  his  duty  of  taking 

merchandise  from  a  customer  whom  he  supposed  was  in  the  act  of 

stealing  it,  though  using  means  not  authorized  by  the  master.    On 

tJie  other  hand,  if  the  servant  knew  no  merchandise  had  been  stolen, 

bat  falsely,  or  by  a  trick,  made  it  appear  that  the  plaintiff  had  the 

laee  under  her  arm  and  imprisoned  and  assaulted  her  in  order  to 

extoit  money  from  her,  the  defendant  would  not  be  liable  for  any 

of  his  acts,  because  Saxe  had  stepped  aside  from  his  employment  to 

commit  a  tort  for  his  own  purposes  and  ends." 

The  right  to  recover  exemplary  damages  against  the  proprietor  of 
the  store  for  an  unlawful  search  of  an  innocent  person  by  his  em- 
ploy^, on  a  suspicion  of  having  stolen  shop  goods  has  been  denied 
unless  the  act  was  authorized  or  ratified  by  the  proprietor,  although 
eompensatory  damages  were  allowed.    Thus  in  Staples  v.  Sehmid,  18 
B.  I.  230,  26  Atl.  Ids*,  the  court  said:  ''It  is  quite  true  that  the  mas- 
ter would  have  no  right  to  acrest  and  search  an  innocent  person;  but 
it  is  eqnaUy  true  that  he  would  have  had  the  right  to  detain  a  thief 
and  to  recapture  his  property  from  him.    The  case,  therefore,  was 
one  where  the  act,  aside  from  any  excessive  force,  might  be  lawful 
or  unlawful  according  to  whether  the  supposed  circumstances  were 
real  or  unreaL    The  servant  was  left  in  a  situation  where  he  was 
obliged  to  determine  the  fact,  and  where  his  duty  to  his  master 
depended  upon  his  decision.    The  decision  was  his,  as  the  substitute 
of  the  master,  and  the  act  was  intended  by  him  to  be  for  his  master  'a 
benefit,  and  which  his  duty  required  if  the  facts  were  as  supposed. 
Hence,  as  to  third  persons,  it  was  the  master's  act.    The  criterion  of 
the  master's  liability  can  never  be  whether  the  act  would  have  been 
lawful  for  the  master  to  have  done  in  the  circumstances  as  they 
actually  existed."    The  court,  in  discussing  the  excessiveness  of  the 
amount  of  damages  in  the  case,  said:  "The  damages,  however,  which 
were  awarded  are  grossly  excessive  as  compensation  for  the  wrong 
which  the  plaintiff  suffered.     They  must  have  been  estimated  on  the 
supposition  that  exemplary  or  punitive  damages  were  allowable  in  a 
case  of  this  kind.    The  law  upon  this  point  was  settled  at  an  early 
day  by  this  court  in  the  case  of  Hagan  v.  Providence  etc.  B.  R,  Co., 
8  E.  I.  88,  62  Am.  Dec.  377,  where  the  late  Chief  Justice  Brayton 
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elearly  sbows  that  nnless  the  principal  participates  in  or  approves  the 
wrong  of  his  servant  he  can  be  held  only  for  the  actual  damages 
occasioned  thereby.  The  opinion  by  Judge  Brayton  is  quoted  with 
approval  by  the  supreme  court  of  the  United  States  in  the  recent  ease 
of  Lake  Shore  etc.  B.  B.  Co.  y.  Prentice,  147  U.  8.  101,  114,  13  Sup. 
Gt.  Kep.  261,  37  L.  ed.  97.  For  this  reason  we  think  a  new  trial 
should  be  granted  unless  the  plaintiff  will  consent  to  remit  the  dam- 
ages in  excess  of  the  sum  of  one  hundred  dollars.'' 

d.    Illegal  Sale  of  Intoxicating  Liquor  to  Dnmkard  Husband. — The 

recovery  of  exemplary  damages  by  the  wife  for  the  sale  of  liquor  to 
a  drunkard  husband  is  a  matter  which  is  regulated  by  statute,  and 
of  course  the  decisions  from  one  state  are  not  of  prevailingr  weight 
in  another  state  unless  based  upon  a  somewhat  similar  statute.  In 
Franklin  v.  Schermerhom,  8  Hun  (N.  Y.),  115,  it  was  held  that  in 
suits  under  the  statute  allowing  a  wife  to  recover  for  the  damage 
to  her  support  through  the  sale  of  liquor  to  her  husband  when  al- 
ready intoxicated,  or  where  he  is  known  to  be  an  habitual  drunkard, 
that  exemplary  damages  are  recoverable  where  there  are  circum- 
stances of  abuse  or  aggravation  on  the  part  of  the  vendor. 

In  Smith  v.  Beynolds,  8  Hun,  128,  which  was  a  suit  by  the  wife  for 
the  death  of  her  husband  while  in  a  state  of  intoxication  caused 
by  sales  of  liquor  by  defendant 's  bartender,  though  it  does  not  appear 
from  the  case  whether  exemplary  damages  were  sought,  the  question 
of  the  liability  of  the  proprietor  for  the  act  of  his  bartender  in  sell- 
ing the  liquor  during  his  absence  was  raised.  The  court  in  holding 
the  proprietor  liable  did  not  make  itself  clear  as  to  whether  the 
liability  was  based  on  the  theory  of  the  relation  of  principal  and 
agent  or  the  relation  of  master  and  servant.  The  court  said:  "No 
principle  is  better  settled  in  the  law  relating  to  the  rights  and  lia- 
bilities of  principal  and  agent*  than  that  the  principal  is  liable  to 
third  persons  for  the  misfeasance,  negligence  and  omissions  of  the 
agent  in  the  business  of  his  agency:  Story  on  Agency,  sec.  308; 
Paley  's  Agency,  294.  In  the  note  at  the  foot  of  the  page  cited,  it  is 
said:  'The  general  rule  is  that  the  principal  lis  responsible,  civilly, 
for  the  acts  of  his  agent,  but  not  criminally,  unless  done  under  his 
express  authority.' 

''In  note  1,  at  the  foot  of  page  295,  it  is  said  that  'the  rule  that'  the 
master  is  liable  for  the  wrongful  acts  of  his  servants  is  not  confined 
to  domestic  servants,  but  has  a  more  extended  operation.  All  such 
as  act    for,  do  the  work  of,  serve  another,  are,  in    contemplation 

of  law,  his  servants,  and  fall  under  the  rule It  makes  no 

difference  whether  these  servants  are  paid  by  the  job  or  by  the  year 
or  by  the  day.  A  third  person  has  no  concern  with  the  terms  of 
the  private  agreements.  The  loss  to  him  is  the  same,  let  the  agree- 
ment be  either  way;  nor  does  it  make  any  difference  whether  the 
person  for  whom  'the  work  is  done  be  present  or  absent.    If  he  ex- 
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p«et8  to  be  absent,  more  care  should  be  used  in  making  the  selection. 
I^or  is  any  distinction  taken  when  the  work  is  of  such  a  nature  that 
-fclie  owner  cannot  be  expected  to  do  it  himself  and  must  necessarily 
employ  others  to  do  it.  In  all  these  cases  the  person  for  whom  the 
"vrork  is  done  is  liable,  if  a  third  person  is  injured. 

"In  note  1  to  page  302  it  is  said:  'As  a  general  rule,  a  master 
is  liable  to  answer  in  a  civil  suit  for  the  tortious  or  wrongful 
acts  of  his  servant,  if  those  acts  are  done  in  the  course  of  his  em* 
ployment*  in  the  master 's  service,  •  •  •  •  and  it  makes  no  difference 
^hat  the  master  did  not  authorize  or  even  know  of  the  servant's  act 
or  neglect,  for  even  if  he  disapproved  of  or  forbade  it,  he  is  equally 
liable  if  the  act  be  done  in  the  course  of  the  servant's  employment.' 
In  view  of  these  authorities  and  others  which  might  be  cited  the  re- 
quest to  charge  was  properly  refused."  The  charge  referred  to  by 
the  court  was  to  the  effect  that  if  the  liquor  was  delivered  by  de- 
fondant's  bartender  and  without  defendant's  knowledge  and  after 
defendant  had  directed  him  not  to  sell  or  give  away  any  liquor  to 
the  deceased,  the  plaintiff  could  not  recover. 

In  Brantigam  v.  While,  73  111.  561,  which  was  a  suit  by  the  wife 
nnder  a  similar  Illinois  statute,  the  sale  was  also  made  by  the  de* 
fendant's  bartender.  The  defendant  sought  an  instruction  to  the 
effect  that  exemplary  damages  should  not  be  allowed  if  defendant  had 
instructed  his  Amploy^  not  to  sell  liquor  to  plaintiff's  husband,  and 
they  through  mistake  or  caprice  did  so.  The  court  modified  the  re- 
quest by  makinr  it  a  question  for  the  jury.  The  court,  in  laying 
down  the  rule  in  cases  nnder  such  a  statute,  said:  ''The  court  held 
in  Freese  v.  Tripp,  70  HI.  496,  and  in  Keedy  v.  Howe,  72  111.  133,  that 
where,  in  good  faith,  the  employes  of  the  saloon-keeper  were  in- 
vtracted  not  to  sell  to  the  person  who  is  the  subject  of  the  action, 
being  intoxicated  or  in  the  habit  of  getting  intoxicated,  and  the 
servant  willfully  disobeys  the  instructions,  the  principal  is  not  liable 
in  exemplary  damages.  The  instruction,  therefore,  as  modified,  did 
not  go  far  enough,  but  left  it  discretionary  with  the  jury  to  find  or 
not  exemplary  damages.    This  was  error. 

"It  is  apparent  from  the  verdict,  it  going  to  the  farthest  extent 
of  the  law,  that  the  jury  did  not  confine  themselves  to  the  actual 
damages,  but,  influenced  by  the  instruction  that  they  could  allow 
for  mental  anguish  and  suffering,  have  gone  the  whole  length. 

"This  court  held  in  the  cases  cited,  and  in  Kellerman  v.  Arnold,  71 
111.  632,  and  Meidel  v.  Anthis,  71  111.  241,  and  in  Fentz  v.  Meadows, 
72  Ul.  540,  that,  under  this  statute  exemplary  damages  could  not 
be  allowed  unless  it  should  appear  the  party  charged  had  sold  after 
warning  and  notice  not  to  sell.  That  would  present  a  fair  case  for 
exemplary  damages.  The  statute  nowhere  countenances  the  idea 
that  exemplary  damages  may  be  awarded  at  the  mere  caprice  of  the 
jiwy. 
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''Tkb  record  may  b«  marehed  i&  ▼ain  for  pcoof  tbat  appeUaa 
injured  in  her  person,  in  her  propertj  or  in  h«r  aueejia  •£  mfpoct 
bj  the  aet  of  appeUaat.  We  would  ijif er,  f  ron  her  teetunoo  j,  ikU  al- 
though her  hnabaatd  was  a  onUer  bj  eecnpatioay  he  woxked  bwfe  wA- 
dom  and  contributed  very  little  to  her  aopport;  that  she,  in  fact,  had 
always  vcpported  him  by  her  art  and  skill  as  a  hairdresser.  Her  has- 
bajid  was  an  eBcumbranfie,  it  would  seem,  and  not  a  vaef  oi  nLamber  oi 
her  household.  There  ia  aa  proof  wiiatever  that  appeUee  has  been 
injured  in  either  of  the  respects  apeexfied  in  the  statuie,  and  yet 
she  has  received  damages  to  the  azteDt  of  the  law.  Thie  fiw4iiiig  ia 
contrary  to  the  clear  ivtent  and  atfeeanisg  ef  the  law  aa  this  eotirt  haa 
expounded  it  in  the  casea  sapra.'' 

In  Steele  ▼.  Thompooa,  42  Mich.  595,  4  N.  W.  536,  which  aroao'  na- 
der  the  Michigan  statute  for  the  death  of  the  hvabasd  eanaed  by 
aa  illegal  sale  of  liquors  to  him,  the  court,  on  the  questiom  «f  the 
recovery  of  exemplary  damages^  saad:  ^' First,  aa  to  the  ajlow«nce 
of  more  than  actual  damages.    There  is  mneh  room  fbr  coatemdiiig 
that  the  declaration  itself  lestiiets  reeavery  to  mare  cosapeaoatioa 
for  the  loss  of  meana  of  support  incarred  by  Mrs.  Thompson,  but  it 
is  unnecessary  to  decide  whether  that  it  ia  so  or  not.    The  tenor  of 
the  evidence  is  safficient  for  the  purpose  of  the  point  made.     Ac- 
cording to  the  caee,  her  huaban<d  was  aa  habitual  dru&kard  and  on  the 
afternoon  in  question  carried  a  bottle  ia  hia  pocket.     Duriii|^  the 
evening  he  was  sitting  in  Steels 's  saloon,  Ste^  hdmaelf  being  absent 
and  a  bartender  being  in  attendance.    A  customer  came  in  and  ai- 
ter  some  time  invited  Thompson  and  another  person  to  drink,  and 
the  bartender  waited  upon  them  and  all  three  then  went  out.     This 
was  about  10  o'clock  in  the  evening.    Thompson  immediately  drank 
at  two  other  places.    He  carried  a  lantern  and  waa  last  seen  during 
that   evening  going  toward  the  mill  pozid*    The  whole  particulars 
do  not  require  statement.    There  waa  no  evidence  of  any  request  or 
suggestion  to  Steele  to  refuse  liquor  to  Thompson,  and  the  case  ia 
mlent  as  to  whether  Steele  waa  aware  that  Thompson  had  any  wife 
or  family.    We  think  the  case  is  governed  by  Kreiter  v.  Nichols,  28 
Mich.  496,  Qaussly  v.  Perkins,  30  Mich.  4d4,  and  Kehrig  v.  Peters, 
41  Mich.  475,  2  N.  W.  801;  and  that  no  ground  was  laid  for  exemplary 
damages.     There  was  no  showing  which  could  be  possibly  carried 
further  than  to  authorize  a  finding  of  a  constructive  liability,  if 
any  at  all.'' 

IV.    Torts  Constituting  Injuries  to  Person  or  BepntatloiL 

&    Libelous  FablicatiQn& 

1.  General  Kale  as  to  Pnbllsber's  LiabiUty.— In  th«  prineipal  case 
(Crane  v.  Bennett)  the  general  principles  governing  libel  actions  in 
general  and  particularly  sach  easee  in  which  the  libelous  publication 
was  perpetrated  by  the  employes  of  the  newspaper  proprietor  during 
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Ms  absence,  were  m  thoronghlj  discaased  that  it  would  seem  nniieeeB^ 
msry  to  restate  them. 

The  principal  case,  ae  we  have  sees,  statss  ibe  mle  in  New  York 
'to  be  that  eyidence  establishing  the  falsltj  of  the  alleged  libelous 
publication  is  eyidence  of  maliee,  and  that  where  snch  evidence  is 
preeented  it  is  a  question  for  the  jxxrj  whether  the  malice  is  of  snch 
tL  eharaeter  as  to  call  for  punitive  damages  regardless  of  whether 
there  be  any  evidence  tending  to  show  a  want  of  actnal  malice.  And 
it  also  appears  to  be  established  that  where  a  newspaper  proprietor 
varrenders  to  his  manager  or  employes  the  general  management  of 
his  boeinees  affairs  and  absents  himself  from  the  jurisdiction  where 
his  paper  is  published,  leaving  such  manager  in  entire  control  and 
ebarge  thereof,  the  proprietor  is  responsible  for  the  manner  in  which 
bis  business  is  conducted  in  the  same  manner  as  he  would  be  if  he 
had  personally  conducted  his  affairs. 

This  view  was  also  set  forth  in  Bruce  v.  Beed,  104  Pa.  St.  416,  49 
Am.  Bep.  589.    In  that  ease  a  reporter  sought  to  interview  plaintiff, 
yrho  was  an  attorney  and  a  member  of  the  city  council,  upon  a  matter 
of  law,  and  he  refused  on  the  ground  that  he  never  gave  opinions 
on  legal  questions  without  being  retained  to  do  so.    The  reporter  re- 
ported the  matter  to  the  editor,  who  wrote  an  article  intimating  that 
the  plaintiff  when  expressing  professional  views  on  matters  before 
the  city  council  was  being  paid  by  some  one.    The  proprietor  of  the 
Bews]Miper  knew  nothing  of  the  matter.    The  court,  in  discussing  de- 
fendant's  liability  for  exemplary  damages,  said:  ''It  is  true  it  has 
been  held  that  express  malice  in  an  employ^  who  had  written  a  libel 
cannot  be  invohed  to  swell  the  damages  against  the  employer,  if  he 
was  ignorant  of  the  publication  and  not  negligent:  Detroit  Post  Go.  v. 
McArthuT,  16  Mich.  447;  Scripps  v.  Beilly,  38  Mich.  10;  Robertson  v. 
"Wylde,  2  Moody  &  E.  101.    It  was,  however,  held  in  Goddard  v.  Qrand 
Trunk  By.  Co.,  67  Me.  202,  2  Am.  Bep.  39,  that  whenever  exemplary 
damages  would  be  recoverable,  if  the  act  had  been  done  by  the  mas- 
ter himself,  they  are  equally  recoverable  when  the  act  is  done  by  his 
servant.    So  in  Wood  on  Master  and  Servant,  section  323,  it  is  said: 
'In  many  instances  it  has  been  held  not  only  that  the  master  is  liable 
for  the  wanton  and  malicious  acts  of  his  servant  in  the  execution  of 
the  authority  given  him  by  the  master,  but  also,  that  in  all  such 
eases  the  wantonness  and  malice  may  be  shown  to  enhance  the  dam- 
ages,' citing  Hawee  v.  KnOwles,  114  Mass.  518, 19  Am.  Bep.  883.    This 
eonelusion  flows  logically  from  the  ground  on  which  the  liability  of 
the  master  rests.    If  he  so  authorises  the  act  that  he  commits  it 
through  the  agency  of  another,  he  cannot  claim  exemption  from  any 
of  the  legal  consequences  flowing  from  the  act.    If  this  view  of  the 
law  is  applicable  to  any  employer,  we  are  unable  to  see  why  it  shall 
not  apply  to  the  proprietor  of  a  newspaper,  who  employs  others  to 
write  for  its  columns.    The  proprietors  do  net  always  reside  in  the 
eity  in  which  the  paper  is  published.    They  may  be  in  foreign  eoua- 
Am.  St.  Eepn  VoL  101—48 
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tries  mueh  of  the  time.  They  direct  the  general  course  to  be  par- 
sued;  but  do  not  restrict  the  writers  as  to  the  specific  means  by  which 
the  desired  end  shall  be  attained.  If  the  proprietors  are  asked  to 
give  the  name  of  the  author  of  any  article,  they  refuse  to  do  so,  and 
a  person  aggrieved,  as  a  general  rule,  has  no  means  of  ascertaining 
the  name  of  the  writer.  If  they  are  not  held  responsible  for  what 
they  cause  to  be  written  and  published,  every  person  connected  there- 
with may  escape  those  punitive  damages  which  the  law  frequently 
imposes." 

In  Morgan  v.  Bennett,  44  App.  Div.  325,  60  N.  T.  Supp.  619,  which 
was  one  of  several  previous  cases  against  the  defendant  in  the  prin- 
cipal case,  the  court  said:  ''This  court  held  in  McMahon  t.  Hennett, 
31  App.  Div.  16,  52  N.  Y.  Supp.  390,  that  the  fact  that  the  defendant 
was  absent  and  did  not  know  of  the  publication,  or  that  he   had 
made  rules  for  the  governance  of  his  employes,  unless  the  rules  were 
enforced,  was  entirely  irrelevant.    We  then  said:   'Upo^  the    trial 
it  appeared  in  evidence  that  at  the  time  of  the  publication  the  de- 
fendant was  in  Europe,  and  that  he  had  no  personal  knowledge  of 
the  publication;  that  he  had  prepared  and  posted  in  the  office  of  the 
newspaper  a  rule  which  provided  in  substance  that  no  article   re- 
flecting upon  any  person  or  corporation  should  be  published  until  it 
had  been  investigated  and  found  to  be  true.    But  this  did  not  re- 
lieve him,  as  contended  by  his  counsel,  from  punitive  damages,  pro- 
vided the  jury  found  that  the  article  referred  to  was  carelessly  and 
recklessly  prepared  and  published.     The  proprietor  of  a  newspaper  is 
responsible  for  whatever  appears  in  the  columns  of  his  paper,'  and 
it  is  of  no  importance,  so  far  as  an  action  to  recover  damages  is  con- 
cerned, that  the  same  was  published  without  his  knowledge.     He 
must  see  to  it,  if  he  desires  to  escape  liability,  that  articles  are  not 
published  which  unjustifiably  injure  the  reputation  or  business  of  in- 
nocent people. 

"We  fully  indorse  what  was  said,  and  it  so  completely  disposes  of 
the  question  presented  as  to  the  third  and  fourth  partial  defenses 
that  it  is  unnecessary  to  add  anything  further.  It  should  be  noted 
that  there  is  no  allegation  that  the  rules  referred  to  were  enforced  or 
that  any  steps  were  taken  prior  to  the  publication  to  ascertain 
whether  the  facts  stated  in  the  article  were  true  or  not.  A  person 
cannot  shield  himself  from  damages  for  a  libelous  publication  in  a 
newspaper  owned  or  conducted  by  him  by  absenting  himself  when 
the  pulili^ntion  i3  made  or  by  establishing  rules,  no  matter  what  they 
are  for  the  governance  of  his  employ^  unless  such  rules  be  enforced. 
It  is  not  difficult  to  src,  if  5uch  a  rule  of  law  prevailed,  that  a  pro- 
prietor of  a  great  newspaper  couM  with  impunity  injure  the  reputa- 
tion or  destroy  the  businfps  of  any  person  in  the  community." 

It  was  also  held  in  O'Brlpn  v.  Honnott,  59  App.  Div.  623,  69  N.  Y. 
Supp.  298,  that  Such  rules  for  the  iivest ligation  of  libelous  articles 
were  no  excuse  for  an  award  of  punllivo  damages  where  the  em* 
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ploy^s,  as  a  matter  of  fact,  published  the  article  without  making 
proper  inquiry  to  ascertain  its  truth  or  falsity:  See,  also,  Andres  v. 
"^^ells,  7  Johns.  (N.  Y.)  261,  5  Am.  Dec.  267;  Holmes  t.  Jones,  147 
N".  Y.  59,  49  Am.  St.  Eep.  646,  41  N.  E.  409. 

So,  also,  in  Bennett  y.  Salisbury,  78  Fed.  769,  another  ease  against 
tlie  same  defendant  in  the  eases  just  noted,  these  same  rules  were  set 
xrp  in  defense  to  a  suit  for  the  publication  of  a  false  and  scandalous 
story   charging   plaintiff  with   certain   unchaste   conduct.    The   un- 
truthfulness of  the  charges  were  admitted.    The  court,  in  discussing 
the  merits  of  this  defense,  said:  ''Experience  has  shown  it  to  be  a 
fact  that  the  rule  of  implicitly  trusting  a  newspaper  correspondent 
18  a  dangerous  one  and  that  of  all  slanders  those  in  regard  to  chastity 
require  prudent  investigation,  lest  the  character  of  innocent  per- 
BonB  should  suffer  &  lifelong  injury.    The  rule  in  question  turned 
over  a  suspicious  story  from  an  unknown  author  to  the  regular  cor- 
respondent.    The  rule  is  silent  in  regard  to  the  character  of  the  in- 
vestigation; the  character  of  the  man  who  is  to  make  it,  the  caution, 
tbe  prudence,  the  thoroughness  with  which  it  must  be  conducted,  the 
amount  of  proof  which  must  be  required,  or  the  extent  of  the  report 
which  must  be  made.    The  story  which  was  received  at  the  office 
of  the  'Herald,'  if  it  was  true,  wrecked,  and  if  it  was  not  true,  must 
injure  the  happiness  of  two  families,  and  was  of  such  a  character  as 
to  require  especial  caution  before  publication.    The  jury  probably 
found  that  the  rule  was  inadequate  to  meet  the  imperative  demands 
for  prudence  and  caution  which  an  investigation  of  the  truth  of  such 
a  narrative  required.    If  such  a  rule  is  to  protect  from  punitive  dam- 
ages the  absent  or  nonresident  owners  of  newspapers  who  intrust  the 
management  of  their  large  properties  and  businesses  to  subordinate 
agents,  the  principle  of  law  which  makes  careless  indifference  to  an 
injury    which  may  happen  to  others  equivalent  to  malice    can  be 
easily  avoided.    It  is  probably  true  that  the  requirement  of  a  more 
stringent  rule  and  more  searching  habits  and  practice  of  investiga- 
tion and  of  more  self-denial  in  respect  to  publication  of  libelous 
matter  would  compel  a  marked  diminution  of  that  style  of  news,  but 
such  a  result  would  not  be  a  cause  for  anxiety." 

In  Eviston  v.  Cramer,  57  Wis.  579,  15  N.  W.  760,  the  reporter  was 
considered  in  the  light  of  an  agent.  The  court,  in  holding  that  the 
newspaper  proprietor  was  not  liable  in  exemplary  damages  for  his 
malice,  said:  "And  it  must  be  deemed  the  settled  law  of  this  state 
that  the  principal  is  not  responsible  in  exemplary  damages  for  the 
actual  malice  of  the  agent  unless  he  has  participated  in  or  ratified 
and  confirmed  the  malicious  act  of  the  agent.  Of  course,  if  the 
principal  authorizes  or  directs  the  wrongful  act  then  his  own  bad 
intent  will  be  imputable  to  it.  It  is  said  the  answer  shows  that 
Bleyer  (the  reporter)  was  directed  by  the  defendants  to  inquire  into 
the  matter  of  the  charges  and  investigation  of  the  plaintiff's  con- 
duct, write  out  the  result  of  his  examination,  and  publish  it;  therefore 
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thej  ought  to  Imb  iield  leBpoiwilile  to  ihm  toll  extent  lie  would  be> 
W-e  oaimot  adopt  tiiat  .TieMr.  We  eaimet  preeome  from  what  is  stated 
in  the  answer  that  the  defenda&te  authcoriaed  or  expeated  their  re- 
porter would  write  and  puhlieh  a  fake  and  malicious  libel  upon  the 
plaintiff.  The  reporter's  emploTment  ex^ht  not  to  be  held  as  au- 
thoriaing  him  to  do  anj  suoh  thing." 

In  MalloFjr  y.  Bennett,  15  Ped.  374,  the  proprietor  was  absent  at 
the  time  of  publishing  the  liheL  The  court  said:  ''The  sietion  of 
libel,  so  far  as  it  inyolves  questions  of  exemplary  damages  and  the 
law  of  principal  and  agent,  is  eentrolled  by  the  same  rules  as  are 
other  actions  of  tort."  ^Ajid  continaiug  It  tsaid,  with  reference  to 
the  right  to  recover  exen^plary  damages:  ''It  is  recognized  and  en- 
forced against  employers  when  there  has  ibeen  gross  misconduct  on  the 
part  of  their  employ&k" 

la  Buckley  t.  JCnapp,  48  Mo.  152,  it  was  held  .that  a  newspaper  pro- 
prietor is  liable  for  whatever  appears  in  its  eolumn^,  regardless  of 
whether  he  JEuew  of  the  publication  or  authorized  it.  So  in  Vunn 
Y.  Hally  1  Ind.  355,  the  proprietor  of  a  paper  was  held  responsible  for 
a  libel  allowed  to  be  inserted  by  hie  foreman  in  his  absence,  al- 
though he  had  expressly  forbade  him  from. allowing  any  communica- 
tion to  be  published  from  .the  author  of  the  libel  unless  all  per- 
sonal references  were  cut  out.  And  in  Toumans  v.  Paine,  86  Hun, 
479,  3<5  N.  Y.  Supp.  50,  the  publication  was  made  by  the  defendant's 
foreman  without  their  knowledge.  The  court  said:  "The  presumption 
of  law  is  that  the  publication,  if  false  and  libelous,  was  malicious: 
Warner  v.  Press  Pub.  Co.,  132  N.  T.  181,  3D  N.  E.  393.  That  pro- 
sumption  was  sought  to  be  rebutted  by  the  defendants  upon  trial 
of  the  cause  by  showing  that  they  had  no  personal  knowledge  of 
the  publication;  and,  in  fact,  that  whatever  was  done  was  done  by 
their  agent.  It  must  be  assumed  under  the  answer  and  from  the 
fact  of  justification  therein  that  they  .became  liable  for  the  act  of 
their  agent  and  stood  upon  that  justification  as  a  defense.  The  agent 
was  acting  in  the  course  of  his  employment:  Fogg  v.  Boston  etc 
B.  B.  Co.,  148  Mass.  515,  20  N.  E.  109,  12  Am.  St.  Bep.  583,  and  note." 

But  in  Smith  v.  Ashley,  H  Met.  (Mass.)  367,  45  Am.  Dec.  216,  it 
was  held  that  where  the  publisher  believed  an  article  pnbliAed  by 
him  to  be  a  fictitious  narrative,  but  it  proves  to  be  libelous,  he  is  not 
liable. 

^  Undbaata,  asohlim  or 'Grossly  Oareless  .L£belSc--Srom  the  dis- 
ensaion  of  the  cases  in  the  previous  section  we  have  seen  that  the 
eomrts  have  held  the  publisher  liable  for  the  reokless  -editorial  or 
reportorial  work  of  his  employes  during  his  personal  absence,  ^even 
though  he  hss  posted  rules  for  their  guidance  in  .peiformii^g  their 
respective  duties.  The  courts,  as  we  will  see  by  the  following  cases, 
lay  x'S'ticular  stress  upon  the  publication  of  unchaste  stories  or 
grossly  careless  and  reckless  chai^ges  against  a  person's  reputation, 
and  hold  that  the  excuse  that  the  .hurry  of  large  metropolitan  journolfl 
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in  ^oing  to  prist  is  no  jnstifieatlxni  fbr  the  publicBtion  of  libels  of 
the  cfaaracter  mentionedl    That  yiew  was  dwelt  upon  quite  elaborately 
in   tlie   ease  of  Bennett  r.  Salisbary^,  79  Fed.  769,  from  wbich  we 
qaoted   yery  liberally  in  tbe  forepart  of  our  discussion  of  tbe  sub* 
jeet.      So,  also,  in  Stnitb  v.  Mattbews,  152  K  Y.  198,  46  N.  E.  164, 
yrhich  was  a  suit  for  the  publication  of  a  libel  attacking  without 
the  shadow  of  justification  the  good  name  of  an  innocent  wife  and 
nK>ther,  charging  ber  with  an  elopement,  the  eourt  said:  '''The  learned 
counsel  for  the  defendants  insist  tbat  punitive  damages  are  only  re- 
coverable in  case  of  actual  malice  when  the  wicked  intent  to  in- 
jure exists.    The  rule  is  otherwise,  and  it  has  been  repeatedly  held 
in  this  state  that  a  libel,  recklessly  or  eaielessly  published,  as  well 
as  one  induced  by  personal  iH-will,  will  support  an  award  of  punitive 
damftges'':  CSting  Warner  v.  Press  Pub.  Co.,  r3f2  N.  T.  181,  185,  30 
N.  E.  S93;  Holmes  v.  Jones,  121  N.  Y.  461,  24  N.  E.  701;  Holmes 
▼.  Jones,  147  N.  Y.  59,  67,  40  Am.  St.  Rep.  646,  41  N*.  E.  409;  and  con- 
tinuing, the  court,  in  answer  to  the  argument  that  the  publishers 
^rere  not  actuated  by  any  wicked  intent  to  injure  the  plaintifP  be- 
escme  they  bad  received  the  item  tbrough  the  United  Press  Associa- 
tion, held  thai  they  nrast  abide  the  consequences  where  it  was  their 
eastern,  on  reeeivinrg  items  of  news,  to  publish  it  without  ascertain- 
ing their  truth  or  falsity  before  publication. 

In  Scripps  ▼.  Beilly,  38  Mieh.  27,  the  court,  after  adverting  to  the 
manner  of  collecting  news  for  metropolitan  daily  newspapers,  said: 
"If  a  person  were  about  to  publish  an  article  be  knew  would  be 
libelous,  undue  haste  on  his  part  to  throw  it  before  the  publiennight 
well  be  considered  as  an  aggmvation.  of  the  efl^nsa,  while,  if  he  were 
aeting  in  good  faith,  with  pure  motives  and  with  an  earnest  desire  to 
give  the  pnblie  what  he  considend  an  important  item  of  news,  haste 
in  m  doing  wooid  be  praiseworthy;  and  should  such  an  asticle  after^ 
wasd  appeac  to  bn  oittme  and  libeions,  bis  nntive  in  jmUlshing  it  and 
the  time  he  had  for  investigatioai  or  deliberation  might  well  be  con^ 
sideied  in  mitigation  of  ensh  damagoe  as-  giose  negligenee  might  be 
shown  to  inenesMB.''  And  eontinoing  the  const  saidr  '^The  law*  en- 
deaven  to  inoteet  private  character  fiem  detraction  and  abuse,  and 
when  private  efaaiaeter  is  dragged  befone  the  public  for  sneh  a  pnr^ 
poee^  not  as  a  snbjeet  in  the  diseuseion  of  which  the  public.  m»f 
reasonably  be  supposed  to  have  an  interest,  but  to  pander  to  a 
depraved  appetite  for  scandal,  such  publications  aeon  give  char- 
acter to  the  papw.  The  publication  of  such  articles^  whether  the 
faets  stated  thtfein  ans  true  or  not,  are  iniproper  and-  unjustifiable 
and  show  recklessness  and  a  want  of  due  care  on  the  part  of  the 
publishers  of  the  paper. 

"Such  articles  are  usually  published  from  impure  and  sordid  mo- 
tives, and  when  permitted  or  countenanced  by  those  in  authority, 
the  employes  are  thereby  encouraged  and  sanctioned  in  continuing 
such  a  reprehensible  course.    An  employ 6  engaged  by  the  publishers 
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of  a  reputable  journal  would  with  diffidence  publiBh  Bcandalona  mat- 
ter therein,  and  if  reprimanded  for  so  doing  would  not  be  likely  to 
repeat  the  offense,  while  one  employed  in  seeking  for  and  publishing 
news  in  one  of  less  character,  when  once  sanctioned  by  hia  employer 
in  the  publication  of  such  matter,  would  thereafter  be  mneh  more 
likely  to  seek  for  and  publish  all  such  with  avidity.  Under  sneh  dis- 
aimilar  circumstances  it  would  be  folly  to  expect  in  such  case  there- 
after the  same  care  and  prudence  in  the  selection  of  articles  for  pub- 
lication. When,  therefore,  in  a  case  like  the  present,  it  becomes  im- 
portant to  consider  what  degree  of  care  and  prudence  has  been  exer- 
cised by  the  proprietor  of  a  newspaper  in  the  publication  thereof,  we 
can  see  no  good  reason  why  the  character  which  the  paper  has  earned 
may  not  be  shown,  irrespective  of  the  truth  or  falsity  of  the  articles, 
by  the  introduction  of  the  paper  containing  them  to  aid  the  jury 
in  determining  the  question. 

''And  while  even  where  the  very  best  of  care  is  exercised,  libelous 
matter  may  sometimes  creep  into  newspapers  of  character,  and  for 
which  the  publishers  will  be  liable  to  respond  in  damages,  yet  they 
will  be  protected  from  such  damages  as  a  jury  would  be  sure  to  in- 
flict upon  those  who  are  reckless  and  indifferent  as  to  the  rights  and 
feelings  of  others,  who  hestitate  not  to  publish  scandalous  matter, 
the  publication  of  which  can  accomplish  no  good  or  useful  public 
purpose.  There  doubtless  may  be  a  publication  of  many  things 
harmless  in  themselves  which  in  no  way  interest  the  public  and 
of  which  no  one  would  complain.  We  have  not  intended  to  say  any- 
thing against  the  publication  of  such  articles.'' 

8.  Distinction  as  to  Maliea  Where  Publisher  is  a  Natural  Per- 
son and  Where  a  Corporation. — The  rule  as  to  the  imputation  of  ac- 
tual malice  to  the  newspaper  proprietor  is  slightly  different  when 
the  proprietor  is  a  natural  person  than  when  a  corporation  is  the 
proprietor.  Thus  in  Lothrop  v.  Adams,  133  Mass.  480,  43  Am.  Bep. 
528,  the  libelous  matter  was  written  up  after  an  investigation  by  an 
assistant  local  editor  or  reporter.  The  court  treated  the  relation  of 
the  newspaper  proprietor  and  the  reporter  as  that  of  principal  and 
agent.  It  said:  "The  logical  difficulty  of  imputing  the  actual  malice 
or  fraud  of  an  agent  to  his  principal  is  perhaps  less  when  the  prin- 
cipal is  a  person  than  when  it  is  a  corporation;  still  the  foundation 
of  the  imputation  is  not  that  it  is  inferred  that  the  principal  actually 
participated  in  the  malice  or  fraud,  but  the  act  having  been  done  for 
his  benefit  by  his  agent  acting  within  the  scope  of  his  employment  in 
his  business,  it  is  just  that  he  should  be  held  responsible  for  it  in 
damages. ' ' 

4.  Ratiflcation  by  Proprietor. — ^In  the  early  case  of  Edsall  v. 
Brooks,  2  Bob.  (N.  Y.)  417,  it  was  held  that  actual  malice  was  not 
proved  against  the  proprietors  of  a  newspaper,  who  had  not  directed 
and  knew  nothing  of  the  libel  complained  of,  by  showing  that  their 
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city  editor  refused  to  publish  a  full  detraction.    In  Goodrich  v.  Stone, 
11  Met.  492,  in  discussing  whether  the  proprietor  of  a  newspaper  rati- 
fied a  libelous  article  claimed  to  have  been  inserted  clandestinely,  the 
court  said:  "If  he  could  avail  himself  of  a  defense  founded  on  the 
fact  that  the  publication  was  made  contrary  to  his  intent  and  against 
his  orders  or  through  some  fraudulent  act  of  another,  he  should  avail 
himself   of  the  earliest  practicable  opportunity  to  disavow  the  pub- 
lication and  to  disown  it  and  repudiate  it  in  plain  and  direct  terms, 
such  as  will,  as  far  as  possible,  correct  the  error  and  repair  the  wrong 
unintentionally  inflicted  through  the  columns  of  a  newspaper  of  which 
he  is  the  proprietor.     If,  on  the  contrary,  he  subsequently  publishes 
an  article  in  reference  to  such  previous  article,  giving  it  his  sanction, 
or  omitting  to  repudiate  it  or  retract  the  charge  contained  in  it, 
such  subsequent  article  may  properly  be  introduced  as  indicative  of 
the  true  position  of  the  proprietor  of  the  paper,  as  to  the  previous 
article. ' ' 

And  in  Haines  v.  Schultz,  50  N.  J.  L.  481,  14  Atl.  488,  the  libelous 
article  was  also  inserted  in  the  newspaper  without  the  knowledge  of 
the  proprietor.    It  was  sought  to  charge  the  proprietor  with  exem- 
plary damages  therefor,  but  the  court  in  refusing  to  allow  such  dam- 
ages, said:  ''And  had  there  been  any  proof  of  such  approval,  any 
testimony  of  general  instructions,  of  which  this  libel  was  the  out-' 
growth,  any  evidence  as  to  ratification,  the  jury  might  have  been 
warranted  in  inferring  a  wrongful  motive  to  fit  the  wrongful  act. 
But  absence  of  proof  of  his  disapproval,  absence  of  proof  that  de- 
fendant had  reproached  his  employ^,  or  that  he  had  discharged  him — 
in  fine,  absence  of  all  proof  bearing  on  the  essential  question,  to  wit, 
defendant 's  motive,  cannot  be  permitted  to  take  the  place  of  evidence 
without  leading  to  a  most  dangerous  extension  of  the  doctrine,  re- 
spondeat superior. 

'' A  plaintiff  whose  claim  to  punitive  damages  rests  upon  a  wrongful 
motive  of  defendant,  not  inherent  in  the  offense  which  fixes  his  lia- 
bility, must  present  some  proof  from  which  such  wrongful  motive 
may  be  legally  inferred." 

And  later  in  the  same  case  the  court  also  said:  ''Proprietors  of 
newspapers  are  unquestionably  liable  in  law  for  whatever  appears  in 
their  columns.  Libelous  publication  is  a  wrongful  act,  and  when  to 
a  wrongful  act  we  add  testimony  from  which  a  wrongful  motive  can 
be  inferred,  punitive  damages  may  be  inflicted.  But  the  maxim 
^Bespondeat  superior'  is  a  rule  of  limitation  as  well  as  of  liability. 
If  a  principal  must,  on  the  one  hand,  answer  for  his  agent's  wrong- 
doing, on  the  other  hand,  his  liability  is  circumscribed  by  the  scope  of 
his  agent's  employment  nnless  there  be  proof  of  a  ratification  by  him 
of  his  agent's  misconduct.  No  rule  of  law  is  better  established  than 
this.  The  same  principle  applies,  and  with  equal  force,  to  the  doc- 
trine of  exemplary  damages.'' 
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In  Mallory  ▼•  Bennett,  15  Fed.  375,  it  was  declared  that:  ''Whea 
a  newspaper,  after  publiehing  an  atrocioua  calumny,  xefnaea  to  retnct 
it  upon  discovering  its  true  character,  and  refuses  to  disclose  the 
name  of  the  originator,  fair-minded  men  are  disposed  to  think  that 
the  conductors  of  the  paper  are  willing  deliberately  and  eompletdy 
to  assume  the  paternity  of  the  slander,  and  identify  themselves  with 
the  author.  If  the  ethics  or  canons  of  journalism  do  not  permit  the 
names  of  anonymous  correspondents  to  be  disclosed  or  retractions  ta 
be  made,  such  a  code  will  hardly  be  respected  in  the  jury-box  or  find 
advocates  upon  the  bench. '* 

1>.    Personal  fiijuries. 

1.    Trom  Assaults  and  Batteries. 

A*    In  GeneraL — ^In  suits  for  damages  for  assaults  and  batteries^ 
personal  injuries  are  generally  shown  to  have  resulted;  hence  it  cao- 
not  always  be  ascertained  whether  exemplary  damages  were  claimed  or 
whether  the  jury  in  the  particular  case  awarded  more  than  mere  com- 
pensatory  damages.    It  does  not,  however,  seem  to  be  questioned  but 
that  the  master  may  be  liable  in  punitive  damages  for  an  assaalc 
committed  by  his  servant,  where  the  assault  is  committed  under  such 
circumstances  as  will  warrant  the  assessment  of  such  damages:  Ara- 
ismith  V.  Temple,  U  111.  App.  39.    The  test  for  ascertaining  when  ex* 
emplary  damages  are  properly  awarded  in  cases  of  assaults  was  set 
forth  in  Boyer  v.  Goxen,  92  Md.  370,  48  Atl.  161.    In  that  case,  which 
was  a  case  involving  the  recovery  of  punitive  damages  for  an  aasaultr 
the  court  said:  ''We  said  in  Smith  v.  Philadelphia  etc  B.  Co.,  87  Md» 
51,  33  Atl.  1072,  that  'the  force  with  which  the  act  eomplained  of 
was  done  is  not  the  test  by  whioh  the  inquiry  as  to  whether  punitive 
damages  are  recoverable  is  to  be  determined';  and  we  had  so  stated 
in  effect  in  the  case  of  Philadelphia  etc  B.  Go.  v.  Hoeflinh,  62  Md» 
307,  50  Am.  Bep«  223;  but  in  those  cases  we  alse  quoted  with  approtMil 
from  Philadelphia  etc.  B.  B.  Co.  v.  Quigley,  21  How.  (U.  S.)  213,  26  L. 
ed.  73,  that,  'Whene^r  the  injury  complained  of  has  been  inflicted 
maliciously  or  wantonly  and  with  circumstances  of  oontumely  or  in* 
dignity,  the  jury  are  not  limited  to  the  ascertainment  of  a  simple 
compensation  for  the  wrong  committed  against  the  aggrieved  person* 
But  the  malice  spoken  of  in  this  rule  is  not  merely  the  doing  of  an 
unlawful  or  injurious  act.    The  word  implies  that  the  act  complained 
of  was  conceived  in  the  spirit  of  mischief  or  of  criminal  indifference 
to  civil  obligations.'    If  the  servants  of  the  defendants,  acting  on 
the  belief  that  it  was  their  duty  to  remove  Coxen  or  his  team  in 
order  to  clear  the  way  for  other  customers,  had  used  more  force  in 
doing  so  than  was  necessary,  it  would  not  necessarily  have  made 
them  liable  for  punitive  damages,  but  when  one  of  them  used  an 
instrument,  such  as  has  been  described  [a  monkey-wrench],  in  the 
manner  and  with  the  results  spoken  of  by  the  plaintiff  and  his  wit* 
aesses,  such  conduct  was  evidence  of  an  evil  motive  in  the  act  done 
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^vrhicli  tlie  jury  waa  properiy  pennittod  to  eonaider  ia  paMinft  om  th« 
question  of  damagM.    'The  tort  ]b  aggniTated  by  th«  evil  motive 
mnd  on  this  rosta  the  rule  of  exemplary  damages':  Bailroad  Co.  t« 
.Arm8»  91  U.  S.  498.    In  one  of  the  latest  cases  on  the  subject  in  this 
«onrty  we  held  that  if  the  jury  fonnd  that  the  plaintiff  'was  treated 
^witb  reekless  violeneB  and  indignity'  that  they  conid  award  punitive 
damages:  Thillman  r.  Neal,  88  Md.  625,  42  Atl.  842.    Even  if  a  de- 
fendant has  a  right  to  do  in  a  proper  manner  the  aet  eomplained  of, 
if  it  be  done  'wantonly  and  in  a  high-handed  and  outrageous  man- 
ner,'  he  is  liable  to  exemplary  damages:  Philadelphia  etc.  B.  Co.  v. 
Ijarkin^  47  Md.  164,  28  Am.  Bep.  442.    Can  it  be  doubted  that  it  was 
'wanton,  high-handed  and    outrageous'  in    McKewen    to    beat  the 
plaintiff  over  the  head  with  a  monkey-wrench  eighteen  inches  long, 
break  his  nose  and  otherwise  seriously  injure  him,  simply  because 
he  refused  to  move  his  team  until  the  commission  merchant  was  com- 
mnnicated  with,  even  conceding  that  he  had  no  right  to  make  sueh 
a  demand!    Yet,  that  is  what  the  plaintiff's  testimony  showed,  and 
^rhen  the  prayer  authorized  the  jury,  in  its  discretion,  to  award  ex- 
emplary damages,  if  it  found  the  act  of  McKewen  to  be  'wanton  and 
attended  with  reeklesa  violence,'  it  was  clearly  free  from  the  objec- 
tion that  there  was  no  legally  sufficient  evidence  to  justify  its  sub- 
laissioiu    The  judgment  must  be  affirmed." 

In  Ward  r.  Young,  42  Ark.  542,  the  lessee  of  a  penitentiary,  who 
as  sueh  had  charge  ot  all  the  convicts,  was  bold  liable  in  exemplary 
damages  for  an  assault  committed  by  a  trusted  convict,  whom  he 
had  placed  in  charge  of  his  premises  to  protect  them  from  trespassers, 
on  a  boy  who  was  lawfully  upon  the  premises  to  shoot  birds.  The 
question  whether  the  relation  of  master  and  servant  existed  was 
laised,  but  the  court  held  the  relation  did  exist. 

In  Wade  v.  Thayer,  40  Cal.  678,  the  plaintiff,  who  had  gone,  while 
intoxicated,  in  a  hotel  bedroom  without  having  obtained  permission, 
sued  for  an  assault  committed  on  him  by  the  porter  and  hotel  clerk 
and  participated  in  by  the  proprietor  himself.  In  reviewing  the 
charge  of  the  trial  court  the  appellate  court  said:  "They  embody 
but  two  general  propositions;  L  e.,  first,  that  the  defendants  were 
not  liable  for  punitive  or  exemplary  damages,  however  malicioua  and 
provoked  the  assault  may  have  been,  but  only  for  the  actual  dam- 
ages which  the  plaintiff  suffered;  second,  that  if  either  one  of  the  de- 
fendants were  not  present  at,  and  did  not  advise  or  aid  in,  the  assault 
committed  by  the  others,  he  is  not  responsible  in  damages.  The  first 
proposition  is  not  sound  law.  It  is  too  well  established  to  need  the 
citation  of  authorities  that  exemplary  damages  may  be  given  for  a 
wanton,  malicious  and  unprovoked  assault  upon  the  person,  and  it 
is  equally  plain  that  if  the  assault  was  committed  by  Land  and 
Carmody  whilst  in  the  performance  of  their  duties  as  the  servants 
and  employ^  of  Thayer,  the  latter  would  be  responsible  for  the 
sstual  damages  which  the  plaintiff  suffered,  even  though  he  was  not 
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present  and  in  no  manner  consented  to  or  aided  in  the  assault.  He 
would  be  responsible  as^  principal  for  all  the  actual  damages  caused 
bj  his  agents  and  servants  in  the  performance  of  their  official  dntiea; 
but  would  not  be  liable  for  their  wanton  and  malicious  aets  done 
without  his  consent  or  approval.  This  question  was  fully  discussed 
and  the  authorities  cited  in  Turner  v.  North  Beach  etc  B.  B.  Co.,  34 
Gal.  599,  and  need  not  be  further  noticed."  See,  also,  the  last  sob- 
division  of  this  note. 

B.    Necessity  for  Authorization  or  BatiflcatlQn  of  Employe's  Aet. — 

It  seems  that  neither  express  authority  nor  ratification  of  the  assault 
of  the  employ^  is  necessary  in  order  to  hold  th^  employer  responsible 
in  exemplary  damages  for  such  an  assault,  though  the  assault  must 
have  been  within  the  scope  of  the  employment.  Thus,  in  Callahan  v. 
Hyland,  59  HI.  App.  347,  the  person  collecting  money  on  an  install- 
ment sale  of  books  was  called  an  agent  and  treated  as  such  by  the 
court  in  discussing  the  case.  In  that  case  the  principal  was  held 
not  liable  for  an  assault  by  the  collector  upon  a  woman  ^rho 
was  not  the  one  from  whom  he  was  to  collect  the  installment,  but 
who  was  called  in  by  the  alleged  debtor  to  prove  that  she  did  not  in 
fact  owe  the  bill,  the  court  holding  that  he  was  not  authorized  to  com.« 
mit  an  assault  on  such  a  person. 

In  Arasmith  v.  Temple,  11  111.  App.  39,  both  the  master  and  the 
servant  committing  the  assault  on  plaintiff  were  sued.    The  plaintiff 
had  been  a  "galloper''  for  defendant's  racing  stable  and  was  as- 
saulted by  another  employfi  of  the  racing  stable  called  a  "trainer," 
The  plaintiff  sought  to  show  a  ratification  of  the  assault  by  a  re- 
fusal of  the  master  to  settle  the  account  for  his  wages  and  making 
some  unjust  deductions  from  the  amount  due.    The  court  said:  "The 
admission  of  the  evidence  touching  the  settlement  with  appellee,  the 
refusal  to  deliver  his  overcoat,  and  the  remark  about  his  manner  of 
walking — occurring  at  different  times,  but  all  a  fortnight  or  more 
after  his  injury — is  defended  on  th«  ground  that  it  showed  in   ap- 
pellant an  unfriendly  disposition — ^in  sympathy  with  the  injurious 
act — and  so  tended  to  prove  a  ratification  or  adoption  of  it.     No  au- 
thority is  cited  and  the  reason  offered  appears  unsound.    Batification 
consists  in  or  is  evidenced  by  some  overt  act  or  declaration  having 
reference  to  the  act  ratified,  and  susceptible  of  positive  proof.    A 
disposition  which  might  find  satisfaction  in  it,  but  manifested  only 
by  acts  or  declarations  not  particularly  referring  to  it,  cannot  legally 
or  logically  tend  to  prove  the  actual  commission  or  use  of  another 
having  such  reference.     In  other  words,  ill-will  on  the  part  of  ap- 
pellant toward  appellee,  however  manifested  except  by  some  act  or 
expression  having  direct  reference  to    the  particular    trespass    com- 
mitted upon  him  by  Jones,  does  not  tend  to  prove  a  ratification  or 
adoption  by  him  of  that  trespass." 

In  Beyer  v.  Coxen,  92  Md.  366,  48  Atl.  161,  the  assault  was  com- 
mitted by  an   employ^  of   a  packing-house.     The   court,  in   stating 
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e  rule  tliat  erpreaa  authority  or  nttification  is  not  necessary,  nsed 
e  terma  ''agents"  and  "servants"  interchangeably.    It  expressed 
0  Ttd«  in  the  following  language:  "Some  courts  of  high  authority 
ive   adopted  the  rule  that  a  principal  is  only  Uable  in  punitive 
unages  for  the  act  of  his  agent  when  the  former  has  either  given 
cpresB   authority  to  the  agent  or  subsequently  ratified  his  act,  or 
'as  guilty  of  some  misconduct  himself  in  connection  with  it.    When 
t  is  remembered  that  such  damages  are  allowed  by  way  of  punish- 
lent  to  the  offender  and  as  a  warning  to  others,  the  doctrine  sanc- 
ioned  by  those  courts  cannot  be  said  to  be  whoUy  without  foundation 
:o  base  it  upon,  for  it  is  at  least  unusual  to  punish  one  person  for 
:he  act  of  another,  unless  the  former  did  either  authorize  or  ratify 
it  or  take  some  part  himself  in  what  is  complained  of.    But  there 
sro  a  number  of  instances  in  which  the  principal  may  be  even  crim- 
inally Uable  for  the  acts  of  hU  agent,  for  some  of  which  see  1  En- 
cyclopedia of  Law,  second  edition,  1161,  note  2,  and  in  this  state  we 
have  not  followed  the  doctrine  held  by  the  courts  above  referred  to  in 
eivU  suits.    Although  the  rule  adopted  here  may  in  some  cases  result 
in  hardship  to  the  principal,  yet,  if  carefully  appUed,  there  is  less 
danger  of  injustice  in  enforcing  it,  in  proper  cases,  than  i»  denying 
it  in  all  cases,  unless  the  principal  has  actually  P»rti"Pated  «  the 
wrong  done  by  his  agent  or  servant  or  authorized  or  ratified  it     Any 
liability  of  the  master  for  a  tort  of  his  servant  «  dependent  upon 
the  fact  that  the  servant  was  actually  at  the  time  in  the  course  of 
his  master's  service,  and  for  his  benefit,  within  the  scope  of  his  em- 
ployment.    The  master  selects  him  for  that  service  *«>* J""'';'''  »' 

ouS  t»  ^-o^'  -'^«'*  ""'*  »'  *  P"^""  ^^  ''  '"'"      '  r    ^r  w7o2 
to  act  for  him.    The  servant  is  acting  for  his  master  when  the  wrong 

is  donf^it  U  in  contemplation  of  law  the  act  of  the  m^^ter       n  a 
^t  many  cases,  a  judgment  against  the  servant  would  be  of  no 
Slue  to  the  injured  one  and  no  punishment  to  the  ^o.gioor^J 
could  not  be  collected.    Every,  character  of  business  of  any  consider 
able  proportion  is  for  the  most  part  conducted  through  agents  and 
servants,  and  if  the  principal  or  master  cannot  be  held  responsible 
in  punitive  damages,  it  would  in  many,  perhaps  in  most,  actions  of 
torts,  be  equivalent  to  abolishing  that  character  of  damages  if  he  is 
to  be  relieved  by  reason  of  the  fact  that  the  act  complained  of  was 
done  by  the  servant,  «id  not  by  him  individually.    This  court  has 
therefore  followed  the  rule  that  the  master  U  not  exempted  from  the 
liability  for  such  damages  merely  because  the  act  complained  of  was 
done  by  a  servant  and  not  by  the  master  himself,  and  m  many  cases 
exemplary  damages  have  been  allowed  against  the  master  for  acts 
done  by  the  servant,  without  express  authority  from  the  former  or 
ratification  by  him  having  been  shown." 

2.  Prom  OolUslons  on  the  Highways.— The  cases  in  which  ex- 
«n«larv  damages  are  sought  for  collisions  on  the  highway  generally 
result  liom  the  gross  negUgence  of  the  driver  of  one  or  both  of  the 
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Teliielef  eollidiiig.  The  rule  applicable  in  sneli  eases  lias  1>eeii  ivdl 
stated  in  the  decisions  involTing  qnestions.  of  this  sort.  Thus  ia 
Hawldns  t.  Biley,  17  B.  Men.  101,  which  was  a  eollision  betwer^  ■ 
stagveoaeh  and  a  bnggy  on  the  road  in  advance  of  it,  tSie  eomt 
said:  "If  the  collision  was  brought  about  hj  the  wantonness,  Teekle«- 
ness  or  gross  negligence  of  the  driver,  then  it  was  permissible  in  the 
jury,  in  view  of  all  the  facts,  to  award  what  the  law  terms  ex- 
emplary damages  as  well  against  the  proprietors  as  the  driver,  bat 
for  a  mere  casualty  or  collision  without  such  wantonness,  reckless- 
ness or  gross  negligence  exemplary  damages  should  not  be  awarded." 
So,  also,  in  Sawyer  v.  Sauer,  10  Kan.  466,  the  court  said:  **It  hardly 
admits  of  doubt  that  the  employment  by  a  stagecoach  proprietor  of 
a  known  drunkard  and  intrusting  to  his  care  the  lives  and  limbs  of 
passengers  is  the  grossest  of  negligence.  The  traveling  community 
have  a  right  to  expect  that  the  drivers  of  coaches,  like  the  engineers 
of  locomotives,  are  men  not  only  competent,  but  of  sobriety;  and 
whenever  a  known  drunkard  is  placed  in  such  positions  of  trust,  the 
party  so  placing  him  should  pay  smartly  for  such  reckless  indiiVer- 
ence  to  human  life." 

In  Wall  V.  Cameron,  6  Colo.  275,  the  court  said:  "Exemplary  dam- 
ages can  never  be  recovered  upon  anything  less  than  gross  negligence, 
and  by  gross  negligence  is  meant  'such  entire  want  of  care  as  to  raise 
a  presumption  that  the  person  in  fault  is  conscious  of  the  probable 
consequences  of  carelessness,  and  is  indifferent  or  worse,  to  the 
danger  of  injury  to  person  or  property  of  others':  Shearman  and  Bed- 
field  on  Negligence,  sec.  600.  To  justify  these  damages,  it  is  held 
that  the  act  must  be  willful  or  the  negligence  must  amount  to  a  reek- 
less  disregard  of  the  safety  of  person  or  property:  Sedgwick  on  Dam- 
ages, 570,  and  notes."  But  in  this  case  the  court  refused  to  allow 
vindictive  damages  for  injuries  from  an  accident  occurring  while 
the  stagecoach  was  going  down  a  mountain  road  at  a  walk,  the 
accident  happening  because  of  an  imperfect  and  insecure  brake  and 
the  driver  having  used  his  best  efforts  to  repair  the  brakes. 

In  Frick  v.  Coe,  4  Greene  (Iowa),  559,  61  Am.  Dec.  141,  it  was 
held  that  where  a  stage  passenger  is  injured  by  the  employment  of  a 
known  drunken  driver,  the  stage  proprietor  is  liable  in  exemplary 
damages,  regardless  of  whether  the  driver  had  an  ''intent  or  de- 
sign" to  injure.    The  injury  in  this  case  happened  in  a  level  prairie 
country.    In  Peck  v.  Neil,  3  McLean,  22,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  10,892,  ex- 
emplary damages  were  allowed  for  injuries  from  the  upsetting  of  a 
stagecoach,  which  occurred  through  the  stage- driver's  racing  with 
an  opposition  coach  and  colliding  with  it,  the  court  holding  his  acts 
to  be  reckless.    In  Hawes  v.  Knowles,  114  Mass.  518,  19  Am.  Bep. 
883,  the  defendant's  servant  driving    his    coach    drove  against  the 
wagon  of   plaintiff   wantonly,  as  well  as   carelessly  and   negligently. 
The  court    held  that  the  wantonness  or  mischief  of  the  servant  en- 
hanced the    damages    recoverable.     And  in  Dinsmoor  v.  Wolber,  85 
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Ql.  App.  152,  it  was  held  that  ponitiye  damages  were  recoverable 
irliere  a  farmer's  servant  returning  from  town,  whence  he  had  gone 
im  his  master's  bnsineM,  maliciooslj,  wantonly,  willfuHj  and  rock- 
laasly  ram  into  plaintiff's  buggy  on  the  same  road,  thereby  injuring 
plaintiff. 

8.     Frcm  SfogUgcnt  Bates  of  PoIsqiib  or  DeletsrioaB  SiAstances. — 
The  cases  in  which  exemplary  damages  are  sought  for  the  negligent 
■ale   of   poisons  or  deleterious    substanoes  are   based    on  the    gross 
neg^tigenee  of  the  person  making  the  sale  or  filliag  the  prescription, 
»]ice  most  of  these  eases  arise  through  the  mistakes  of  druggists  or 
their  elerks.    As  a  general  rule  these  cases  seek  merely  compensatory 
damages  for  the  excruciating  pains  suffered  by  the  victim,  and  hence 
the  question  of  exemplary  damages  is  not  made  the  paramount  issue. 
The  principles  of  law  applicable  to  these  eases  has  been  stated  in 
several  of  the  cases  ^hich  will  be  noted  here.    Thus,  in  Fleet  v. 
Rollenkarap,  13  B.   Mon.  219,  56   Am.  Dee.  563,  a  druggist   was   re- 
quested to  fill  &  piescription  calling  for  a  eombinatiogi  of  snake^root 
and  Peruvian  bark,  made  up  into  a  powder.    The  clerk  of  the  drug- 
gist ground  the  herbs  in  a  mill  which  had  previously  been  used  to 
grind  some  of  the  poisonous  drug  called  cautharides  or  Spanish  fly. 
fiome  cautharides  became  intermingled  with  the  powdered  prescrip- 
tion.    Plaintiff  took  a  portion  of  the  mixture  in  the  form  of  a  tea 
and  became  violently  sick  and  suffered  excruciating  tortures.    The 
court   went  into  the  law  relative  to  the  duties  of   druggists  very 
exhaustively.    The  plaintiff  bad  obtained  at  the  trial  a  verdict  for 
eleven  hundred    and   forty-one    dollars    and    seventy-five  cents,  and 
the  amount  thus  recovered  was  attacked  in  the  appellate  court  as 
excessive.    The   court,   in   discussing  the   subject,    said:  ''There   is 
no  fixed  and  certain  criterion  of  damages  for  personal  injuries  simi- 
lar to  those  sustained  by  the  plaintiff  in  this  action.    The  question 
as  to  their  amount  is  within  the  sound  and  reasonable  discretion 
of  the  jury.    The  damages  given  may  be  more  or  less  exemplary  or 
otherwise,    as    the    circumstances    of    aggravation    or    extenuation 
characterizing  each  particular  case  may  require.    There  is  a  class 
of  personal  injuries,  such  as  slander,  libel,  malicious  prosecution,  and 
including  injuries  to  a  person's  health,  business  and  property,  caused 
by  indirect  means,  unattended  with  force,  and  for  redress  of  which 
the  remedy  is  by  an  action  upon  the   case  and   not  by  the    action 
of  trespass,  for  which  a  jury  may  give  exemplary  damages,  as  well 
when  the  action  is  in  case  as  when  it  is  in  trespass;  and  whether 
exemplary  damages  should  or  should  not  be  given  does  not  depend 
upon  the  form  of  the  action  so  much  as  upon  the  nature  and  extent  of 
the  injury  done,  and  the  manner  in  which  it  was  inflicted,  whether  by 
negligence,  wantonness  or  with  or  without  malice":  Citing  Merrills 
V.  Ta*..J  Mfg.  Co.,  10  Conn.  388,  27  Am.  Dec.  682;  Linscy  v.  Dlu,Ii- 
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nell,  15  Conn.  235,  38  Am.  Dec.  79;  McLane  v.  Sharp©,  2  Harr.  (DdL) 
483. 

In  Hansford  ▼.  Payne,  11  Bush,  380,  the  defendant,  ^ho"  was  a 
druggist  by  his  prescription  clerk,  substituted  croton  oil  for  linseed 
oil  in  a  prescription,   thereby  causing  the  party  to  whom    the  ad- 
mixture was  administered  great  agony  and  pain,  resulting  in  death. 
The  suit  was  by  his  personal  representatives  for  'Hher  wrongs,  is- 
juries  and  damages  done  him."    The  court  deemed  the  action  on* 
for  an  aggravated  tort  and  held  that  plaintiff  could   recover.    la 
Smith  V.  Middleton,  112  Ky.  5SS,  99  Am.  St.  Bep.  308,  66  S.  W.  3S8, 
one  of  the  latest  cases  in  which  the  recovery  of  exemplary  damages 
in  such  cases  was  discussed,  a  woman  called  at  defendant's   drug- 
store with   an   ordinary  pillbox   labeled   ""hi   grain    calomel,"    and 
asked  for  twenty-five  cents  worth  of  calomel  in  on^fourth    ^Tain 
tablets.    The  clerk  who  waited  on  her  was  not  a  licensed  pharma- 
cist in  charge  of  the  store.    The  clerk  instead  of  giving  her  calomel 
tablets,  as  requested,  gave  her  morphine  tablets.    The  woman  gave 
three    of  the  tablets  to  her  four  year  old  son,  who  was  complaining 
of  a  cold,  giving  the  boy  one  tablet  per  hour  for  three  sacetissire 
hours.     The  boy  died.    The  court  said:  "On  the  trial  of  the  case  the 
court  refused  to  submit  to  the  jury  the  question  of  punitive  damages. 
Whether  this  was  upon  the  theory  that  the  master,  when  a  natural 
person,  is  not  liable  to  punitive  damages  because  of  the  gross  negli- 
gence of  his  servant  when  upon  his  business  and  in  the  line  of  his 
employment,  where  care  has  been  used  by  the  master  in  the  selection 
of  the  servant,  or  whether  it  was  upon  the  idea  that  there  -was  no 
evidence  of    gross    negligence    shown  in    this    case,  we  are    not  in- 
formed.   The  court  is  of  the  opinion  that  to  put  in  charge    of  a 
business  of  this  kind  one  with  authority  to  dispense  such  poisonous 
and  dangerous  drugs  as  morphine   [it  was  shown  in  this  ease  that 
these  unlicensed  clerks  were  allowed  to  sell  this  drug],  where  snch 
one  gave  such  a  deadly  drug  to  one  calling  for  'calomel  %  grain,' 
without  notice  of  the  true  nature  of  the  drug  furnished,  was   of 
itself  such  evidence  of  that  degree  of  gross  negligence  that  wonld 
warrant  a  jury  in  finding  punitive   damages  against  such  wrong* 
doer.    It  is  not  suggested  nor  can  we  apprehend  that  it  is  in  any  wise 
probable  that  the  act  of  furnishing  the  wrong  drug  in  this  case  was 
willful.    If  it  was  furnished  by  the  clerk,  it  was  undoubtedly  a  mis- 
take and  unintentional.    However,  it  was  a  mistake  of  the  gravest 
kind  and  of  the  most  disastrous  effect.    We  cannot  say  that  one 
IioMing  himself  out  as  competent  to  handle  such  drugs,  and  who 
tlnon  HO,  having  rightful  access  to  them  and  relied  upon  by  those 
<lealing  with  him  to  exercise  that  high  degree  of  caution  and  care 
c:illc«l  for  by  the  peculiarly  dangerous  nature  of  his  business,  can 
bo  hcir.l  t'»  say  that  his  mistakes  by  which  he  furnished  a  customer 
the  most  deadly  of  drugs  for  those  comparatively  harmless  is  not, 
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in  and   of  itself,  gross  negligence,  and  that  of  an  aggravated  form. 
In    a   business  so  hazardous,  having  to  do  directly  and  frequently 
"with  the  health  and  lives  of  so  great  a  number  of  people,  the  high- 
est degree  of  care  and  prudence  for  the  safety  of  those  dealing  with 
Bucli   dealer  is  required.    And  that  degree  of  care  exacted  of  such 
dealer  'will  be  required  also  of  each  servant  intrusted  by  him  with 
the  conduct  of  his  calling. '^    See,  also,  as  having  a  bearing  on  the 
Habilitjr   of   druggists  for   sales   of   poisons   and   deleterious   drugs, 
Smith  ▼.  Hays,  23  IlL  App.  244;  Gwynn  v.  Duffield,  60  Iowa,  708,  55 
Am.  Bep.  286,  24  N.  W.  523;  McCubbin  v.  Hastings,  27  La.  Ann.  713; 
Korton  v.  Sewall,  106  Mass.  143,  8  Am.  Rep.  298;  Osborne  v.  McMas- 
ters,  40  Minn.  103, 12  Am.  St.  Bep.  698,  41  N.  W.  543;  Thomas  v.  Win- 
ehester,  6  N.  Y.  397,  57  Am.  Dec.  455;  Wohlfahrt  v.  Beckert,  92  N. 
Y.  490,  44  Am.  Bep.  406;  Beckwith  v.  Oatman,  43  Hun,  265;  Davis 
▼.   Qnamieri,  45  Ohio  St.  470,  4  Am.  St.  Bep.  548,  15  N.  H.  350; 
Bmnsveig  v.  White,  70  Tex.  504,  8  8.  W.     85;  Etargrave  v.  Vaughn, 
82    Tex.  347,  18  S.  W.  695;  and    authorities    cited   in    monographic 
note  to  Howes  v.  Bose,  55    Am.  St.  Bep.  255,  on    the    liability    of 
apothecaries  and  druggists  for  negligence  in  compounding  or  soiling 

drugs. 

V.    Torts  Affsctiiig  BXghtB  to  Property* 

a.     Trespass  in  QeneraL — ^Inasmuch   as  a  trespass  is   at  law  re- 
garded as  the  joint  and  several  act  of  those  committing  it,  and  the 
injured  person  has  his  remedy  against  all  or  any  of  them  (GusdorfiP 
▼.  Duncan,  94  Md.  167,  50  Atl.  574),  the  question  as  to  the  liability 
of  the  master  by  reason  of  his  servant's  acts  does  not  arise  so  very 
frequently.    The  general  rule  which  would  seem  to   be   applicable 
to  this  class  of  cases  was  stated  in  Trauerman  v.  Lippincott,  39  Mo. 
App.  487,  in  the  following  language:  "From  a  consideration  of  these 
eases  it  would  appear  that  in  actions  in  the  nature  of  trespass  there 
must  be,  in  order  to  justify  exemplary  damages,  some  element  of 
wantonness  or  bad  motive.    There  need  not  be  any  personal  ill-will 
or  spite    toward  the   party   injured  for   the  wantonness,  reckless  or 
lawless  spirit  may  be  displayed  in  a  trespass  against  the  property 
of  a  stranger.''    In  this  same  case  exemplary  damages  were  awarded 
against  the  agent  of  the  landlord  under  the  following  circumstances: 
The  plaintiff  was  a  subtenant.    The  lease  to  the  tenant  provided 
that  he  could  not  sublet  without  lessor's  written  consent,  and  that 
a  failure  to  keep  or  perform  any  of  its  covenants  or  agreements 
should  produce  a  forfeiture  if  so  determined  by  the  lessor.    The  land- 
lord's agent  knew  that  the  tenant  had  sublet  to  the  plaintiff  with- 
out having  previously  obtained  permission  to  do  so,  and  he  received 
the  checks  of  the  subtenant  from  the  tenant  as  part  payment  when 
the  latter  paid  his  rent.    No  forfeiture  of  the  lease  had  been  de- 
clared.   During  the  occupancy  of  the  subtenant,  the  tenant  surren- 
dered his  lease^  leaving  the  subtenant  in  possession.     The  landlord's 
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agent  songlit  to  get  fbe  sutitenarnt  to  vaeato  but  lie  refuseil  t«  do  a, 
whereupon  the  agent  senft  his  servaBt  and  a  carpenter  to  reaiDw  tiie 
doors  of  the  subtenant's  apartment,  which  was  naiflted  by  the  sib- 
tenant,  resnlting  in  a  seniBe  and  assault.  Xhe  servaiat  infonned  tke 
agent  that  he  had  taken  off  the  doois  and  ''what  hsbd  happened." 
He  also  inqnired  if  be  should  take  the  door  baek  and  the  agflat 
directed  him  not  to  do  bo.  The  servant  was  retained  in  the  ageafs 
employ. 

In  Gildersleeve  t.  Oventolz,  90  Me^  App.  S18,  the  plaintiff,  who 
was  a  ticket  broker,  was  a  tenant  of  defendant  and  used  the  premisM 
leased  from  defendant  for  the  purpose  of  eondnctin^  bis  busiBeB. 
There  were  lawsuits  between  the  parties  in  regard  to  the  tenaae/. 
One  evening  after  business  hours,  and  after  plaintiff  bad  closed  his 
ofice,  the  defendant's  agents  and  servants,  acting  under  defendants 
direction,  broke  into  the  office  through  the  rear  wall,  tojie  down  a 
partition  belonging  to  the  plaintiff,  barred  up  the  doors  ae  that  be 
could  not  gain  admission  and  put  the  zoom  in  charge  of  some  privaie 
detectives.    The  next  day  was  Sunday  and  plaintiff  wae  lefuaed  ftd- 
mission.    On  Monday  morning  the  defendant's  servants  demolished 
the  front  of  the  premises  with  a  view  to  erecting  another  front,  and 
continued  making  alterations  until  they  were  stopped  by  a  writ  of 
injunction.    The  court  held  that  an  award  of  punitive  damages  was 
not  only  warranted,  but  even  called  for,  since  defendant's  conduet 
was  lawless,  high-handed,  oppressive  and  in  utter  disregard  of  plain- 
tiff's rights. 

In  Gross  v.  Hays,  73  Tex.  515,  11  S.  W.  525,  the  court  allowed  er- 
emplaiy  damages  in  a  case  where  the  defendant  deprived  plaintiff 
of  the  possession  of  premises  occupied  by  him  by  changing  the  lochs 
on  the  door  during  the  temporary  absence  of  plaintiff's  family  from 
the  premises,  and  retaining  plaintiff's  property.  It  was  shown  that 
plaintiff's  acts  were  willful^  illegal  and  malicious,  and  done  with 
intent  to  vex,  harrass  and  oppress  the  plaintiff. 

In  Cosgriff  v.  Miller,  10  Wyo.  190,  98  Am.  St.  Hep.  977,  68  Tae. 
217,  the  defendant  Cosgriff,  who  was  engaged  in  the  sheep  industry, 
knowing  that  plaintiff  had  leased  the  odd-numbered  sections  of  laod 
in  a  large  territory,  directed  his  herders  to  drive  his  sheep  upon  the 
odd-numbered  sections,  which  were  uninclosed,  without  making  any 
efforts  to  ascertain  their  boundaries  as  distinguished  from  the  ad- 
joining government  land.    The  plaintiff  Miller  drove  the  sheep  off. 
The  facts  showing  the  aggravations  for  whi(^  exemplary  damages 
were  held  proper  were  stated  by  the  court  (page  237)  as  follows: 
'*  According  to  the  testimony  of  Wagers  [plaintiff's  servant]  aft»r 
he  had  driven  the  sheep  off  from  the  premises  of  plaintiff  several 
times,  they  were  in  each  instance  driven  back;  and  the  defendairts 
'pnt  out  armed  men,'  and  their  employiSs  told  Wagers  that  they  had 
instructions   to  kill    everybody    bothering    the    sheep,    whether  on 
Miller 's  land  or  the  land  of  anyone  else.     At  the  time  of  giving  the 
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second  notice  to  the  defendants,  one  of  them  said  to  Wagers  that 
Jif  iller  had  the  law  and  their  sheep  were  down  there  and  could  not 
lae  moved.    It  is  explained  by  the  one  making  that  remark  that  what 
'was   intended  thereby  was  that  Miller  conld  resort  to  law.    Wagers 
also  testitied  that  at  the  same  time  one  of  the  defendants  said  that 
they  would  take    their    sheep    to    feed  'wherever  it  may  be.'    Mr. 
Trbomas  Cosgriff  admitted  by  his  testimony  that  they  had  sent  armed 
xnen  into    the    territory  in    question,  and    explained  the   matter  hf 
sajring  that  they  had  sent  herders  and  always  furnished  them  with, 
^uns,  if  they  had  none  of  their  own,  for  their  own  protection,  and 
'*  tlie  protection  of  the  herds  against  the  depredations  of  wolves  in  any 
form.'    It  has  already  been  shown  that  defendants,  notwithstanding 
"the    notices  from  Miller,  insisted   upon  grazing  their  sheep  on  all 
uninclosed  lands.    This  is  not  a  case  where  defendants  claimed  any 
o^wnership  in  the  lands  leased  by  Miller.    Had  they  done  so  in  good 
faith  upon  some  reasonable  foundation,  a  different  question  would 
have  been  presented.    The  right  they  claim  (and  doubtless  it  was 
•claimed  in  good  faith)  was  to  depasture,  not  their  own  premises,  but 
those   of  another.    That  sort  of  claim,  although  preferred  in  godd 
faith,  under  a  mistaken  notion  of  the  law,  cannot  be  regarded  as  a 
claim  of  right  sufficient  to  absolve  a  trespasser  from  liability  to  ex- 
emplary damages,  where  the  case  otherwise  is  such  as  to  warrant 
their    infliction."    The   whole   question  of  exemplary    damages  was 
discussed  very  elaborately  in  this  case,  as  also  was  the  custom  and 
tiaage  in  regard  to  the  right  to  graze  upon  the  public  lands. 

b.  Trespass  Acconqianied  liy  Aasanlt.— In  those  eases  which  in- 
volve both  a  trespass  to  property  and  a  personal  assault  by  the  party 
committing  the  trespass,  it  is  sometimes  difficult  to  determine  whether 
the  exemplary  damages  are  sought  on  account  of  the  trespass  or  on 
account  of  the  assault  independent  of  the  trespass.  Some  of  theee 
cases  have  been  adverted  to  in  treating  of  assaults  and  batteriei^ 
while  others  have  been  discussed  in  the  preceding  section.  The 
-same  general  rules  are  naturally  applicable  as  were  shown  to  apply 
in  the  other  instances  already  mentioned.  The  eases  involving  the 
features  of  a  trespass  accompanied  by  an  assault  frequently  occur 
in  disputed  claims  to  lands,  and  in  efforts  of  collectors  to  retake 
property  sold  on  installments  but  the  title  to  which  remains  in'  the 
seller  until  fully  paid. 

In  Barden  v.  Felch,  109  Mass.  157,  there  was  a  dispute  as  to  the 
ownership  of  a  piece  of  land.    The  defendant,  accompanied  by  his 
servant,  entered  upon  the  land  for  the  purpose  of  plowing  it.    The 
plaintiff,  who  was  a  very  old  man,  ordered  him  off  from  the  land 
and  attempted  to  prevent  the  servant  from  using  the  plow.    The 
servant  assaulted  the  plaintiff.    The  court  said:  ''There  was  contra- 
dictory evidence  as  to  the  assault  and  battery.     According  to  the 
plaintiff's  evidence,  it  wae  the  joint  act  of  the  defendant  and  his 
Am.  St.  Rep^  Vol.  101-49 
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agent  Bonglit  to  get  Htn  subtenant  to  vaeate  but  lie  refused  ts  do  ss, 
whereupon  the  agent  sent  his  Bervaat  and  a  earpenter  to  remove  tlv 
doors  of  tbe  subtenant's  apartmeosti  wbick  was  resisted  by  the  vob- 
tenant,  resulting  in  a  seullle  and  assaolt.  Xhe  senrsBt  infonned  the 
agent  that  he  had  taken  off  tiie  doois  and  ''what  bad  happened. '* 
He  also  inquired  if  be  should  take  the  door  baek  and  tbe  mgnX 
direeted  him  not  to  do  so.  The  servant  was  retained  in  the  scent's 
employ. 

In  Gildersleeve  t.  Oreistelz,  90  Me^  App.  S18,  the  plaintiff,  wbo 
was  a  ticket  brokeri  was  a  tenant  of  defendant  and  need  the  premises 
leased  from  defendant  for  the  purpose  of  conducting  bis  businev. 
There  were  lawsuits  between  the  parties  in  regard  to  tbe  tannney. 
One  evening  after  business  hoursy  and  after  plaintiff  had  eloaad  bb 
ofiee,  the  defendant's  agents  and  servants,  acting  under  defendants 
direction,  broke  into  the  office  through  the  rear  wall,  tore  down  a 
partition  belonging  to  the  plaintiff,  barped  up  the  doors  so  that  be 
eould  not  gain  admission  and  put  the  room  in  charge  of  some  private 
detectives.  The  next  day  was  Sunday  and  plaintiff  was  refused  ad- 
mission. On  Monday  morning  the  defendant's  servants  demoliahed 
the  front  of  the  premises  with  a  view  to  erecting  another  front,  and 
continued  making  alterations  until  iihey  were  stopped  by  a  w^rlt  of 
injunction.  The  court  held  that  an  award  of  punitive  dama^^es  was 
not  only  warranted,  but  even  called  for,  since  defendant's  conduct 
was  lawless,  high-handed,  oppressive  and  in  utter  disregard  of  plain- 
tiff's rights. 

In  Gross  v.  Hays,  73  Tex.  515,  11  S.  W.  523*,  the  court  allowed  ez- 
emplaiy  damages  in  a  case  where  the  defendant  deprived  pliuntiff 
of  the  posseBsion  of  premises  occupied  by  him  by  changing  the  loeks 
on  the  door  during  the  temporary  absence  of  plaintiff's  family  from 
the  premises,  and  retaining  plaintiff's  property.  It  was  shown  that 
plaintiff's  acts  were  willful^  illegal  and  malicious^  and  done  with 
intent  to  vex,  harrass  and  oppress  the  plaintiff. 

In  Cosgriff  v.  Miller,  10  Wyo.  190,  98  Am.  St.  Hep.  977,  68  Pac. 
217,  the  defendant  Cosgriff,  who  was  engaged  in  the  sheep  industry, 
knowing  that  plaintiff  had  leased  the  odd-numbered  sections  of  land 
in  a  large  territory,  directed  his  herders  to  drive  his  sheep  upon  the 
odd-numbered  sections,  which  were  uninclosed,  without  makings  any 
efforts  to  ascertain  their  boundaries  as  distinguished  from  the   ad- 
joining government  land.    The  plaintiff  Miller  drove  the  sheep  off. 
The  facts  showing  the  aggravations  for  whi(^  exemplary  damages 
were  held  proper  were  stated  by  the  court  (page  287)  as  follows: 
''According  to  the  testimony  of  Wagers  [plaintiff's  servant]  after 
he  had  driven  the  sheep  off  from  the  premises  of  plaintiff  several 
times,  they  were  in  each  instance  driven  baek;  and  the  defendatfts 
'put  out  armed  men,'  and  their  employes  told  Wagers  that  they  had 
instructions   to  kill    everybody    bothering    the    sheep,    whetber  on 
Miller's  land  or  the  land  of  anyone  else.     At  the  time  of  giving  the 
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second  notice  to  the  defendants,  one  of  them  said  to  Wagers  that 
IM^iller  had  the  law  and  their  sheep  were  down  there  and  eould  not 
l>e  moved.    It  is  explained  by  the  one  making  that  remark  that  what 
'was  intended  thereby  was  that  Miller  conld  resort  to  law.    Wagers 
also  testilied  that  at  the  same  time  one  of  the  defendants  said  that 
tliejr  would  take   their   sheep    to   feed  'wherever  it  may  be.'    Mr. 
TTboxnas  Cosgriff  admitted  by  his  testimony  that  they  had  sent  armed 
men  into   the    territory  in   question,  and   explained  the  matter  hy 
saying  that  they  had  sent  herders  and  always  furnished  th^em  with 
^runs,  if  they  had  none  of  their  own,  for  their  own  proteetion,  and 
*  tlie  protection  of  the  herds  against  the  depredations  of  wolves  in  any 
iform.'    It  has  already  been  shown  that  defendants,  notwithstanding 
Ihe    notices  from  Miller,  insisted  upon  grazing  their  sheep  on  all 
unlndosed  lands.    This  is  not  a  case  where  defendants  claimed  any 
•o-wnership  in  the  lands  leased  by  Miller.    Had  they  done  so  in  good 
faith  upon  some  reasonable  foundation,  a  different  question  would 
have  been  presented.    The  right  they  claim   (and  doubtless  it  was 
claimed  in  good  faith)  was  to  depasture,  not  their  own  premises,  but 
those   of  another.     That  sort  of  claim,  although  preferred  in  gotid 
faith,  under  a  mistaken  notion  of  the  law,  cannot  be  regarded  as  a 
claim  of  right  sufficient  to  absolve  a  trespasser  from  liability  to  ex- 
emplary damages,  where  the  case  otherwise  is  such  as  to  warrant 
their    infliction."    Tho   whole   question  of  exemplary    damages  was 
discussed  very  elaborately  in  this  case,  as  also  was  the  custom  and 
usage  in  regard  to  the  right  to  graze  upon  the  public  lands. 

b.  Trespass  Acconqianied  liy  Aasanlt. — ^In  those  eases  which  in- 
volve both  a  trespass  to  property  and  a  personal  assault  by  the  party 
committing  the  trespass,  it  is  sometimes  difficult  to  determine  whether 
the  exemplary  damages  are  sought  on  account  of  the  trespass  or  on 
account  of  the  assault  independent  of  the  trespass.  Some  of  theee 
eases  have  been  adverted  to  in  treating  of  assaults  and  batteriei^ 
while  others  have  been  discussed  in  the  preceding  section.  The 
-same  general  rules  are  naturally  applicable  as  were  shown  to  apply 
in  the  other  instances  already  mentioned.  The  cases  involving  the 
features  of  a  trespass  accompanied  by  an  assault  frequently  occur 
in  disputed  claims  to  lands,  and  in  efforts  of  collectors  to  retake 
property  sold  on  installments  but  the  title  to  which  remaine  in'  the 
seller  until  fully  paid. 

In  Barden  v.  Felch,  109  Mass.  157,  there  was  a  dispute  as  to  the 
ownership  of  a  piece  of  land.  The  defendant,  accompanied  by  his 
servant,  entered  upon  the  land  for  the  purpose  of  plowing  it.  The 
plaintiff,  who  was  a  very  old  man,  ordered  him  off  from  the  land 
and  attempted  to  prevent  the  servant  from  using  the  plow.  The 
servant  assaulted  the  plaintiff.  The  court  said:  "There  was  contra- 
dictory evidence  as  to  the  assault  and  battery.  According  to  the 
plaintiff's  evidence,  it  wac  the  joint  act  of  the  defendant  and  his 
Am.  St.  Rep.,  Vol.   101-49 
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Bervant;  but  accordinpf  to  the  defendant's  evidence  it  was  the  act 
of  the  servant  in  self-defense  and  contrary  to  the  defendant's  ex- 
press command.  The  defendant  requested  the  court  to  rule  '  that  he 
was  not  responsible  for  the  act  of  the  servanty  if  done  eontrarj  to 
his  express  command.'  But  we  think  this  ruling  vras  rightly  re> 
fused.  Instead  of  it,  the  court  gave  correct  instructions.  After 
stating  correctly  the  legal  rights,  the  court  ruled  'that,  if  the  defend- 
ant was  wrongly  maintaining  his  entry  by  force,  and  employing  his 

servant  so  to  do,  he  was  liable  for  the  act  of  his  serviuit  in  main- 
taining   such    entry,    although    the    servant    used    more    foree    than 

he   wafl  authorized   by   the  master  to   do;    and   that    the    plaintiff, 
if    in    the    right,    could    only    use    reasonable    force    in     expelling 
the  defendant,  who  was  not  liable  for  repelling  unreasonable  force.' 
These  instructions  were  all  that  the  case  required.     Much   depended 
on  the  question  of  title,  and  if  the  defendant  was  using  force  wrong- 
fully, and  employing  his  servant  to  assist  him  in  doing  a   tortious 
act,  his  general  purpose,  the  fact  of  his  presence,  his  silence  while 
the  acts  of  violence  were  done,  and  his  whole  deportment  during  the 
assault  and  battery  by  his  servant,  would  be  as  significant   &s  his 
previous   direction  to   the  servant  not  to  touch  the   plaintiff.     The 
facts  as  reported  would    authorize    the    jury  to  find  the  defendant 
guilty,  notwithstanding  that  direction."    It  does  not  clearly  appear 
in  this  case  whether  the  plaintiff  sought  to  recover  exemplary  or 
merely  compensatory  damages,  though  the  gist  of  the  action  seems 
to  have  been  the  assault  by  the  servant. 

The  actions  involving  assaults  by  employes  while  retaking  property 
sold  conditionally  are  illustrated  by  the  following  cases:  In  Craven  ▼• 
Bloomingdale,  171  N.  T.  439,  64  N.  E.  169,  the  defendant,  who  was 
the  proprietor  of  a  large  department  store,  was  sued  for  a  false 
imprisonment  caused  by  the  driver  of  one  of  his  delivery  wagons, 
who  insisted  on  payment  or  return  of  an  article  delivered  to  the 
plaintiff,  which  plaintiff  had  paid  for,  but  the  payment  of  which 
was  not  shown  by  the  driver's  book.  The  driver  was  employed  un- 
der a  contract  by  which  he  was  charged  with  the  value  of  any  mer- 
chandise which  might  be  lost,  damaged  or  stolen  after  being  placed 
in  his  charge.  The  court  said:  "We  have  here  presented  the  ques- 
tion as  to  proper  measure  of  damage  in  the  case  of  a  merchant,  whose 
servant,  in  the  delivery  of  goods,  caused  the  illegal  arrest  of  a  cus- 
tomer. The  fact  that  the  master  was  not  present  when  the  arrest 
was  made  does  not  necessarily  absolve  him  from  liability.  If,  on 
the  evidence,  the  jury  could  find  that  the  master  authorized  the  ar- 
rest, OT  subsequently  ratified  it,  he  must  respond  in  damages.  In  the 
case  before  us  it  is  not  claimed  the  master  directly  authorized  the 
arrest  of  the  plaintiff  or  ratified  it  when  brought  to  his  attention. 
It  was,  however,  a  question  for  the  jury  to  determine,  if  the  evi- 
dence warranted  it,  whether  the  manner  in  which  the  defendant  eon- 
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ducted  bis  l)U6ine88,  -through  the  intervention  of  the  driyer,  eonsti- 
'tnted  sneh  a  system  as  to  render  the  act  of  the  driver  the  act  of  the 
master."  And  continuing  the  court  said:  ''The  driver's  remark, 
'T  have  got  to  have  the  stove  or  the  money,  because  I  am  responsible 
^or  it,'  should  be  considered  by  the  jury  in  determining  whether 
^lie  driver  acted  for  the  defendant  or  himself.  If  the  jury  are  to 
pass  upon  the  question  whether  a  system  existed  in  defendant's  busi- 
nees  authorizing  thk  arrest,  they  must  also  consider  the  eircum- 
vtances  under  which  the  driver  was  employed." 

In  O'Connell  v.   Samuel,  81  Hun,  357,  30  N.  Y.  Supp.  889,  the 
court  sustained  a  judgment  against  the  master  and  his  servant  for 
an   assault   committed  by  the   servant  while  attempting  to   obtain 
payment  or  the  possession  of  a  baby  carriage  leased  to  the  plaintiff 
at  a  weekly  rental,  the  title  to  pass  to  plaintiff  on  payment  of  a  cer- 
tain sum  but  with  the  right  on  default  in  payment  to  retake  the 
property.    The  plaintiff  made  default  in  her  payments  but  refused  to 
allow  the  collector  to  retake  the  property,  and  resisted  his  attempt 
to  enter  her  house,  but  he  overcame  the  resistance,  tearing  her  dress 
and  inflicting  bodily  injury  on  her.    The  court  held  that  the  collector 
in  attempting  to  retake  the  property  was  acting  in  the  business  of 
his  employers,  even  though  his  actions  in  accomplishing  his  purpose 
may  have  been  or  became  willful  on  his  part,  and  were  contrary 
to  his  instructions  not  to  use  forcible  means  to  enter  houses  or  do 
acts  of  personal  violence  to  get  possession  of  property  under  circum- 
stances like  the  one  at  bar. 

In  McClung  v.  Dearborne,  134  Pa.  St.  396,  19  Am.  St.  Eep.  708, 
19  Atl.  698,  8  L.  B.  A.  204,  the  plaintiff  and  his  wife  had  purchased 
an  organ  from  another  person;  the  person  from  whom  they  purchased 
the  organ  had  had  the  organ  only  on  trial,  with  an  agreement  with 
the  owner  [the  defendant]  that  if  she  was  pleased  with  it  that  she 
would  execute  a  contract  for  its  purchase  on  the  installment  plan. 
The  defendant,  who  was  in  the  organ-selling  business,  had  a  servant 
whoee  duty  it  was  to  hunt  and  recover  organs  on  which  one  or  more 
installments  were  unpaid,  whether    in    hands  of    the  original  pur- 
chasers or  their  vendees.    He  obtained  admission  to  the  house  of  the 
plaintiff    by  means  of    a    falsehood    and  secured  the  number  and 
description  of  the  organ.    He  represented  to  his  employer  that  he 
could  recover  the  organ  without  a  breach  of  the  peace.    His  employer 
furnished  him  a  team  and  two  negroes  so  as  to  recover  the  organ, 
but  directed  him  to  be  careful  about  the  matter  and  not  have  any 
row  about  it.    He  secured  admittance  to  plaintiff's  house  again  by 
false  pretenses  and  proceeded  to  remove  the  organ.    The  plaintiff's 
wife  and  two  sons  resisted  the  removal  and  he  thereupon  assaulted 
them.    The  plaintiff  sued  for  the  assault  and  recovered.    The  recov- 
ery was  sustained.    The  appellate  court,  in  adverting  to  the  direc- 
tions of  the  defendant  to  the  servant  who  seized  the  organ,  said: 
''These  directions  show  that  Dearborne  knew  the  errand  on  which  ' 
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h»  sent  hl»  •m^j6B  was  one  that  was  likely  to  result  in  trouble, 
and  would  require  to  be  managed  with  great  eoolness  and  care  ii 
order  to  a^oid  oolUaiaA  and  a  breach  of  the  peace.    Bat  however  the 
nde  maj  be  held  in  regard  to  the  criminal  liability  of  the  master 
under  such  circumstances,  it  is  very  dear  that  he  cannot  escape  lia- 
bility ciyllly  by  virtue  of  his  instructioDs  to  his  servant  as  to  the 
manner  of  doinj^  an  act  which  the  servant  is  to  undertake  on  his 
behalf.    He  knew  that  the  invasion  of  McClung'a  house  in  the  man- 
ner contemplated  was  likely  to  exoite  indignatft>n  and  reeistance  on 
the  part  of  the  inmates,  and  that  what  ought  to  be  done  might  have 
to  be  determined  under  excitement^  and  without  time  for  eonsultation 
or  reflection  by  his  employes.    Under  such  circumstances  he  put  them 
ia  his  own  stead,  and  he  is  bound  by  what  they  do  in  the  effort  to 
do  the  thing  which  was  committed    to  them";    citing  Sanford  v. 
Eighth  Ave.  «to.  B.  £.  Co.,  23  N.  Y.  343,  80  Am.  Dec.  286;  Lake 
Shore  etc  By.  Go.  v.  Bosenaweig,  113  Pa.  St.  619,  57  Am.  Bep.  444, 
6  AtL  545;  Pittsburg  etc  By.  Co.  v.  Donohue,  70  Pa.  St.  119;  Hays  v. 
Millar,  77  Pa.  St.  238,  IB  Am.  Bep.  445;  Oarretcen  v.  Duenckel,  50 
Mo.  104,  U  Am.  B^  405.    ''The  defendant  was  bound  not  only  to 
give  proper  inatmctioas  to  his  servants  when  sending  them  on  such 
an  errand,  but  he  was    bound    to    see    that  his  instructions  were 
obeyed."    And  continuing  the  court  said:  ''The  acts  complained  of 
were  committed  in  the  course  of,  and  as  a  means  to,  the  accomplish- 
ment of  that  for  which  they  were  sent.    Let  it  be  conceded  that  they 
were  instructed  to  do  no  wrong  and  that  they  were  warned  what  not 
to  do,  the  master  ie  nevertheless  liable.    When  he  sends  them  upon 
aa  errand  that  axpoMB  them  to  resistanoe  and  danger  and  the  ex- 
eitements  eonsequeiLt  upon  the  presence  of  such  a  state  of  things, 
he  mast  take  the  chasees  of  their  self-control  and  ability  to  obey. 
If  he  flnds  the  risk  inconveniently  expensive^  ho  may  condescend  to 
Tfmpect  the  homes  of   inofleosive    eitizens    and    rely  on  his  legal 
remedies  for  the  raooveiy  of  any  property  to  which  he  may  claim 
title  hareafter." 
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CNNKSXHUVlUMAIi  XJLW.— Tbe  CtoiBt  ImUm  to  to  Ctartne 
•  Statute  as  to  validate  it.    (p.  7^.) 

OOKSTITUTEOlCAIi  LAW— Power  to  BefPliiU  Bakexias.— It 

is  witiiin  the  police  power  of  the  legislatore  to  so  regulate  the 
conduct  of  the  busineee  of  carryinpp  on  bakeries  as  to  best  promote 
aauL  protect  the  heAltk  of  the  people,     (p.  7S6.) 

CKKirSTITUnOtf  All  XiAW.^T]Le  Fact  that  a  Fkovlitaa  of  a 
Statnto  la  Part  of  tho  Labor  Law  does  not  establish  that  it  is  not  also 
a  health  law,  if  its  provisions  are  germane  to  that  subject,  and  if 
sustainable  as  a  health  law,  it  eainu>t  be  declared  nnconstitutional 
becanse  made  part  of  &  statute  purporting  to  regulate  labor,    (p.  787.) 

OOKBTITUteoXAL  LAW.— A  Stotnta  Llnitiiig  tba  Hova  of 
Z«abor  of  En^loyes  In  a  Bakery  to  sixty  hours  in  each  week  and  ten 
hours  in  one  day^  is  eeastitutional,  because  it  must  be  assumed  that 
ita  object  is  to  proteet  the  health  of  such  employes,     (pp.  789,  790.) 

Ptosecntion  under  seetion  384  of  &e  Penal  Code  of  New 
York,  whicb  provides  that  anyone  who  violateB,  or  does  not 
comply  with,  article  8  of  the  labor  law  relating  to  bakeries  and 
confec^neneB  is  goilty  of  a  misdemeanor,  and  npon  convic- 
tion, must  be  fined  for  the  first  offense  not  less  than  twenty 
nor  more  fhaa  one  hundred  dollars,  and  for  the  second  ofEense 
XH)i  leas  than  fifty  nor  more  than  two  hundred  dollars,  or  be 
imprisoned  for  not  more  than  thirty  days,  or  both  sach  fine 
and  imprisonment.  The  indietm^it  charged  tiie  defendant 
witii  having  been  arrested  and  oonTicted  in.  December,  1899,  of 
violating  the  labor  law  in  permitting  one  of  his  employ^  to 
vfOTk  in  his  bakery  more  than  sixty  hours  in  one  week,  and, 
having  paid  the  fine  imposed  on  such  conviction,  that  the  de- 
fendant violated  the  same  law  in  permitting  and  requiring  an- 
other employ^  to  work  more  than  sixty  hours  during  the  week 
comnMBeiiig  April  19,  and  ending  Apiil  26,  1901.  A  demurrer 
to  the  indictment  having  been  interposed,  it  was  overruled^ 
and  no  further  pleading  being  filed  by  the  defendant,  the  in- 
dictment was  taken  as  confessed  against  hun,  and  judgment  of 
ccnvietion  was  entered  thereon.  This  jndgmcDt  was  affirmed 
by  the  i^pdlate  division  by  a  divided  court,  and  from  the  latter 
judgment  an  appeal  was  taken  to  tike  court  of  appeals. 

William  S.  Mackie  and  Smith  M.  lindsley,  for  the  appellant 
Timothy  Curtin,  for  the  respondent 
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^^'^  PAEKEE,  C.  J.  Defendant's  conviction  is  under  sub- 
division 3,  section  3841  of  the  Penal  Code,  which  makes  a  vio- 
lation of  article  8,  chapter  415  of  the  Laws  of  1897,  a 
meaner.    The  j^udgment  is  affirmed  by  the  appellate  division. 

Defendant  urges  as  ground  for  a  reversal  that  article 
which  on  its  face  purports  to  be,  as  we  shall  see  later,  an  exer- 
cise of  the  police  power  of  the  state— offends  against  the  *^ 
first  section  of  the  fourteenth  amendment  to  the  United 
States  constitution.  That  section  provides  that  ^'No  state  shall 
make  or  enforce  any  law  which  shall  abridge  the  privileges  or 
immunities  of  citizens  of  the  United  States;  nor  shall  any  state 
deprive  any  person  of  life,  liberty,  or  property,  without  due  pro- 
cess of  law,  nor  deny  to  any  person  within  its  jurisdiction  the 
equal  protection  of  the  laws.''  It  is  also  claimed  that  the  stat- 
ute violates  those  provisions  of  the  state  constitution  which  de- 
clare that  ''No  member  of  this  state  shall  be  disfranchised, 
or  deprived  of  any  of  the  rights  or  privileges  secured  to  any 
*  citizen  thereof,  unless  by  the  law  of  the  land,  or  the  judgment 
of  his  peers"  (Const.,  axt.  1,  sec.  1),  "nor  be  deprived  of  life, 
liberty  or  property  without  due  process  of  law":  Const.,  art 
1,  sec.  6- 

The  first  case  in  which  t*Re  fourteenth  amendment  is  discussed 
by  the  United  States  supreme  court  are  the  Slaughter-house 
Cases,  83  U.  S.  36,  21  L.  ed.  39,  wherein  is  challenged  the  Lou- 
isiana statute  authorizing  the  removal  of  noxious  slaughter- 
houses from  the  more  densely  populated  part  of  New  Orleans, 
and  their  location  where  they  could  least  affect  the  health  and 
comfort  of  the  people,  and  to  that  end  granting  a  corporation 
exclusive  right  for  twenty-five  years  to  maintain  slaughter- 
houses within  three  parishes,  containing  between  two  hundred 
thousand  and  three  hundred  thousand  people,  and  including 
New  Orleans.  This  is  held  to  be  a  police  regulation  for  the 
health  and  comfort  of  the  people,  and,  therefore,  within  the 
power  of  the  state  legislature,  and  not  affected  by  the  fourteentii 
amendment,  which  the  court  says  is  not  intended  to  interfere 
with  the  exercise  of  police  power  by  the  states. 

In  Barbier  v.  Connolly,  113  U.  S.  27,  5  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  347, 
28  L.  ed.  923,  the  supreme  court  has  before  it  a  San  Francisco 
ordinance  prohibiting  work  in  public  laundries  within  defined 
territory  from  10  P.  M.  to  6  A.  M.,  claimed  to  be  repugnant 
to  the  fourteenth  amendment.  The  court  rules  that  tiie  ordi- 
nance is  well  within  the  police  power,  and  in  the  course  of  the 
opinion  says:  '^Neither  the  amendment — ^broad    and    compre- 
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hensiye  as  it  is — nor  any  other  amendment^  was  designed  to 
interfere  with  the  power  of  the  state^  tometiines  termed  its 
police  power,  to  prescribe  regulations  **^  to  promote  the  health, 
peace,  morals,  education  and  good  order  of  the  people,  and  to 
legislate  so  as  to  increase  the  industries  of  the  state,  develop  its 
resources  and  add  to  its  wealth  and  prosperity*'  (page  31,  113 
U.  S.,  page  359,  5  Sup.  Ct.  Eep.  and  28  L,  ed.  923). 

There  are  many  interesting  cases  in  the  United  States  su- 
preme court  sustaining  statutes  of  different  states  which  in 
terms  seem  repugnant  to  the  fourteenth  amendment,  but  which 
that  court  declares  to  be  within  the  police  power  of  the  states. 
Among  them  are  statutes  declaring  a  railroad  company  liable 
for  damages  to  an  employ6,  although  caused  by  another  em- 
ploys (Missouri  Pac.  Ey.  Co.  v.  Mackey,  127  U.  S.  206,  8  Sup. 
Ct.  Eep,  1161,  32  L.  ed.  107),  fixing  the  damages  at  double 
the  value  of  the  stock  killed,  when  due  to  the  neglect  of  a  rail- 
road company  to  maintain  fences  (Minneapolis  etc.  Ey.  Co.  v. 
Beckwith,  129  U.  S.  26,  9  Sup.  Ct.  Eep.  28,  32  L.  ed.  585) ; 
requiring  locomotive  engineers  to  be  licensed,  and  providing, 
that  the  railroad  company  employing  them  pay  the  fees  of  ex- 
amination (Nashville  etc.  E.  E.  Co.  v.  Alabama,  128  U.  S.  96, 
9  Sup.  Ct.  Eep.  28,  32  L.  ed.  352) ;  requiring  cars  to  be  heated 
otherwise  than  by  stoves  on  railroads  over  fifty  miles  in  length 
(New  York  etc.  E.  R  Co.  v.  New  York,  165  U.  S.  628, 
17  Sup.  Ct.  Eep.  418,  41  L.  ed.  853);  providing  for 
immediate  payment  of  wages  by  railroad  companies  to  dis- 
charged employes  (St.  Louis  etc.  Ey.  Co.  v.  Paul,  173  XJ. 
S.  404,  19  Sup.  Ct.  Eep.  419,  43  L.  ed.  746) ;  prohibiting  op- 
tions to  sell  grain  (Booth  v.  Illinois,  184  U.  S.  425,  22  Sup. 
Ct.  Eep.  425,  46  L.  ed.  623)  ;  providing  for  inspection  of  mines 
at  expense  of  owners  (St.  Louis  etc.  Coal  Co.  v.  Illinois,  185 
U.  S.  203,  22  Sup.  Ct.  Eep.  616,  46  L.  ed.  872),  and  one  de- 
claring void  all  contracts  of  sales  of  stocks  on  margins:  Otis 
V.  Parker,  187  U.  S.  606^  23  Sup.  Ct  Eep.  168,  47  L.  ed.  323. 

I  shall  call  special  attention  to  but  one  other  case,  namely, 
Holden  v.  Hardy,  169  XJ.  S.  366,  18  Sup.  Ct  Eep.  383,  42  L. 
ed.  780.  In  that  case  the  court  reviews  at  length  many  of  the 
cases  arising  under  the  fourteenth  amendment,  beginning  with 
the  Slaughter-house  cases.  The  case  involves  a  Utah  statute 
providing  that :  "The  period  of  employment  of  workingmen  in 
al]  underground  mines  or  workings  shall  be  eight  hours  per  day, 
except  in  cases  of  emergency,  where  life  or  property  is  in  immi- 
nent danger/'    Violation  is  made  a  misdemeanor.    The  con- 
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TkiioQ  of  one  Holdea  under  thtt  statute  is  affimed  by  the 
United  States  supreme  court  It  is  argued  hy  defendant  in 
that  case  that  the  statute  haa  no  relation  to  the  health  or  safe^ 
cf  the  public  or  the  persons  affected,  or  if  so,  only  in  a  ^erj 
r^'mote  degree,  while  its  direct  and  principal  effect  is  to  inter- 
fere '^'^  with  the  rights  and  liberties  of  the  contracting  par* 
f'os;  that  the  right  to  contract  contains  three  essential  and  in- 
rlispensable  elements^  guaranteed  and  protected  by  the  United 
States  constitution,  namely,  '^the  right  of  the  employer  and 
employ^  to  agree  upon  (1)  the  character  of  the  service  to  be 
performed,  (2)  the  amount  to  be  paid  for  such  service,  and 
(3)  the  number  of  hours  per  day  during  which  the  service  is 
to  continue^';  that  the  destruction  or  abridgment  of  one  ele- 
ment is  a.  destruction  or  abridgment  of  the  whole  of  said  right 
to  contract;  that  the  ettatute  abridges  the  ^privileges  and  im* 
munities''  in  that  it  deprives  the  employer  and  the  ^iiploy6  of 
perfect  freedom  and  liberty  to  pursue  unmolested  a  lawful  vo* 
cation  in  a  lawful  manner;  that  the  rights  of  the  employer  and 
employ^  in  that  direction  were  unlimited  before  the  adoption 
of  the  fourteenth  amendment,  and  that  since  its  adoption  it  is 
beyond  the  power  of  any  state  to  make  any  laws  abridging  or 
destroying  such  rights.  This  latter  contention — ^wfaich  if  sus- 
tained would  practically  prevent  all  further  development  of  the 
police  power  on  the  part  of  the  states — is  overborne  by  the 
court  Many  cases  passed  upon  by  the  court  since  the  adop- 
tion of  the  fourteenth  amendment  are  cited  furnishing  illus- 
trations tending  to  justify  the  boast  of  the  devotees  of  the  com** 
mon  law,  that  by  the  application  of  established  l^al  principles 
the  law  has  been,  and  will  continue  to  be  developed  from  time 
to  time  so  as  to  meet  the  ever^changing  conditions  of  omr  widely 
diversified  and  rapidly  developing  business  interests.  The 
court  quotes  from  Mr.  Justice  Matthews  in  Hurtado  v.  Calif or^ 
nia,  110  U.  S.  516,  630,  4  Sup.  Ct  Kep.  Ill,  118,  28  L.  ed.  232; 
'^This  flexibility  and  capacity  for  growth  and  adaptation  is  tiie 

peculiar  boast  and  excellence  of  the  common  law The 

constitution  of  the  United  States  was  ordained,  it  is  tra^  bj 
descendants  of  Englishmen,  who  inherited  the  traditions  of 
English  law  and  history;  but  it  was  made  for  an  undefined 
and  expanding  future,  and  for  a  people  gathered  and  to  be  gath- 
I  ered  from  many  nations  and  of  many  tongues..  .  .  •  •  There  is 
nothing  in  Magna  Charta,  rightly  construed  as  a  broad  diarter 
of  public  right  and  law,  which  ought  to  exclude  the  best  ideaa 
of  all  systems  ^^^  and  of  every  age;  and  as  it  was  the  charac* 
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'fceristie  principle  of  tbe  codudioil  law  to  dniw  its  inspicatioii 
from  ererj  foimtam  of  jnHtke,  we  are  not  to  aaeiime  that  the 
eources  of  its  supply  have  been  exhansted.    On  the  contrary^  we 
sfcall  expect  that  the  new  and  Tarioas  experiences  of  onr  own 
sltiiati0n  and  gystem  will  mold  and  shape  it  into  new  and  not 
less  naefal  fonns.^'    The  court  illustrates  by  tforcefxd  examples 
l^ne  necaessity  of  recognizing  in  legal  decisions  the  change  of  con- 
ditiona.    After  calling  attention  to  the  fact  that  in  the  early 
history  of  the  country  there  was  no  occasion  for  any  special 
proteetion  of  a  particular  claas^  aa  we  were  almost  purely  an 
agricaltural  country,  it  instances  coal  mining  and  the  manu- 
facture of  iron.    When  tliese  industries  began  in  Pennsylyania 
as  early  as  1716  they  were  carried  on  in  such  a  limited  way, 
and  by  gadbi  primitive  methods^  that   no    special   laws    were 
deemed  neoessary  to  protect  operatives;  bnt  since  that  time 
they   have   assumed  such  vast  proportions  in  that  and  other 
states,  and  developed  so  many  dangers  to  the  safety  and  life 
of  tbjoee  engaged  in  them,  that  laws  to  meet  such  exigencies 
have  become  necessary.    It  calls  attention  to  many  protective 
statutes  enacted  in  many  different  states  providing  for  fire  es- 
capes in  hotels,  theaters,  factories  and  other  large  buildings; 
inspection  of  boilers;  appliances  to  obviate  the  dangers  inci- 
dent to  railroad  and  steamboat  transportation;  the  protection 
of  dangerous  machinery  against  accidental  contact;  the  shor- 
ing np  of  ventilation  shafts ;  means  for  signaling  in  mines'  for 
fresh  air;^the  elimination   as   far   as    possible   of   dangerous 
gases,  and  safe  means  of  hoisting  and  lowering   employfe  in 
mines.    It  is  said  that  statutes  providing  such  safeguards  '*have 
been  repeatedly  enforced  by  the  courts  of  the  several  states, 
their  validity  assumed,  and,  so  far  as  we  are  informed,  they 
have   been    imiformly  held  to  be  constitutionar*  (Holden  v. 
Hardy,  169  IT.  S.  366,  394,  18  Sup.  Ci  Eep.  383,  389,  42  L. 
ed-  780),  which,  of  course,  means  that  the  courts  of  the  several 
states  making^  these  decisions  hold  that  such  statutes  do  not 
deprive  citizens  of  any  of  the  rights  or  privileges  guaranteed 
by  the  constitution,  nor  deprive  them  of  property  without  due 
prooess  of  law,  for  every  state  constitution  contains  ***  such 
a  provision  or  its  equivalent.    Of  such  illustrations  the  court 
further  says  (page  387,  169  U.  S.,  page  386,  18  Sup.  Ct.  Bep. 
and  42  L.  ed.  780) :  'They  are  mentioned  only  for  the  purpose 
of  calling  attention  to  the  probability  that  other  changes  of  no 
less  importance  may  be  made  in  the  future,  and  that  while  the 
cardinal  principles  of  justice  are  immutable,  the  methods  by 
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which,  justice  is  administered  are  suhject  to  constant  flactoation, 
and  that  the  constitution  of  the  United  States^  which  is  necessar- 
ily and  to  a  large  extent  inflezihle  and  exceedingly  difficult  of 
amendment^  should  not  be  so  construed  as  to  deprive  the  states 
of  the  power  to  so  amend  their  laws  as  to  make  them  conform 
to  the  wishes  of  the  citizens  as  they  may  deem  best  for  the  pub- 
lic welfare  without  bringing  them  into  conflict  with  the  srapreme 
law  of  the  land.*'  This  broad-minded  view — ^which  is  charac- 
tc^ristic  of  the  development  of  the  law  by  this  great  comt  sinoe 
the  adoption  of  the  fourteenth  amendment — should^  and  doubt- 
less will,  be  followed  by  the  courts  of  the  several  states  when- 
ever called  upon  to  determine  whether  statutes  offend  against 
the  provisions  of  state  constitutions  similar  or  equivalent  to 
the  provisions  of  the  fourteenth  amendment  The  cases  cited. 
and  the  reasoning  of  the  court  to  which  but  brief  reference  is 
here  made^  demonstrate  that  this  statute  does  not  offend  against 
the  fourteenth  amendment,  and  it  necessarily  follows  that  it  is 
not  repugnant  to  equivalent  provisions  in  our  state  constitu- 
tion. 

This  court  throughout  all  its  history  has  maintained  the 
same  position  as  that  taken  by  the  United  States  supreme  court. 
Many  authorities  could  be  cited  in  support  of  that  assertion, 
but  none  need  be,  for  they  are  all  in  one  direction. 

The  impossibility  of  setting  the  bounds  of  the  police  power 
has  up  to  this  time  prevented  any  court  from  attempting  it 
and  the  reason  for  it  is  well  stated  by  Judge  Gray  in  People  v. 
Ewer,  141  N.  Y.  129,  132,  38  Am.  St  Rep.  788,  36  N.  E.  4, 
25  L.  R.  A.  794.  He  says :  "It  is  difficult,  if  not  impossible, 
to  define  the  police  power  of  a  state;  or,  under  recent  judi- 
cial decisions,  to  say  where  the  constitutional  boundaries  lim- 
iting its  exercise  are  to  be  fixed.  It  is  a  power  essential  to  be 
conceded  to  the  state  in  the  interest  and  for  the  welfare  of  its 
citizens.  We  may  say  of  it  that  when  its  ^^^  operation  is  in 
tlie  direction  of  so  regulating  the  use  of  private  property,  or  of 
so  restraining  personal  action,  as  manifestiy  to  secure,  or  to 
tend  to  the  comfort,  prosperity,  or  protection  of  the  community, 
no  constitutional  guaranty  is  violated,  and  the  legislative  au- 
thority is  not  transcended.*'  In  that  case  the  constitutionality 
of  section  292  of  the  Penal  Code  is  questioned.  That  section 
makes  it  a  misdemeanor  to  exhibit  as  a  dancer  a  female  child 
under  fourteen  years  of  age.  The  court  denies  that  the  stat- 
ute violates  our  constitution  because  it  deprives  the  mother,  the 
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eT8on  arrested,  of  the  rights  and  privileges  secured  to  her  by 
iie  constitution. 

In  People  v.  Warden  etc.  144  N.  T.  629,  39  N.  E.  686,  27  L. 
L  A.  718,  the  constitutionality  of  chapter  602  of  the  Laws  of 
892    is  challenged.    The  act  provides  for  examination  and 
egistration  of  master  plumbers,  and  makes  it  a  misdemeanor 
or  any  person  to  engage  in  that  trade  without  such  registra- 
lon.     This  court  holds  the  statute  to  be  within  the  police  power 
>f  the  legislature,  and,  therefore,  not  repugnant  to  the  consti- 
ution.     Judge  Qray  says  in  the  opinion  (page  635,  144  N.  T., 
)age  688,  39  N.  E.  and  27  L.  B.  A.  718) :  "There  has  been 
nuch  discussion  upon  the  subject  of  what  is  a  valid  exercise 
>f  the  police  power  of  the  state  through  legislative  enactment, 
ind  th||re  is  little  to  be  added  to  what  this  and  other  courts 
have  said.     The  police  power  extends  to  the  protection  of  per- 
sons and  of  property  within  the  state.    In  order  to  secure  that 
protection,  they  may  be  subjected  to  restraints  and  burdens  by 
legislative  acts.    If  the  act  is  a  valid  and  reasonable  exercise 
of  the  police  power  of  the  state,  then  it  must  be  submitted  to, 
as  a  measure  designed  for  the  protection  of  the  public  and  to 
secure  it  against  some  danger,  real  or  anticipated,  from  a  state 
of  things  which  modifications  in  our  social  or  commercial  life 
have  brought  about     The  natural  right  to  life,  liberty  and 
the  pursuit  of  happiness  is  not  an  absolute  right.     It  must  yield 
whenever  the  concession  is  demanded  by  the  welfare,  health  or 
prosperity  of  the  state.     The  individual  must  sacrifice  his  par- 
ticular interest  or  desires  if  the  sacrifice  is  a  necessary  one  in 
order    that    organized    society  as  a  whole  shall  be  benefited. 
That  is  a  fundamental  condition  of  the  state,  and  which,  in  the 
^^*  end,  accomplishes  by  reaction  a  general  good,  from  which 
the  individual  must  also  benefif 

In  Health  Department  v.  Sector  etc.,  146  N.  Y.  32,  45  Am. 
St  Rep.  679,  39  N.  E.  833,  the  court  considers  a  provision 
ol  the  New  York  consolidation  act  requiring  that  tenement 
houses  already  erected  shall  be  furnished  by  the  owners  with 
water,  "whenever  they  shall  be  directed  so  to  do  by  the  board 
of  health,**  "in  suiBcient  quantity  at  one  or  more  places  on  each 
floor,  occupied  or  intended  to  be  occupied  by  one  or  more  fami- 
lies.*' The  health  department  served  a  notice  requiring  de- 
fendant to  supply  water,  as  commanded  by  the  statute,  in  build- 
ings owned  by  it  Defendant  refused  to  do  so,  and  an  action 
was  brought  by  the  health  department  to  compel  compliance. 
Defendant  contends  in  that  case  that  the  statute  violates  that 
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proYision  of  the  state  constitatiosi  wliicli  deelares  thai  no 
ber  of  this  state  shall  ^T>e  deprived  of  life,  liberty  or  property 
without  due  process  of  law.**  This  court  holds  thiit  fiie  statute 
does  not  ofFend  against  the  constitntion,  hut  that  it  is  a  valid 
exercise  of  the  police  power;  that  the  legislatciey  by  virtue 
of  that  power,  can  direct  that  improrements  or  alterations  shall 
be  made  in  existing  honses  at  the  owners'  expense  when  it 
clearly  appears  that  it  tends  in  some  plain  and  appreciable  man- 
ner to  guard  and  protect  the  pnbKc;  and  that  a  compensation 
need  not  be  made  to  the  owner  in  such  case,  Ihe  effect  of  the 
act  being  not  to  appropriate  private  property,  but  simply  to 
regulate  its  use  and  enjoyment  by  the  owner.  Judge  Pedcham, 
writing  the  opinion  of  the  court,  says  (page  43, 145  N.  Y.,  page 
836,  39  N.  B.  and  45  Am.  St  Bep.  579) :  'Tawb  and  regula- 
tions of  a  police  nature,  though  they  may  disturb  the  enjoyment 
of  individual  rights,  are  not  unccmstitutional,  thou^  no  pro- 
vision is  made  for  compensation  for  such  disturbances.  They 
do  not  appropriate  private  property  for  public  use,  but  aimplj 
regulate  its  use  ftnd  enjoyment  by  the  owner/' 

People  V.  Havnor,  149  N.  Y.  195,  52  Am.  St  Hep.  707, 
43  N.  E.  541,  31  L.  R  A.  689,  is  a  case  as  near  the  bordei 
line  perhaps  as  any  to  be  found  in  this  state — certainly  veiy 
much  nearer  to  it  than  the  case  under  consicleration.  It  ex- 
haustively considers  the  authorities  in  this  state  bearing  upon 
the  police  power.  The  ease  involves  the  eoostitutionality 
^^^  of  what  is  known  as  the  Sunday  barber  law,  which  makes 
it  a  misdemeanor  for  any  person  to  carry  on  the  businesB  or 
work  of  a  barber  on  the  first  day  of  the  week  except  in  the  dij 
of  New  York  and  the  village  of  Saratoga,  where  such  business 
or  work  may  be  carried  on  until  1  o'clock  in  the  afternoon  of 
that  day.  The  statute  is  held  to  be  constitutional,  becanse  a 
valid  exercise  of  the  police  power.  The  opinion  is  written 
b)  Judge  Vann.  After  a  careful  examination  of  the  authori- 
ties he  presents  the  underlying  question  in  this  way  (149  N. 
Y.  201,  62  Am.  St  Eep.  707,  43  N.  E.  543,  31  L.  B.  A.  689)  : 
"The  vital  question,  therefore,  is  whether  the  real  purpose  of 
the  statute  under  consideration  has  a  reasonable  connection 
with  the  public  health,  welfare  or  safety."  After  stating  that 
the  object  of  the  act  is  to  require  the  observance  of  Sunday, 
not  as  a  holy  day,  but  as  a  day  of  rest  and  reereatiim,  he  pro- 
ceeds— with  argument  buttressed  by  authority  in  this  state 
and  in  other  jurisdictions — ^to  answer  the  question  In  the  af- 
firmative.    In  the  course  of  the  argument  he  says^  page  203: 
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*A.ccarding  io  the  commoQ  judgment  of  civilized  men,  public 
^eonomy  requiresy  for  Banitary  reasons,  a  day  of  general  rest 
tx-om  laboT,  and  the  day  naturally  selected  is  that  regarded 
as    sacred  by  tha  great^t   nuniber  of    the    citizena,  as    this 
cBrXises  the  least  inconvenience  through  interference  with  busi- 
ness.    It  ia  io  the  interest  of  the  state  to  have  strongs  robust, 
liealihy  citizens,  capable  of  self-6upport>  of  bearing  arms^  and 
€>£  adding  to  the  resources  of  the  country.    Laws  to  effect  this 
purpose,  by  protecting  the  citizen  from  overwork  and  requiring 
a   general  day  of  rest  to  restore  his  strength  and  preserve  his 
health,  have  an  obvious  connection  with  the  public  welfare. 
.   .  •  .  The  statute  under  discussion  tends  to  effect  this  result, 
because  it  requires  persons  engaged  in  a  kind  of  business  that 
takes  many  hours  each  day  to  refrain  from  carrying  it  on  dur- 
ing one  day  in  seven.    This  affords  an  opportunity,  recurring 
ftt   regular  intervals,  for  rest,  ne.eded  both  by  the    employer 
and  the  employed,  and  the  latter,  at  least,  may  not  have  the 
power  to  observe  a  day  of  rest  without  the  aid  of  legislation. 
•  •  •  •  As  barbers  generally  work  more  hours  each  day  than 
most  men,  the  **•  legislature  may  well  have  concluded  that 
legislation  was  necessary  for  the  protection  of  their  health.'' 
The  pertinency  and  controlling  force  of  that  argument  to 
the  question  under  consideration  here  will  be  manifest  when 
we  come  to  an  examination  of  the  statute. 

No  authorities  can  be  found  in  this  court  which  conflict  with 
Sie  cases  to  which  I  have  called  attention.  Bodgers'  Case  (Peo- 
ple V.  Coler),  166  N.  Y.  1, 82  Am.  St  Eep.  605,  69  N.  E.  716,  62 
L.  R.  A.  814,  is  cited  in  opposition,  but  why  I  cannot  see. 
The  police  power  is  not  even  considered  in  that  case.  The 
defense  to  that  portion  of  the  statute  which  is  condemned  as 
imcon5tituti(»tal  because  it  requires  a  stipulation  in  all  con- 
tracts with  the  state  and  municipalities  that  the  contractor 
shall  ''pay  the  prevailing  rate  of  wages  at  least,^'  being  rested 
on  the  ground-  (1)  that  the  state  as  proprietor  can  do  what 
an  individual  proprietor  can  do,  namely,  insist  upon  any  rea- 
sonable provision  in  a  contract  as  a  condition  for  doing  the 
work:  (2)  that  the  state  is  proprietor  not  only  as  to  contracts 
for  work  for  the  benefit  of  the  entire  state,  but  also  as  to  con- 
tracts for  work  authorized  by  it  for  the  various  subdivisions 
of  the  state  made  for  convenience  of  administration;  (3)  that 
hence  it  violates  no  provision  of  the  constitution. 

Having  shown  by  an  examination  of  a. few  of  the  leading 
authorities  relating  to  the  police  power  that  the  decisions  of 
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this  court  are  in  harmony  with  those  of  the  United  States  sa« 
preme  court^  and  having  specially  brought  out  some  of  the  ar- 
gument in  tiiose  decisions  for  the  purpose  of  presenting  some- 
thing of  the  vast  scope  of  that  power,  we  come  next  to  the 
question.  In  what  spirit  should  the  court  approach  the  consid- 
eration of  a  statute  said  on  the  one  hand  to  offend. against  the 
constitution,  and  on  the  other  to  be  a  proper  exercise  of  the 
police  power? 

The  courts  are  frequently  confronted  with  the  temptation 
to  substitute  their  judgment  for  that  of  the  legislature.  A 
given  statute,  though  plainly  within  the  legislative  power,  seems 
so  repugnant  to  a  sound  public  policy  as  to  strongly  tempt  the 
court  to  set  aside  the  statute,  instead  of  waiting,  as  the  spirit 
of  our  institutions  require,  until  the  people  can  compel  tiieir 
representatives  to  repeal  the  obnoxious  statute. 

**^  In  the  early  history  of  this  country  eminent  writers  gave 
expression  to  the  fear  that  the  power  of  the  courts  to  set  aside 
the  enactments  of  the  representatives  chosen  to  legislate  for  the 
people  would  in  the  end  prove  a  weak  point  in  our  governmental 
system,  because  of  the  difficulty  of  keeping  the  exercise  of  such 
great  power  within  its  legitimate  bounds.     So  far  in  our  ju- 
dicial history  it  must  be  said  that   the   courts   have    in   the 
main  been  conservative  in  passing  upon   legislation    attacked 
as  unconstitutional,  but  occasionally,  and  especially  when  a 
'case  is  one  on  the  border  line,  it  is  quite  possible  that  the 
judgment  of  the  court  that  the  legislation  is  unwise  may  oper- 
ate to  carry  the  decision  to  the  wrong  side  of  that  border  line. 
Certain  it  is  that  the  courts  have  greatly  extended  their  ju- 
risdiction over  many  administrative  acts  that  were  originally 
supposed  not  to  present  cases  for  the  court  to  pass  upon,  and 
in  that  way  the  courts  have  come  to  play  a  very  important 
part  in  state  and  municipal  administration.     Some  expression 
of  our  views  on  that  subject  is  given  in  Matter  of  Guden,  171 
N.  Y.  629,  635,  64  K  E.  461. 

Now,  when  considering  the  mental  attitude  with  which  the 
court  should  begin  an  examination  of  this  question,  it  is  we]} 
to  have  in  mind  not  only  the  great  breadth  and  scope  of  the 
police  power,  and  the  legislative  control  over  it  as  expressed 
in  some  of  the  opinions  from  which  we  quote  supra,  but  it  i» 
also  well  to  have  in  mind  some  of  the  expressions  of  this  court 
as  to  the  way  in  which  the  court  should  approach  the  consid- 
eration of  such  a  question  as  this,  involving  the  constitution- 
ality of  a  statute. 
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Judge  Andrews  says,  in    People  v.  King,  110    N.  Y.  418, 

423,  6  Am.  St  Eep.  389,  18  N.  E.  246,  1  L.  B.  A.  293 :  "By 

means  of  tliis  power  the  legislature  exercises  a  supervision  over 

matters  affecting  the  c(xnmon  weal.  •  ...  It  may  be  exerted 

whenever  necessary  to  secure  the  peace,  good  order,  health, 

morals  and  general  welfare  of  the  community  and  the  propriety 

of  its  exercise  within  constitutional  limits  is  purely  a  matter 

of  legislative  discretion  with  which  courts  cannot  interfere/' 

Judge  Qray   says,    in    Nechamcus'    Case:  "The  **®  courts 

should   always  assume  that  the    legislature    intended    by    its 

enactments  to  promote  those  ends  [public  health,  comfort  and 

safety],  and  if  the  act  admits  of  two  constructions,  that  should 

be  given  to  it  which  sustains  it  and  makes  it  applicable  in 

furtherance  of  the  public  interests*':  People  v.  Warden  etc., 

144  N.  T.  629,  536,  39  N.  B.  686,  688,  27  L.  B.  A,  718. 

''Whether  the  legislation  is  wise  is  not  for  us  to  consider. 
The  motives  actuating  and  the  inducements  held  out  to  the 
legislature  are  not  the  subject  of  inquiry  by  the  courts,  which 
are  bound  to  assume  that  the  law-making  body  acted  with  a 
desire  to  promote  the  public  good.  Its  enactments  must  stand, 
provided  always  that  they  do  not  contravene  the  constitution, 
and  the  test  of  constitutionality  is  always  one  of  power — noth- 
ing else.  But  in  applying  the  test  the  courts  must  bear  in 
mind  that  it  is  their  duty  to  give  the  force  of  law  to  an  act 
of  the  legislature  whenever  it  can  be  fairly  so  construed  and 
applied  as  to  avoid  conflict  with  the  constitution**:  Bohmer 
V.  Haffen,  161  N.  Y.  390,  399,  55  N.  E.  1047,  1048. 

Where  there  ''is  room  for  two  constructions,  both  equally 
obvious  and  reasonable,  the  court  must,  in  deference  to  the 
legislature  of  the  state,  assume  that  it  did  not  overlook  the 
provisions  of  the  constitution,  and  designed  the  act  ....  to 
take  effect.  Our  duty,  therefore,  is  to  adopt  the  construction 
which,  without  doing  violence  to  the  fair  meaning  of  the  words 
ttsed,  brings  the  statute  into  harmony  with  the  provisions  of 
the  constitution**:  Supervisors  v.  Brodger,  112  U.  S.  261,  268, 
5  Sup.  Ct.  Eep.  126,  28  L.  ed.  704;  People  v.  Supervisors  of 
Orange  Co.,  17  N.  Y.  236,  241 ;  People  v.  Albertson,  65  N.  Y. 
50,  64;  Gilbert  El.  By.  Co.  v.  Henderson,  70  N.  Y.  361,  367; 
New  York  etc.  Bridge  Co.  v.  Smith,  148  If.  Y.  640,  661,  42 
N.  E.  1088,  1091. 

The  court  is  inclined  to  so  construe  the  statute  as  to  validate 
it:  People  v.  Equitable  Trust  Co.,  96  N.  Y.  387,  394;  People 
▼•  Terry,  108  N.  Y.  1,  7,  14  N.  E.  816 ;  Matter  of  New  York 
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El.  R.  R.  Co.,  70  N.  T.  327,  342 ;  People  v.  Angle,  109  N.  Y. 
564,  567,  17  N.  E.  413;  Rogers  v.  Commoa  CouneU  of 
*«»  Buffalo,  123  N.  Y.  173,  181,  25  N.  E.  274,  9  L.  B.  A. 
679;  People  v.  Rice,  135  N.  Y.  473,  484,  31  N.  B.  921,  16 
L.  B.  A.  836. 

''Every  act  of  the  legislature  must  he  presumed  to  "be  in 
harmony  with  tJie  fundamental  law  until  the  contrary  is  clearly 
made  to  appear**:  People  v.  Durston,  119  N.  Y.  569,  577,  16 
Am.  St.  Rep.  859,  24  N.  B.  6,  7  L.  R.  A.  715. 

'^efc^e  an  act  of  the  legislature  can  be  declared  void  as 
repugnant  to  the  constitution,  the  conflict  must  be  manifest": 
Matter  of  Stilwell,  139  K  Y.  337,  341,  34  N.  E.  777. 

''If  the  act  and  the  constitution  con  be  so  construed  as  to 
enable  both  to  stand,  and  eadi  can  be  given  a  proper  and  legiti- 
mate office  to  perform,  it  is  the  duty  of  the  court  to  adopt  eiieh 
construction":  People  y.  Rosenborg,  138  N.  Y.  410,  415,  34 

N.  E.  285.  .    7  • 

The  statute  under  consideration  in  iliat  case  is  held  to  be 
within  the  police  power,  as  is  tlie  statute  considered  in  tiie 
following  case. 

*'It  is  not  necessary  to  the  validity  of  a  penal  statute  that 
the  legislature  should  declare  on  the  face  of  the  statute  flie 
policy  or  purpose  for  which  it  was  enacted**:  People  v.  West 
106  N.  Y.  293,  297,  60  Am.  Rep.  452,  12  N.  E.  610. 

Having  considered  the  authorities  bearing  upon  the  subject 
of  the  exercise  of  police  power  at  greater  length  than  could 
be  justified  were  it  not  for  the  different  view  that  obtains  in 
this  court  as  to  the  authority  of  the  legislature  to  pass  the 
statute  in  question,  and  having  glanced  at  a  few  authorities 
indicating  tiie  frame  of  mind  in  which  the  court  should  ^ 
proach  the  consideration  of  the  question  of  the  constitution- 
ality of  an  act  of  the  legislature — ^we  come  to  the  considera- 
tion of  the  statute  in  question,  aided  by  the  principles  estab- 
lished by  the  United  States  supreme  court  and  the  courts  of 
this  state,  to  which  reference  has  faee&  made. 

I  quote  the  whole  statute,  notwithstanding  its  length,  in  or- 
der that  it  may  be  at  once  determined  upon  its  mere  read- 
ing whether  the  purpose  of  the  legislature  was  to  subserve,  in 
some  measure,  the  public  good  under  the  police  power  of  the 
state. 
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i«o  «AETICLE  VIIL 

'TBakeries  and  Conpectioneey  Establishments. 

**Sec.  110.  Hours  of  labor  in  bakeries  and  confectionery 
esidblishments. — ^No  employ6  shall  be  required  or  permitted 
to  work  in  a  biscuit,  bread  or  cake  bakery  or  confectionery 
establishment  more  thaa  sixty  hours  in  any  one  week,  or  more 
than  ten  hours  in  anyone  day,  unless  for  the  purpose  of  mak- 
ing a  shorter  work  day  on  the  last  day  of  the  week;  nor  more 
hours  in  any  one  week  than  will  make  an  average  of  ten  hours 
per  day  for  the  number  of  days  during  such  week  in  which 
such  employ^  shall  work. 

'^Sec.  111.  Drainage  and  plumbing  of  buildings  and  rooms 
occupied  by  bakeries. — ^All  buildings  or  rooms  occupied  as 
biscuit^  breads  pie  or  cake  bakeries  shall  be  drained  and 
plumbed  in  a  manner  conducive  to  the  proper  and  healthful 
sanitary  condition  thereof^  and  shall  be  constructed  with  air 
shafts^  windows,  or  ventilating  pipes,  su£5cient  to  insure  ven- 
tilation. The  factory  inspector  may  direct  the  proper  drain- 
age, plumbing  and  ventilation  of  such  rooms  or  buildings.  No 
cellar  or  basement,  not  now  used  for  a  bakery  shall  hereafter 
be  so  occupied  or  used,  unless  the  proprietor  shall  comply  with 
ihe  sanitary  provisions  of  this  article. 

"Sec.  112.    Requirements  as  to  room^,  furniture,  utensils  and 
manufactured  products. — Every  room  used  for  the  manufacture 
of  flour  or  meal  food  products  shall  be  at  least  eight  feet  in 
height  and  shall  have^  if  deemed  necessary  by  the  factory  in- 
spector, an  impermeable  floor  constructed  of  cement,  or  of  tiles 
laid  in  cement,  or  an  additional  flooring  of   wood    properly 
saturated  with  linseed  oil.    The  side  walls  of  such  rooms  shall 
be  plastered  or  wainscoted.    The  factory  inspector  may  require 
the  side  walls  and  ceiling  to  be  whitewashed  at  least  once  in 
three  months.    He  may  also   require  the  woodwork  of    such 
▼alls  to  be  painted.    The  furniture  and  utensils  shall  be  so 
arranged  as  to  be  readily  cleansed  and  not  prevent  the  proper 
cleaning  of  any  part  of  the  room.    The  manufactured  flour 
or  meal  f ooi  products  shall  be  kept  in  dry  and  airy  rooms  so 
arranged  that  the  floors,  shelves  and  other  facilities  *•*  for 
storing  the  same  can  be  properly  cleaned.    No  domestic  ani- 
mals, except  cats,  shall  be  allowed  to  remain  in  a  room  used 
^  a  biscuit^  bread,  pie,  or  cake  bakery  or  any  room  in  such 
bakery  where  flour  or  meal  products  are  stored. 

"Sec.  113.     Wash-room^  and  closets;  sleeping  places. — Every 
such  bakery  shall  be  provided  with  a  proper  wash-room  and 
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water-cloeet  or  water-closets  apart  from  the  bake-room,  or  rooms 
where  the  manufacture  of  such  food  product  is  conducted,  and 
no  water-closet,  earth-closet,  privy  or  ashpit  shall  be  within  or 
connected  directly  with  the  bake-room  of  any  bakery,  hotel 
or  public  restaurant 

^^^N'o  person  shall  sleep  in  a  room  occupied  as  a  bake-room. 
Sleeping  places  for  the  persons  employed  in  the  bakery  shall 
be  separate  from  the  rooms  where  flour  or  meal  food  products 
are  manufactured  or  stored.  If  the  sleeping  places  are  on  the 
same  floor  where  such  products  are  manufactured,  stored  or 
sold,  the  factory  inspector  may  inspect  and  order  them  put 
in  a  proper  sanitary  condition. 

"Sec.  114.  Inspection  of  iakeries. — ^The  factory  inspector 
shall  cause  all  bakeries  to  be  inspected.  If  it  be  found  upon 
such  inspection  that  the  bakeries  so  inspected  are  constructed 
and  conducted  in  compliance  with  the  provisions  of  this  chap- 
ter, the  factory  inspector  shall  issue  a  certificate  to  the  per- 
sons owning  or  conducting  such  bakeries. 

"Sec.  115.  Notice  requiring  alterations, — If,  in  the  opinion 
of  the  factory  inspector,  alterations  are  required  in  or  upon 
premises  occupied  and  used  as  bakeries,  in  order  to  comply 
with  the  provisions  of  this  article,  a  written  notice  shall  be 
served  by  him  upon  the  owner,  agent  or  lessee  of  such  prem- 
ises, either  personally  or  by  mail,  requiring  such  alterations  to 
be  made  within  sixty  days  after  such  service,  and  such  altera- 
tions shall  be  made  accordingly.^' 

That  the  public  generally  are  interested  in  having  bakers'  and 
confectionerB*  establishments  cleanly  and  wholesome  in  this  day 
of  appreciation  of,  and  apprehension  on  account  of,  microbes, 
which  cause  disease  and  death,  is  beyond  question.  Not  many 
years  ago  the  baking  was  largely  done  in  the  ^^  family;  but 
now  in  a  large  percentage  of  the  houses  in  cities  and  villages 
the  baker  is  relied  on  to  a  large  extent  to  furnish  bread,  biscuits, 
cake  and  pie,  as  well  as  confectionery,  while  over  many  coun- 
try roads  the  bakers'  wagons  go  twice  a  week  or  more  to  supply 
the  farmers  and  inhabitants  of  small  settlements  with  their 
wares.  Indeed,  it  can  be  safely  said  that  the  family  of  to-day 
is  more  dependent  upon  the  baker  for  the  necessaries  of  life 
than  upon  any  other  source  of  supply.  That  being  so  it  is 
within  the  police  power  of  the  legislature  to  so  regulate  the 
conduct  of  that  business  as  to  best  promote  and  protect  the 
health  of  the  people.  And  to  that  end  the  legislature  under- 
takes to  provide — ^by  a  statute  which  bears  on  its  face  evidence 
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of  an  intelligent  draftsman  acquainted  with  the  dangers  of  nn- 
sanitary  conditions  in  such  establishments — for  proper  drain- 
age and  plumbing  of  the  'building  and  rooms  occupied  for  such 
purpose. 

Is  there  room  to  doubt  that  the  sole  purpose  of  the  legis- 
lature in  prohibiting  the  use  of  cellars  for  bakeries  unless  the 
occupant  first  complies  with  the  sanitary  provisions  of  this  ar- 
ticle is  to  protect  the  public  from  the  use  of  the  food  made 
dangerous  by  the  germs  that  thrive  in  darkness  and  unclean- 
nees?     Is  it  possible  that  anyone  can   question   that   the  sole 
purpose  of  the  legislature  is  the  safeguarding  of  the  public 
health  when  it  provides  for  floors^  ceilings  and  sidewalls  of 
such  material  as  that  they  may  be  readily  cleansed;  compels 
the  keeping  of  flour  or  meal  food  products  in  dry  and  airy 
Toomsy  so  arranged  that  the  storing  facilities  can  be  properly 
cleaned^  and  prohibits  the  keeping  of  domestic  animals  within 
such  rooms?    And  will  anyone  question  the  motive  which  in* 
duced  the  prohibition  of  a  "water-closet,  earth-closet,  privy  or 
ashpit  ....  within  or  connected  directly  with  the  bake-room 
of  any  bakery,  hotel  or  public  restaurant"  ?    If  not,  why  should 
anyone  question  the  object  of  the  legislature  in  providing  in 
the  same  article  and  as  a  part  of  the  scheme  that  "no  em- 
ploy4  shall  be  required  or  permitted  to  work^*  in  such  an  es- 
tablishment "more  than  sixty  hours  in  any  one  week,'*  an 
average  of  ten  hours  for  each  working  day.    It  is  *^  but 
reasonable  to  assume  from  this  statute  as  a  whole  that'  the 
legislature  had  in  mind  that  the  health  and  cleanliness  of  the 
workers,  as  well  as  the  cleanliness  of  the  workrooms,  was  of 
the  utmost  importance,  and  that  a  man  is  more  likely  to  be 
careful  and  cleanly  when  well,  and  not  overworked,  than  when 
exhausted  by  fatigue,  which  makes  for  careless  and  slovenly 
habits,  and  tends  to  dirt  and  disease. 

If  there  is  opportunity — ^and  who  can  doubt  it — ^for  this 
view,  then  the  legislature  had  the  power  to  enact  as  it  did,  and 
the  courts  are  bound  to  sustain  its  action  a?  justified  by  the 
police  power,  as  we  see  from  the  authorities  referred  to  earlier 
in  this  opinion. 

I  hear  but  one  argument  advanced  for  the  purpose  of  con- 
vincing the  mind  that  the  object  of  this  statute  is  not  to  pro- 
tect the  public,  and  that  argument  is  that  article  8  is  to  be 
found  in  the  labor  law.  Therefore,  it  is  said  it  is  a  labor  law, 
not  a  health  law. 
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The  question  prearaited  bj  that  argument  is,  Does  the  labd 
or  the  body  of  the  statute  prevail?  Does  calling  a  statute 
names  deprive  it  of  its  intended  and  real  character?  If  a  stat* 
ute  relating  principally  to  banking  happens,  in  the  course  of 
codification,  to  be  incorporated  as  an  article  in  the  general  cor- 
poration law,  does  it  cease  to  operate  on  the  banking  business? 
I  submit  without  argument  ttiat  the  questions  answer  them- 
selves. 

Assuming,  however,  for  the  purpose  of  argument  only,  that 
the  label  is  of  such  substantial  importance  that  it  may  be 
accepted  as  against  the  obvious  meaning  of  the  statute,  then  I 
say  that  article  8  bears  its  own  title,  which  is:  'bakeries  and 
Confectionery  Establishments/'  All  that  is  contained  in  that 
article  relates  to  bakeries  and  confectionery  establishments  and 
their  conduct,  and  to  no  other  subject  whatever.  Therefore, 
it  is  fully,  appropriately  and  harmoniously  entitled. 

Again,  inasmuch  as  it  is  obvious,  as  we  have  seen,  from  a 
mere  reading  of  the  statute,  that  the  legislative  purpose  is  to 
benefit  the  public,  we  must  assume-— even  if  the  object  of  the 
legislature  in  limiting  the  hours  of  work  of  employes  is  not  to 
*"®*  protect  the  health  of  the  general  public,  who  takes  the 
wares  made  by  such  employes — that  the  legislature  intends  to 
protect  the  health  of  the  employes  in  such  establishments;  that, 
for  some  reason  sufficient  to  it,  it  has  reached  the  conclusion 
that  in  work  of  this  character  men  ought  not  to  be  employed 
more  than  an  average  of  ten  hours  a  day.  Now  that  being  so 
— ^and  certainly  no  more  restricted  view  of  that  statute  can  be 
taken  by  those  who  would  destroy  ii> — ^we  find  that  the  action 
of  the  legislature  is  within  the  police  power  not  only  under  the 
authorities  of  the  United  States,  but  of  this  state,  and  of  this 
court. 

Special  attention  has  already  been  called  to  Holden  v.  Hardy, 
169  U.  S.  366,  18  Sup.  Ct.  Kep.  383,  42  L.  ed.  780.  A  Utah 
statute  making  it  a  misdemeanor  to  employ  a  man  more  than 
eight  hours  per  day  in  ^'underground  mines  or  workings"  is 
f^nstained,  and  a  conviction  thereunder  upheld,  by  the  United 
States  supreme  court,  on  the  ground  that  it  is  within  the  police 
power  of  the  state  to  pass  such  a  statute.  That  interesting 
case — to  which  I  have  made  extended  reference,  supra — ^is  in 
point  and  controlling  so  far  as  the  fourteenth  amendment  is 
concerned,  and  should  be  controlling  in  this  court  so  far  as 
equivalent  provisions  of  our  state  constitution  are  concerned. 
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It  must,  also  be  held,  under  the  authority  of  People  v.  Hav- 
nor,  149  N.  T.  195,  52  Am.  St  Bep.  707,  43  N.  E.  541,  31 
Hi.  R.  a.  689 — even  though  it  may  be  assumed  from  the  read- 
ing of  the  statute  that  the  object  of  the  legislature  is  to  pro- 
tect employes  in  such  establishments  from  working  more  than 
ten  hours  a  day — that  it  is  within  the  police  power,  and,  there- 
fore, not  repugnant  to  the  state  constitution.  The  statute 
which  that  case  passes  upon  makes  it  a  misdemeanor  to  carry 
on  the  business  of  a  barber  on  the  first  day  of  the  week,  and 
a  judgment  of  conviction  under  that  law  is  affirmed  in  this 
court  because  ^'the  statute  under  consideration  lias  a  reasonable 
connection  with  the  public  health,  welfare  or  safety/*  Cer- 
tainly if  this  court  could  so  hold  in  that  case  it  must  so  hold 
in  this,  even  under  the  construction  of  the  statute  which  those 
would  give  to  it  who  are  affected  by  the  fact  that  article  8, 
chapter  32  of  the  General  Laws  is  grouped  with  twelve  other 
articles,  the  compilation  being  known  as  the  labor  law,  *^*  in- 
stead of  being  in  the  domestic  law  with  articles  entitled,  ''flour 
and  meal/'  '*bectf  and  pork,*'  or  in  the  "public  health  law**  with 
articles  such  as  ''adulteration,**  "practice  of  medicine,**  or  the 
like. 

Again,  many  medical  authorities  classify  workers  in  bakers' 
or  confectioBers*  establishments  with  potters,  stone  cutters, 
file-grinders  and  other  workers  whose  occupation  necessitates 
the  inhalation  of  dust  particles,  and  hence  predisposes  its  mem- 
bers to  consumpticHL  The  published  medical  opinions  and  vital 
statistics  bearing  upon  that  subject  standing  alone  fully  jus- 
tify fhe  section  under  review  as  one  to  protect  the  heidth  of 
the  employ^  in  such  establishments,  and  it  is  the  duty  of  this 
court  to  assume  that  the  section  was  framed  not  only  in  the 
Ught  of,  but  also  with  full  appreciation  of  the  force  of  the 
medical  authority  bearing  upon  the  subject — authority  which 
reasonably  diallenges  the  attention,  and  stimulates  the  help- 
fulness of  the  philanthropist. 

The  conclusion  necessarily  follows,  therefore,  from  an  ex- 
amination of  the  statute  in  the  light  of  the  authorities  cited, 
that  the  purpose  of  article  8,  and  every  part  of  it,  including 
the  provision  in  question,  is  to  benefit  the  public;  that  it  has 
a  just  and  reasonable  relation  to  the  public  welfare,  and  hence 
is  within  the  police  power  possessed  by  the  legislature.  But  if, 
in  violation  of  the  duty  of  the  court  as  stated  in  Supervisors 
V.  Brodger,  112  TJ.  S.  268,  5  Sup.  Ct.  Bep.  126,  28  L.  ed.  704— 
which  is  "to  adopt  the  construction  which,  without  doing  vio- 
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lence  to  the  fair  meaniiig  of  the  words  nsed,  brings  Vlxe  statute 
into  harmony  with  the  provisiong  of  the  constitution** — we 
award  to  the  title  of  a  general  law  such  potency  as  causes  it  to 
oyercome  both  the  title  and  the  provisions  of  an  article  therein, 
thus  making  the  provision  a  labor  law^  we  are  still  required 
io  hold  that  it  is  within  the  police  power. 
The  judgment  should  be  affirmed. 

GRAY,  J.     I  shall  concur  with  the  chief  judge,  whose  opin- 
ion I  regard  as  carefully  expressed  and  convincing  in  its  resr 
soning.    The  question  for  us  is,  in  the  first   place,   whether, 
^^^  notwithstanding  its  embodiment  in  the  labor  law,  we  may 
treat  the  statutory  provision   in  question,  as  a  health  law  and 
in  the  next  place,  if  we  may  do  so,  whether  its  enactment  is  s 
reasonable  exercise  of  the  police  power  of  the  state,  which  the 
courts  should  give  effect  to.    I  am  of  the  opinion  that  its 
being  placed  in  the  labor  law  furnishes  no  adequate  reason 
for  limiting  its  reading  and  construction  by  those  considera- 
tions, which  appertain  to  laws  passed,  stricUy,  in  the  interest 
of  labor,  if,  from  its  association  with  other  provisions,  in  pari 
inateria,  a  different  and  independent  purpose  is  disclosed.     To 
deprive  a  health  law  of   its  intended  operation,  because  it  is 
not  found  in  the  staiute  book  under  that,  or  a  kindred,  title, 
would  be,  in  my  opinion,  to  apply  an  unreasonable  and  an 
unsatisfactory  t^t*'of  its  validity.    If  the  court  concludes  that 
the  intent  of  an  enactment  in  some  valid  exercise  of  the  police 
power  is  to  regulate  some  particular  trade  or  occupation,  then, 
clearly,  it  should  be  quite  immaterial  under  what  heading  it 
appears  to  be  classified  in  the  statutes.    It  would  not  do  to 
nullify  the  will  of  the  people  upon  so  technical  and  narrow  a 
consideration.    Therefore,  I  think  we  may    proceed,    beyond 
that  ground,  to  the  determination  of  the  question  whether,  if 
a  health  law,  the  one  hundred  and  tenth  section  of  this  article 
8  was  reasonable  and,  therefore,  a  valid  exercise  of  the  police 
power.    If  it  stood  alone,  unaccompanied  and  unexplained  by 
cognate  provisions,  I  should  incline  to  the  view  that  the  en- 
actment was  unconstitutional.    It  might,  justly,  be  held  to  fall 
within  that  class  of  legislation  which  has  received  judicial  c(m- 
demnation,  because,  as  a  regulation  of  the  hours  of  the  em- 
ployed, its  object  would  appear  to  be  for  their  protection  against 
the  exaction  of  a  disproportionate  amount  of  work  for  the  wages 
paid.    That  would  be  to  infringe  upon  the  liberty  Of  contract 
But  I  think  we  must  read  the  section  in  connection  with  those 
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sections  which  immediately  follow,  and  then  it  is  that  we  find 
it   to  be  made  certain  that  the  object  of  the  legislative  enact- 
ment had  relation  to  the  conservation  of  the  public  health. 
We    perceive  that  the  legislature  is  dealing  vnth  the  workings 
of   &  business  conducted  upon  a  scale,  calling  for  the  employ- 
ment *®''  of  more  or  less  laborers,  and  which  is  affected  by  a 
pnblic  interest,  in  the  sense  that  the  food  product  may  sensibly 
<iepend  for  its  healthfulness  upon  the  observance  of  sanitary 
Tviles    and  precautions.     Such  precautionary  regulations  may 
involve,  as  well,  the  establishment  of  proper  conditions  to  in- 
sure the  maintenance  of  the  normal  vitality  of  the  workman, 
a^r   the  wholesomeness  of  the  general  environment,     We  must 
presume  that  the  legislative  body  was  animated  by  a  reasonable 
intention  to  promote  the  public  welfare  and  if  the  courts  can 
give  effect  to  it,  because  tending  to  guard  the  public  health, 
they  should,  uDhesitatingly,  do  so.     Ijegislation  will  not  be  al- 
lowed, arbitrarily,  to  interfere  with  the  personal  liberty  of  the 
citizen,  under  the  specious  guise  of  an  exercise  of  the  police 
power,  and  therefore  it  is,  that  our  courts  may  supervise,  as  a 
judicial  question,  a  determination  of  the  legislature  to  exercise 
the  police  power  in  restraint  of  some  trade,  or  calling.    It  is 
true  that  the  tendency  has  been  growing  in  the  direction  of  an 
excess  of  paternalism  in  government  and  that  the  courts  of  this 
and  of  other  states  have,  rather,  hastened  to  uphold  legislative 
interference  with  the  pursuits  of  citizens,  upon  any  plausible 
pretext  of  its  being  in  furtherance  of  the  general  welfare.     The 
federal  supreme  court  has,  in  the  broadest  terms,  recognized 
the  power  of  the  individual  states  to  exercise  a  police  power 
of  internal  regulation;    when    the    object   is  to  promote    by 
reasonable  laws  the  public  safety,  health  and  comfort.    To  the 
legislative  body  is  conceded  the  power  to  govern  men  and  the 
affairs  of  men,  through  the  establishment  of  such  rules  and 
regulations  as  may  be  conducive  to  the  public  betterment,  be- 
cause tending  to  the  protection  of  the  lives,  health  and  comfort 
of  persons  and  the  protection  of  property,  and  that  concession 
has  been,  in  my  opinion,  at  times,  more  broadly  made  in  the 
decisions  of  the  courts,  than  the  conservative  spirit  of  our 
democratic  form  of  government  vrill  justify.    But  that  the  leg- 
islature has,  and  should  have,  the  broadest  authority  to  exercise 
a  police  povror  of  internal  regulation,  in  the  direction  of  pro- 
tecting the  peace,  the  safety  and  *®®  the  health  of  the  com- 
munity I  fully  concede.    In  this  law,  which  restricts  the  work- 
ing hours  of  employes  in  bakery  and  confectionery  establish- 
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ments^  I  fhink  we  may,  fairly^  perceive  a  statutory  regalation, 
reasonably  promotive  of  the  public  healthy  because  compelling 
the  master  of  such  an  establishment  to  conduct  it  in  a  manner 
the  least  capable  of  affecting  his  product  prejudicially.  We 
may^  not  unreasonably,  assume  that  an  employ^  may  work  too 
long  for  his  health  under  the  conditions,  and  that  an  impaired 
vitality  and  the  possible  development  of  organic  diseases  may 
be  the  result  If,  to  obviate  the  possible  consequences  to  the 
consumer  of  the  food  manufactured,  the  legislature  determines 
to  interfere,  by  limiting,  among  other  regulations,  the  hours  of 
the  workman,  I  do  not  think  we  should  hold  the  interierence 
to  be  without  reason. 

VANN,  J.  I  concur  in  the  result  reached J)y  the  chief  judge, 
for  the  following  reasons :  The  power  of  the  legislature  to  pass 
what  it  may  consider  'health  laws^^  is  not  unlimited,  but  is 
bounded  by  the  duty  of  the  courts  to  determine  whether  the  act 
has  a  fair,  just  and  reasonable  relation  to  the  general  welfare: 
Matter  of  Jacobs,  98  N.  Y.  98,  108,  60  Am.  Eep.  636 ;  People 
V.  Qillson,  109  N.  Y.  389,  401,  4  Am.  St  Bep.  465,  17  N.  E. 
343 ;  People  v.  Havnor,  149  N.  Y.  196,  200,  62  Am.  St  Eep. 
707,  43  N.  B.  641,  31  L.  B.  A.  689, 

As  was  said  by  the  court  in  the  Gillson  case:  'TTnder  an 
exercise  of  the  police  power  the  enactment  must  have  some 
relation  to  the  comfort,  the  safety,  or  the  welfare  of  society,  and 
it  must  not  be  in  conflict  with  the  constitution.  The  law  will 
not  allow  the  rights  of  property  to  be  invaded  under  the  guise 
of  a  police  regulation  (for  the  protection  of  health,  when  it  is 
manifest  that  such  is  not  the  object  and  purpose  of  the  regnla* 

tion It  is  generally  for  the  legislature  to  determine 

what  laws  and  regulations  are  needed  to  protect  the  public 
health  and  serve  the  public  comfort  and  safety  and  if  its 
measures  are  calculated,  intended,  convenient  or  appropriate 
to  accomplish  such  ends,  the  exercise  of  its  discretion  is  not  the 
subject  of  judicial  review/' 

We  have  before  us  simply  that  part  of  the  labor  law  *^  which 
regulates  the  hours  of  labor  in  bakeries  and  confectionery  estab- 
lishments by  limiting  them  to  not  exceeding  sixty  per  week  and 
ten  per  day,  "unless  for  the  purpose  of  making  a  shorter  work 
day  on  the  last  day  of  the  week." 

The  draftsman  of  this  statute  apparently  used  as  a  model 
•*the  bakehouse  regulation  acf '  passed  by  ihe  English  parlia- 
ment in  1863,  but  he  went  far  beyond  that  pattern  in  limiting 
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the  hours  of  labor,  for  the  New  York  statute  appKes  to  all  em- 
plojte  in  bakeries^  while  the  English  act  makes  no  regulation 
of  hours  per  day  or*week,  but  simply  prohibits  the  employment  of 
persons  under  eighteen  years  of  age  between  9  at  night  and  5 
ill  the  morning:  26  &  27  Victoria,  cap.  40.  Both  acts  contain 
similar  provisions  to  secure  cleanliness  and  ventilation  of  the 
rooms  used  to  carry  on  the  business,  as  well  as  the  separation  of 
sleeping  apartments  therefrom,  none  of  which  are  now  called  in 
question. 

I  do  not  think  the  regulation  in  question  can  be  sustained, 
xinless  we  are  able  to  say  from  common  knowledge  that  work- 
ing in  a  bakery  and  candy  factory  is  an  unhealthy  employ- 
ment. If  such  an  occupation  is  unhealthy  the  legislature  had 
the  right  to  prohibit  employers  from  requiring  or  permitting 
their  employes  to  spend  more  than  a  specified  number  of  hours 
per  day  or  week  in  the  work,  because  such  a  command  would  be 
in  the  interest  of  the  public  health  and  would  promote  the  gen- 
eral welfare.  As  in  the  Jacobs  case,  we  took  judicial  notice  of 
the  nature  and  qualities  of  tobacco  (page  113),  so  in  this  case 
we  may  take  judicial  notice  of  the  effect  of  very  fine  particles 
of  fiour  and  sugar  when  inhaled  into  the  lungs  from  the  heated 
atmosphere  of  manufactories  of  bread  and  candy.  Necessarily 
in  considering  the  subject  we  may  resort  to  such  sources  of  in- 
formation as  were  open  to  the  legislature. 

Vital  statistics  show  that  those  vocations  which  require  per- 
sons to  remain  for  long  periods  of  time  in  a  confined  and  heated 
atmosphere  filled  with  some  foreign  substance,  which  is  iohaled 
into  the  lungs,  are  injurious  ib  health  and  tend  to  shorten  life. 
Bakers  and  confectioners,  who,  during  working  hours,  constantly 
breathe  air  filled  with  the  finest  dust  from  *^^  flour  and  sugar, 
have  a  tendency  to  consumption,  the  most  terrible  scourge 
known  to  modem  civilization  and  resulting  in  more  deaths  than 
any  other  disease:  1  People's  Cyclopedia,  479;  Mulhairs  Dic- 
tionary of  Statistics,  193  and  683. 

Thus  in  the  article  on  phthisis  in  volume  18  of  last  edi- 
tion of  the  Encyclopedia  Britannica  it  is  said:  ^'Occupations 
which  necessitate  the  inhalation  of  irritating  particles,  as  in  the 
ttcase  of  stone-masons,  needle-grinders,  workers  in  minerals,  in 
cotton,  flour,  straw,  etc.,  are  especially  hurtful,  chiefly  from  the 
mechanical  effects  upon  the  delicate  pulmonary  tissues  of  the 
matter  inhaled.  No  less  prejudicial  are  occupations  carried  on 
in  a  heated  and  close  atmosphere,  as  is  often  the  case  with  com- 
positors., goldbeaters^  semptresses^  etc'' 
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So  in  Alden's  Encyclopedia,  volume  9,  title  ''Consumption,'' 
the  following  occurs :  "Often  the  workshops  of  tailors,  printers, 
bakers  and  other  businesses  carried  on  in  close,  ill-ventilated 
apartments  by  large  numbers  of  working  people  are  nurseries 
of   consumption/* 

We  quote  from  a  few  more  out  of  many  authorities  to  the  same 
effect:  "It  is  certain  that  much  might  be  done  to  improve  the 
public  health  in  this  respect  by  more  attention  on  the  part  of 
the  employers  of  labor  to  the  comfort  and  habits  of  those  who 
are,  in  more  senses  than  one,  their  'hands*  and  the  sources  of 
their  prosperity.  A  certain  kind  of  improvement  has,  indeed, 
been  already  effected  by  the  improved  living  of  the  working 
classes  during  the  last  twenty  years.  Still  it  is  well  known  and 
proved  by  careful  inquiries  that  the  workshops  of  tailors, 
printers,  bakers  and  other  businesses  carried  on  in  close,  ill- 
ventilated  apartments,  by  large  numbers  of  workmen  are,  in  a 
very  aggravated  sense,  nurseries  of  consumption.  .  .  .  •  The 
cutters  and  needle-grinders  of  Sheffield  appear  to  owe  their 
notoriously  short  Uves  to  consumption  brought  on  by  the  in- 
halation of  metallic  particles  in  the  close  and  stifling  atmos- 
phere of   their  workshops Even   admitting,   therefore, 

tliat  the  causes  of  consumption  may  be  part  practically  irre- 
movable, there  seems  no  reason  to  doubt  that  very  much  might 
be  done  to  diminish  ^'^^  its  prevalence,  as  well  as  to  arrest  its 
course  when  already  formed,  by  due  attention  to  the  comfort 
of  the  laboring  population,  both  in  their  dwellings  and  in  the 
pursuit  of  their  occupations**:  4  International  Cyclopedia,  286. 

"Particular  occupations  predispose  (to  consumption),  es- 
pecially such  as  occasion  constant  inhalation  of  small  particles*' : 
2  Johnson's  Cyclopedia,  488. 

"Thus  tailors,  seamstresses  and  similar  workers  are  especially 
prone  to  the  disease.  More  especially  is  this  true  of  occupations 
whose  performance  necessitates  the  inhalation  of  dust  particles. 
....  The  dusf  particles  act  as  irritants  of  the  fine  structures 
which  line  the  air  passages  and  vessels,  inducing  chronic  changes, 
which,  in  turn,  are  liable  to  lead  to  consumption** :  3  Chambers' 
Encyclopedia,  438. 

"The  bacillus  of  tuberculosis  finds,  indeed,  the  most  favorable 
conditions  for  its  existence  in  the  squalor  of  congested  slums, 
in  the  foul  atmosphere  of  dusty  workshops,  in  close  courts,  al- 
leys, etc.**:  70  Fortnightly  Review,  308. 

"A  very  large  number  of  the  most  efficient  workmen  employed 
in  quarries,  metal  works,  cotton  and  wool  manufactories,  print 


Twlh.  1904.]  People  t;.  Loohkeb.  795 

torades  and  many  other  occupations  exposing  them  to  bad  air  and 
dxist  fall  victims  to  this  infection'^ :  194  Edinburgh  Review,  444. 
'^Since  statistics  still  show  that  the  mortality  from  phthisis  in 
people  who  follow  certain  trades  is  much  greater  than  in  others, 
"til  ere  can  be  no  doubt  of  the  causal  relationship  between  occu- 
pation and   pulmonary  disease   and  of    dust  being  the  causa 
caubans.  •  •  .  In    1866  it  was    demonstrated    that  •  •  .  .  two 
kinds  of  occupation  had  long  been  recognized  as  hurtful^  viz. : 
1,   Those  that  give  rise  to  mechanical  or  chemical  irritation  of 
tlie  air  passages  by  dust,  grit  or  fluff  being  diffused  through  the 
atmosphere;  2.  Those  in  which  the  operatives  are  exposed  to 
abrupt  changes  of  temperature^':  The  Lancet,  vol.  165,  p.  1345. 
^'Living  in  a  close  atmosj^ere  and  in  a  high  temperature, 
bakers  are  subject  to  lung  diseases,  more  especially  phthisis'' : 
5  Reference  Handbook  of  Medical  Science,  276. 

1T2  'Those  engaged  in  carding  of  cotton  and  workers  in  flax, 
hemp,  tobacco  and  flour,  and  chaff-cutters  suffer  in  the  same 
manner,  but  to  a  less  degree  than  such  as  are  compelled  to 
inhale  more  decidedly  irritating  particles":  Fowler  &  Godlee's 
Diseases*  of  the  Lungs,  272. 

'rOusty  occupations,  as  in  the  case  of  millers,  bakers,  knife- 
grinders,  stone-masons  and  the  like,  are  fraught  with  special 
dangers  to  vulnerable  persons":  5  Allbutfs  System  of  Medi- 
cine, 229. 

"The  inhalation  of  impure  air  in  occupations  associated  with 
a  very  dusty  atmosphere  renders  the  lungs  less  capable  of  re- 
sisting infection":  Osier's  Practice  of  Medicine,  269. 

'TDusty  occupations  make  people  prone  to  disease.  The  statis- 
tics of  Berlin  as  to  street-cleaners,  cabmen,  coal  workers  and 
miners  shows  this":  35  Journal  Am.  Med.  Assn.  1028.  "The 
question  as  to  what  business  had  best  be  carried  on  by  tuber- 
culosis patients  is  treated  of  by  Ambler The  butchers, 

ho  thinks,  generally  possess  an  immimity,  at  least  that  has  been 
his  experience,  but  bakers  are  particularly  susceptible":  37 
Journal  Am.  Med.  Assn.,  1068. 

**Other  vegetable  dusts  of  less  potency,  which  are  little  less 
injurious  in  results  than  mineral  dusts,  are  flour  and  starch, 
which  seem  to  operate  rather  by  obstruction  than  by  irritation. 
Bakers,  confectioners  and  pastry  cooks  represent  a  body  of  trades- 
men exhibiting  hygienic  conditions  of  a  common  character,  the 
principal  of  which  are  exposure  to  heat  from  the  ovens,  dust, 
steam,  variations  of  temperature,  in  too  many  instances  un- 
healthy bakehouses,  fatiguing   movements    necessitated    where 
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kneading  is  done  by  hand^  disagreeable  emanations  from  ma- 
terials used,  prolonged  hours  of  work,  more  or  less  night  work, 
and  loss  of  rest  To  these  evils  of  their  trade  the  working  bakers 
often  add  intemperance  and  irregular  living.  My  own  senses 
also  make  me  conscious  of  a  disagreeable,  sickly  smell  much 
like  that  of  heated  bones,  superadded  to  the  steam  and  other 
fumes.  There  are^  in  brief,  many  incidents  in  the  occupation 
of  baking  which  reduce  vital  energy,  predispose  ^''*  to  lung 
affections  and  shorten  life'':  Arlige  Diseases  of  Occupations, 
255. 

The  occupations  of  rope-makers,  carpet-makers,  bakers^  etc, 
'n[)eing  essentially  dust-producing  processes,  they  one  and  all 
induce  among  workers  excessive  suffering  from  pulmonary 
affections.  Although  the  mortality  of  these  workers  from 
phthisis  and  other  lung  diseases  is  considerably  below  that  of 
metal  workers,  nevertheless  it  is  in  every  case  inordinately 
high,  exceeding  the  mortality  of  agriculturists  by  proportions 
varying  from  77  to  120  per  cent*' :  Latham's  Eegister  General's 
Beport,  148. 

According  to  the  data  presented  by  Dr.  C.  Moeller  in  his 
work  on  Hygiene  of  the  Baker  Industry  (page  295) :  ''Of  bak- 
ers dying  between  the  ages  of  45  and  65,  twenty-five  per  cent 
died  from  chronic  bronchitis  or  related  diseases.*'  He  points 
out  "the  persistency  of  the  flour  dust  and  starchy  particles  in 
the  bronchial  tubes,  and  even  in  the  lungs''  by  quoting  a  medical 
authority  to  the  effect  ''that  even  two  and  a  half  weeks  after 
leaving  the  employment,  starchy  particles  and  other  evidences 
of  flour  dust  had  been  f oimd  in  the  expectoration  of  bakers 
examined." 

According  to  the  tables  of  comparative  mortality  in  the 
federal  census  of  1900,  the  number  of  deaths  among  bakers  and 
confectioners  was  three  and  two-tenths  per  cent  greater  than 
the  average  of  general  industrial  occupations.  These  tables 
are  somewhat  favorable  to  bakers  between  the  ages  of  15  and 
44,  but  are  unfavorable  to  them  between  the  ages  45  and  over, 
the  average  being  as  stated  above :  See,  also,  1  Parkers  Manual 
of  Practical  Hygiene,  133;  62  Medical  Eecord,  334;  Medical 
Examiner  and  Practitioner,  Nov.  1902,  tit.  "Oocupations"; 
Medical  Examiner  and  Practitioner,  July,  1901,  tit.  "Occupa- 
tion as  Affecting  the  Death  Rate." 

.  The  heaviest  death  rate  in  England  falls  to  cabdrivers,  paint- 
ers, printers,  tailors  and  bakers:  Mulhall's  Dictionary  of  Sta- 
tistics, 195.     Statistics  relating  to  thirty-nine  trades  in  Eng- 
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land  and  Wales  show  that  more  bakers  have  consumption  than 
the  average  of  those  engaged  in  other  vocations,  and  the 
^''^  table  of  male  mortality  in  Paris  shows  higher  death  rate 
among  bakers  than  in  all  but  five  out  of  twenty  of  the  common 
callings  of  life :  Mulhall's  Dictionary  of  Statistics,  688. 

While  the  mortality  among  those  who  breathe  air  filled  with 
minute  particles  of  flour  is  less  than  among  those  who  work  in 
stone,  metal  or  clay,  still  ii  seems  to  be  demonstrated  that  it 
is  greater  than  in  avocations  generally.  Th^  dust-laden  air 
in  a  baker's  or  confectioner^s  establishment  is  more  benign  and 
less  liable  to  irritate  than  particles  of  stone  or  metal,  hence, 
while  bakers  are  classified  with  potters,  stone-masons,  file-grind- 
ers, etc,  still  they  are  regarded  as  less  liable  to  pulmonary  dis- 
ease than  other  members  of  the  class.  The  evidence  while 
not  uniform  leads  to  the  conclusion  that  the  occupation  of  a 
baker  or  confectioner  is  unhealthy  and  tends  to  result  in  dis- 
eases of  the  respiratory  organs.  As  statutes  are  valid  which 
provide  that  women  or  children  shall  not  be  employed  in  any 
manufltcturing  establishment  more  than  a  certain  number  of 
hours  in  a  single  day,  so  I  think  an  act  is  valid  which  provides 
that  in  an  employment  which  the  legislature  deems,  and  which 
is  in  fact,  to  some  extent  detrimental  to  health,  no  person, 
regardless  of  age  or  sex,  shall  be  permitted  or  required  to  labor 
more  than  a  certain  number  of  hours  per  day  or  week.  Such 
legislation,  under  such  circumstances,  is  a  health  law  and  is  a 
valid  exercise  of  the  police  power. 

I  vote  for  afiBrmance. 

JnsticeB  O'Brien  and  Bartlett  IMssented,  tbe  former  saying:  ''It 
wiU  be  seen  that  this  section  of  the  Penal  Code  does  not  specify  the 
acts  or  omissionB  which  are  made  crimes,  nor  does  it  in  any  ap- 
propriate terms  define  the  crime  nt  all,  but  refers  for  that  purpose 
to  another  law.  When  we  turn  to  article  8  of  the  labor  law,  re- 
ferred to  above,  we  find  that  it  contains  six  separate  sections,  com- 
manding certain  things  and  prohibiting  certain  thinj;s.  The  par- 
ticular section  which  the  indictment  charges  to  have  been  violated 
hj  the  defendant  is  the  first  section  of  the  article,  or  section  110, 
and  that  reads  as  follows:  'No  employ^  shall  be  required  or  per- 
mitted to  work  in  a  biscuit,  bread  or  cake  bakery  or  confectionery 
establishment  more  than  sixty  hours  in  any  one  week,  or  more  than 
ten  hours  in  any  one  day,  unless  for  the  purpose  of  making  a  shorter 
work  day  on  the  last  day  of  the  week;  nor  more  hours  in  any  one 
week  than  will  make  an  average  of  ten  hours  per  day  for  the  num- 
ber of  days  during  such  week  in  which  such  employ^  shall  work.' 
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While  this  section  of  the  labor  law  does  forbid  certain  things,  no 
penalty  whatever  ia  attached  to  a  violation,  and,  therefore,  in  order 
to  get  a  definition  of  the  particular  crime  charged  in  the  indictment 
we  must  examine  two  general  statutes  upon  different  subjects^  tbat 
is  to  say,  we  must  read  the  Penal  Code  for  the  penalty  or  the  pnn- 
ishment,  and  we  must  read  the  labor  law  in  order  to  aaeertain  the 
particular  act  or  omission  which  constitutes  the  crime. 

' '  One  of  the  grounds  of  the  demurrer  is  that  the  indictment  eh&rget 
two  crimes.    It  will  be  seen  that  two  things  or  two  acts  or  omis- 
sions have  been  forbidden  by  the  statute;  it  forbids  the  master  from 
either  permitting  or  requiring  the  servant  to  work  more  than   the 
time  specified  in  the  statute.    Assuming  for  the  present  that    the 
statute  is  valid,  it  makes  it  a  crime  for  the  master  to  permit   the 
servant  to  work  over  the  statutory  time;   and  it  also   makes   it  s 
crime  for  him  to  require  or  compel  the  servant  to  so  work.     The 
two  acts  or  omissions  inhibited  by  the  statute  are  essentially  different 
in  nature  and  character.    It  is  one  thing  to  permit  the  servant  to 
work;  it  is  quite  another  thing  to  compel  or  require  it.     Permitting 
him  to  work  more  than  the  ten  hours  might  be  intentional  or  in- 
voluntary.    Compelling  or  requiring  him  to  work  would  be  a  deliberate 
act  on  the  part  of  the  master  in  violation  of  the  statute.     In  the  one 
case  the  punishment  might  very  well  be  nominal;  in  the  other  ease 
it  would  necessarily  have  to  be  substantial,  and,  hence,  it  would  seem 
that  two  acts  or  omissions  so  essentially  different  in  nature  and  char- 
acter and  each  constituting  a  crime  in  itself  could  not  properly  be 
united  in  the  same  charge,  and  in  this  view  the  objection  that  more 
than  one  crime  is  stated  in  the  indictment  is  good. 

"But  the  objection  was  also  made  that  the  acts  or  omissions  stated 
in  the  indictment  do  not  constitute  a  crime,  and  this  objection  raises 
the  question  as  to  the  validity  of  the  statute  and  is  of  much  more 
importance  than  the  form  or  substance  of  the  indictment.     It  will 
be  seen  from  an  examination  of  the  law  that  there  is  no  prohibition 
against  the  act  of  the  servant  himself  in  working  longer  than  the 
statutory  time.    He  may  work  as  many  hours  as  he  likes  during  the 
day  and  he  violates  no  law  and  commits  no  offense  whatever.    So 
the  broad  question  is  whether  a  statute  which  makes  it  a  crime  for 
the  master  to  permit  his  servant  to  do  what  the  servant  has  a  per- 
fect right  to  do  can  be  a  valid  law.    No  restrictions  are  imposed  upon 
the  servant  with  respect  to  the  hours  of  labor  or  otherwise.     As  al- 
ready remarked  he  has  a  perfect  right  to  work  as  many  hours  in  a 
day  or  week  as  he  may  want  to,  but  the  master  must  see  to  it,  at 
the  peril  of  committing  a  crime,  that  his  servants  are  driven  out 
of  the  building  the  moment  the  clock  registers  the  requisite  ten 
hours,  and  that,  too,  without  regard  to  the  conditions  and  circum- 
stances affecting  the  business  or  the  interests  of  the  master.    It  is   * 
a  crime  for  the  master  to  require  or  permit  his  servant  to  work  over 
the  statutory  time,  no  matter  how  willing  ox  even  desirous  the  ser- 
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yant  may  be  to  earn  extra  compensation  for  overwork.  The  master 
is  forbidden  to  contract  with  his  servant  for  longer  hours  and  extra 
pay,  no  matter  what  may  bo  the  wants  or  necessities  of  the  business, 
or  the  judgment  or  will  of  the  servant  with  respect  to  such  a  contract. 
It  is  obviously  one  of  those  paternal  laws,  enacted  doubtless  with 
the  best  intentions,  but  which  in  its  operation  must  inevitably  put 
enmity  and  strife  between  master  and  servant.  They  are  not  left 
free  to  make  their  own  bargains  in  their  own  way,  but  their  mutaal 
interests  are  governed  by  statute. 

"'The  sweeping  character  of  the  legislation  in  question  may  be 
illustrated  by  a  reference  to  the  last  section  of  the  article  of  the 
labor  law  referred  to  in  the  indictment;  that  is  to  say,  to  section 
115.    It  is  there  enacted  as  follows:  'If,  in  the  opinion  of  the  factory 
inspector,  alterations   are  required  in  or  upon  premises  occupied  and 
used  as  bakeries,  in  order  to  comply  with  the  provisions  of  this  ar- 
ticle, a  written  notice  shall  be  served  by  him  upon  the  owner,  agent 
or  lessee  of  such  premises,  either  personally  or  by  mail,  requiring 
such  alterations  to  be  made  within  sixty  days  after  such  service,  and 
such  alterations  shall  be  made  accordingly.'    There  ia  no  penalty  for 
a  failure  to  observe  this  law  in  the  law  itself,  but  when  we  look  into 
the  amendments  of  the  Penal  Code  we  find  that  the  owner  of  a  valu- 
able building  used  as  a  bakery  may  be  at  the  mercy  of  the  factory 
inspector,  since,  if  it  happens  that  the  rooms  are  less  than  eight  feet 
in  height,  he  must  tear  it  down  and  rebuild  it,  if  the  factory  in- 
spector so  requires  it,  or  be  subject  to  a  criminal  prosecution,  fine 
and  imprisonment  down  to  the  third  offense,  and  possibly  so  long  as 
the  orders  of  the  inspector  are  not  carried  out.    It  is  quite  incon- 
ceivable that  the  legislature  understood,  when  enacting  the  amend- 
ments to  the  code  by  reference  to  another  law,  that  its  action  would 
have  such  a  sweeping  effect  or  confer  such  arbitrary  powers  upon  a 
ministerial  officer  that  affected  the  liberty  and  the  property  of  the 
individuaL 

''It  is  contended  in  behalf  of  the  defendant  that  the  law  under 
which  he  was  convicted  violates  section  1  of  article  14  of  the  con- 
stitution of  the  United  States,  which  prohibits  any  state  from  mak- 
ing or  enforcing  any  law  which  shall  deny  to  any  person  within  its 
junsdiction  the  equal  protection  of  the  law,  and  those  provisions  of 
the  constitution  of  this  state  which  enact  that  no  member  of  this 
state  shall  be  disfranchised  or  deprived  of  any  of  the  rights  or 
priviloges,  secured  to  any  citizen  thereof,  unless  by  the  law  of  the 
land  and  the  ju.lp:ment  of  his  peers,  nor  be  deprived  of  life,  liberty 
or  property  witlout  due  process  of  law:   Const.,  art.  1,  sees.  1, '6. 
^e  words  Maw  of  the  Innl'  do  not  mean  an  act  of  the  legislature 
ptissed  for  the  very  piiri>ose  of  working  the  wrong.     The  meaning  is 
that  no  person  shall  be  aoprived  of  any  of  the  rights  or  privileges 
'      secured  to  him  by  the  constitution,  unless  the  matter  shall  be  ad- 
judged against  him  upon  a  trial  had  according  to  law.    It  cannot  be 
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done  by  mera  legislation:  Taylor  v.  Porter,  4  Hill.  140,  40  Am.  Dec 
274;  White  ▼.  WMte,  5  Barb.  474;  People  v.  Toynbee,  20  Barb.  368; 
Wynehamer  v.  People,  13  N.  Y.  378;  People  ex  rel.  Warren  v-  Beck, 
144  N.  Y.  237,  39  N.  B.  80;  People  ex  rel.  Bodgers  v.  Coler,  166  N. 
Y.  1,  82  Am.  St.  Bep.  605,  69  N.  B.  716,  52  L.  B.  A.  814;  People  ▼. 
Orange  County  Boad  Const.  Co.,  175  N.  Y.  84,  67  N.  E.  129.  The 
doctrine  of  these  cases  condemns  the  legislation  in  question  as  an 
invasion  of  the  rights,  liberties  and  property  of  the  citizen.  The 
three  cases  last  cited  grew  out  of  the  same  law  that  is  violated  in  the 
ease  at  bar,  or  similar  laws,  and  they  eannot  be  distinguished  from 
it  in  principle. 

"The  labor  law  excludes  from  its  regulations  and  restrictions  all 
persons  engaged  in  farm  work  or  domestic  service  (article  1,  sec- 
tion If)  and,  hence,  a  very  large  proportion  of  the  people  of  the  state 
who  labor  for  a  living  are  not  affected  by  it  at  alL  Why  this  large 
class  of  wage-earners  who  toil  for  a  livelihood  are  excluded  from  the 
benefits  of  the  statute,  and  those  who  employ  them  exempt  from  its 
burdens  and  restrictions,  it  is  difficult  to  conceive.  The  farmers  and 
that  large  class  of  people  both  in  the  city  and  in  the  country  who 
employ  domestics  may  require  them  to  woric  any  number  of  hours 
without  violating  any  law.  They  commit  no  crime  by  requiring  their 
servants  to  work  from  daylight  till  after  dark  or  even  into  the  night 
The  section  of  the  law  upon  which  the  conviction  in  this  case  is 
based  is  aimed  at  a  very  small  class  of  persons,  namely,  those  who 
conduct  'a  biscuit,  bread  or  cake  bakery  or  confectionery  establish- 
ment.' Work  of  the  same  general  character  is  exacted  from  cooks 
and  domestic  servants  in  practically  all  the  private  houses  in  the  land 
and  to  a  great  extent  in  hotels,  restaurants  and  other  public  places. 
It  would  be  absurd  to  say  that  all,  or  even  the  greater  part  of  the 
biscuit,  bread,  cake  and  confectionery  consumed  in  this  state  comes 
from  what  are  called  bakeries.  The  law  does  not  even  apply  to 
bakers  in  the  small  towns  and  villages  who  do  their  own  work.  It 
applies  only  to  bakers  who  find  it  necessary  to  employ  labor,  and 
they  alone  are  subjected  to  criminal  prosecution  in  case  they  permit 
the  servant  to  work  more  than  ten  hours  a  day,  even  though  the 
servant  is  willing  and  is  given  extra  compensation.  The  baker  is 
forbidden,  under  the  penalty  of  fine  and  imprisonment,  to  contract 
or  agree  with  his  servant  upon  the  hours  of  labor  in  such  way  as 
would  be  mutually  beneficial,  but  his  business  is  practically  regulated 
by  statute.  If  for  any  reason  he  suffers  or  permits  his  servant  to 
work  an  additional  half -hour  beyond  the  statutory  time  his  liberty 
and  his  property  are  put  at  the  mercy  of  the  servant,  who  may  pro- 
cure him  to  be  arrested  and  imprisoned.  It  does  not  appear  from  the 
record  in  this  case,  or  in  any  other  way,  that  there  is  anything  in 
the  business  or  vocation  of  a  baker  that  would  authorize  the  legis- 
lature to  impose  such  criminal  penalties  upon  him  for  permitting  his 
servant  to  work  more  than  ten  hours  in  the  day,  or  to  restrict  his 
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freedom  of  contract,  which  is  a  right  eDJoyed  hy  all  other  employ- 
ers  of  labor.    The  guaranties  of  the  constitution  may  be  invaded 
without  any  physical  interference  with  the  person  or  property  of  the 
citizen.     He  is  deprived  of  his  property  within  the  meaning  of  the 
eonstitution  when  arbitrary  and  unnecessary  restrictions  are  imposed 
upon  his  conduct  of  any  lawful  business,  and  when  he  is  deprived  of 
the  right  to  make  contracts  for  the  transaction  thereof.    Liberty,  in 
its  broad  sense,  means  the  right,  not  only  of  freedom  from  actual 
restraint  of  the  person,  but  the  right  of  such  use  of  his  faculties  in 
all  lawful  ways,  to  live  and  work  where  he  will,  to  earn  his  livelihood 
in  any  lawful  calling,  and  to  pursue  any  lawful  trade  or  avocation. 
All  laws,  therefore,  which  impair  or  trammel  those  rights  or  restrict 
bis  freedom  of  action,  or  his  choice  of  methods  in  the  transaction  of 
his  lawful  business,  are  infringements  upon  his  fundamental  right  of 
liberty,  and  are  void:  Matter  of  Jacobs,  98  N.  Y.  98,  50  Am.  Bep. 
636.     They  cannot,  and  should  not,  escape  the  scrutiny  of  the  courts 
merely  because  they  are  made  to  assume,  by  argument  or  otherwise, 
the  guise  of  police  regulations. 

"The  statute  in  question  deprives  the  defendant  of  the  equal  pro- 
tection of  the  law,  since  it  enacts  that  certain  acts  or  omissions  on  his 
part  concerning  the  conduct  of  his  business  and  his  relations  to  his 
own  servants  are  crimes  and  punished  criminally,  which,  as  to  all 
the  rest  of  the  commonity  not  within  the  terms  of  this  law,  are  en- 
tirely innocent.    The  very  small  fraction  of  the  community  who  hap- 
pens to  conduct  bakeries,  or  confectionery  establishments,  are  pro- 
hibited, under  pain  of  fine  and  imprisonment,  from  regulating  the 
conduct  of  their  own  business  by  contracts  or  mutual  agreements  with 
their  employes,  whereas  all  the  rest  of  the  community  who  find  it 
necessary  to  employ  labor  in  private  business  may  do  so.     Class  leg- 
islation of  this  character  which  discriminates  in  favor  of  one  person 
and  against  another  is  forbidden  by  the  constitution  of  the  United 
States,  if  not  by  the  constitution  of  the  state;  and  so  it  has  been 
,    held  by  the  supreme  court  of  the  United  States  and  by  this  court: 
Onlf  etc.  By.  Co.  v.  Ellis,  165  U.  S.  150,  17  Sup.  Ct.  Bep.  255,  41  L. 
ed.  666;  Getting  v.  Kansas  City  S.  Y.  Co.,  183  U.  S.  79,  22  Sup.  Ct. 
Bep.  36,  46  L.  ed.  92;  Connolly  v.  United  StAtes  P.  Co.,  184  U.  S. 
540,  22  Sup.  Ct.  Bep.  431,  46  L.  ed.  679;  People  v.  Orange  County 
Boad  Const.  Co.,  175  N.  Y.  87.  90,  67  N.  E.  129.    It  is,  I  think,  quite 
obvious  that  the  legislation  in  question  is,  upon  its  face,  in  conflict 
with  the  constitutional  guaranties  referred  to,  unless  it  can  be  brought 
'w^ithin  the  scope  of  the  police  power.    That  is  the  only  ground  upon 
which  the  statute  is  defended  by  the  learned  district,  attorney.    He 
contends  that  it  is  a  health  law  passed  for  the  purpose  of  protecting 
the  public  health,  or  at  least  the  health  of  those  persons  employed  in 
bakeries.    The   argument  is   that  the   defendant    was  forbidden  by 
the  statute  to  permit  his  workmen  to  work  more  than  ten  hours  in 
a  day,  to  the  end  that  his  customers  might  have  wholesome   bread, 
Am.  St.  Bep.,  VoL  101—51 
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biscuit  and  confectionery,  whereas  if  they  were  permitted  to  work 
ten  and  a  half  hours  in  the  day  the  product  of  the  bakery  would  b« 
unwholesome  or  dangerous  to  health.  What  possible  relation  ox  con- 
nection the  number  of  hours  that  the  workmen  are  permitted  to  work 
in  the  bakery  has,  or  can  have,  to  the  healthful  quality  of  the 
bread  made  there  is  quite  impossible  to  conceive.  The  baker  in  tke 
small  towns,  or  even  in  the  large  towns,  who  does  bis  own  work  and 
does  not  employ  labor,  may  work  day  or  night  without  fear  of  molesta- 
tion, since  no  one  thought  it  necessary  to  protect  the  public  against 
his  unwholesome  product.  It  has  already  been  observed  that  the 
law  does  not  impose  any  penalties  or  restrictions  upon  the  workman 
himself  for  working  too  much,  and  if  the  purpose  was  to  protect  his 
health  against  his  own  avarice,  or  his  own  misdirected  energy,  it  is 
quite  remarkable  that  it  did  not  at  least  forbid  him  from  working 
more  than  ten  hours  in  a  day. 

"The  contention  that  the  defendant  was  convicted  for  violating  a 
health  law  is,  at  best,  I  think,  but  a  mere  disguise  that  is  not  suiB- 
eient  to  save  the  statute  from  condemnation.    There  is  nothing  on 
the  face  of  the  law  nor  in  its  manifest  operation  to  show  that  it  has 
any  jrelation  to  the  public  health.    It  is  no  part  of  the  health  law 
but  a  part  of  a  general  statute  known  as  the  labor  law.    The  exe- 
cution of  it  was  not  intrusted  to  any  of  the  health  autborities,  bnt 
to  the  factory  inspector,  which  shows  what  its  real  scope  and  purpose 
was.    The  factory  inspector  is  not  the  officer  charged  with  the  enforee- 
ment  of  health  laws.    The  legislature  classified  it  as  a  labor  law, 
and  it  is  that  and  nothing  else.    Laws  which  encroach  upon  the 
personal  or  property  rights  of  the  citizen,  as  guaranteed  by  the  con- 
stitution, are  generally  defended  upon  the  ground  that  they  are  police 
regulations;  but  the  courts  have  prescribed  a  test  by  means  of  which 
their  true  character  and  purpose  may  be  known.    The  rule  is  that  the 
eourt  must  be  able  to  say  judicially  that  the  statute  in  question  is 
a  health  law,  and  has  some  appropriate  relation  to  the  promotion  or 
protection  of  health.    It  will  not  be  deceived  or  misled  by  mere  name^ 
or  pretenses.    The  cases  are  numerous  in  which  the  courts  have  con- 
demned statutes  as  invasions  of  the  rights  secured  to  the  citizen  by 
the  constitution,  though  enacted  or  sought  to  be  upheld  undpr  the 
guise  of  health  laws  or  other  police  regulations.    They  all  arrive  it 
the  same  result,  and  that  is  that  the  legislature  may  not  under  the 
guise  of  a  statute. to  protect  against  some  wrong,  real  or  imaginary, 
arbitrarily  strike  down  private  rights  and  invade  personal  freedom  or 
confiscate   private   property.    The   police  power   must   be    exereiaed 
within  its  appropriate  sphere  and  by  appropriate  methods:  Matter  of 
Jacobs,  98  N.  Y.  98,  50  Am.  Eep.  636;  People  v.  Marx,  99  N.  Y.  377,. 
62  Am.  Rep.  34,  2  N.  E.  29;  People  v.  Arensberg,  103  N.  Y.  388,  51 
Am.  Kep.  741,  8  N.  E.  736;  People  v.  Gillson,  109  N.  Y.  389,  4  Am.  St. 
Eep.  465,  17  N.  E.  343;  Colon  v.  Lisk,  153  N.  Y.  188,  60  Am.  St.  Bep. 
609,  47  N.  E.  302;  People  v.  Color,  166  N.  Y.  1,  82  Am.  St.  Bep.  605^ 
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59  N.  E.  716,  52  L.  K.  A.  814;  People  v.  Buffalo  Fish  Co.,  164  N.  T. 
101,  104,  79  Am.  St.  Bep.  622,  58  N.  E.  34,  52  L.  B.  A.  803;  People 
e.  Hawkins,  157  N.  Y.  1,  68  Am.  St.  Bep.  736,  51  N.  B.  257,  42  L.  B.  A. 
490.     It  will  not  do  to  say  that  the  legisiatnre  in  enacting  the  stat* 
ate  in  question  may  have  thought  that  it  was  a  health  law,  or  had 
some  relation  to  health.    The  action  of  the  legislature,  or  its  views 
or  reasons  for  the  passage  of  the  law,  does  not  conclude  the  courts,, 
but  tbey  must  determine  for  themselves  whether  in  any  given  case 
the  legislation  which  is  claimed  to  be  an  exercise  of  the  police  power 
is  really  what  it  is  claimed  to  be.    Every  labor  law,  however  stringent 
and  arbitrary,  could  just  as  well  be  upheld  upon  the  ground  that  it 
is  a  health  law;  but  in  all  the  discussions  that  have  been  had  in  the 
eonrts  for  many  years  concerning  the  validity  of  legislatiun  of  this 
character,  there  are  to  be  found  but  very  few  cases  where  it  was 
even  claimed  that  the  statute  was  enacted  for  the  purpose  of  pre- 
serving or  promoting  health,  or  that  it  had  any  relation  whatever 
to  that  subject.    When  it  is  manifest,  as  it  is  in  this  case,  that  the 
law  has  no  relation  whatever  to  the  subject  of  health,  and  that  its 
real  object  and  purpose  was  to  regulate  the  hours  of  labor  between 
master  and  servant  in  a  business  which  is  private  and  not  dangerous 
to  morals,  or  to  health,  freedom  to  contract  with  each  other,  defining 
their  mutual  obligations,  cannot  be  prohibited  without  violating  the 
fundamental  law. 

"The  defendant  was  charged  in  the  indictment  with  the  violation 
of  a  single  independent  section  of  article  8  of  the  labor  law,  namely, 
the  first  section,  which  relates  solely  to  the  hours  within  which  the 
master  may  permit  the  servant  to  work.    The  validity  of  that  sec- 
tion is  not  affected  or  helped  out  by  the  character  of  some  of  the 
other  sections  of  the  article,  since  part  of  a  statute  may  be  perfectly 
valid  and  another  part  in  conflict  with  the  constitution.    It  is  quite 
possible  that  some  parts  of  the  other  five  sections  can  be  regarded 
as  prescribing  sanitary  regulations,  such  as  ventilation,  plumbing, 
fire-escapes  and  the  like,  but  such  regulations  cannot  save  the  first 
■ection  which  deals  exclusively  with  the  time  within  which  the  ser- 
▼Mit  is  to  work  and  virtually  makes  a  contract  to  be  observed  by 
the  master  alone,  leaving  the  servant  just  as  free  as  if  the  law  had 
never  been  passed.    A  section,  or  sections,  of  a  statute  may  be  good 
that  requires  and  prescribes  sanitary  regulations  binding  upon  the 
landlord  who  owns  and  lets  tenement  houses  in  cities,  but  this  would 
not  save  another  section  of  the  statute  that  prescribes  the  max- 

• 

unum  rent  that  he  may  demand  and  receive  from  his  tenants.  It  is 
even  quite  possible  that  a  law  might  be  held  good  that  enjoins  upon 
farmers  or  persons  employing  domestic  help  the  duty  of  preserving 
their  health  against  infectious  diseases  by  reasonable  and  proper 
B^egnards,  such  as  ventilation  of  the  rooms  where  they  sleep  and 
the  like,  but  this  would  not  save  a  separate  section  of  the  law  pre- 
icribing  the  compensation  that  the  master  is  required  to  pay  to  the 
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•nrsni.  So  tluit  the  sectiosL  of  the  labor  law  with  whieh  we  ut 
mow  eoneemed  caot  borrow  no  ■trength  from  its  association  with  other 
■ections  of  the  statate  that  may  be  i^od.  The  single  section  of  th« 
labor  Unr  that  we  are  now  dealing  with  must  stand  or  fall  upon  its 
oirn  iatrinsie  eharaoter  and  can  receive  no  support  from  the  eom- 
panj  in  whieh  it  is  found.  If  that  section  had  also  provided  that 
every  employ>6  of  a  baker  would  be  guilty  of  a  misdemeanor  if  be 
neglected  or  refused  to  faithfully  serve  his  master  for  ten  full  houri 
in  each  day  no  one  I  apprehend  would  then  claim  that  it  was  a  healtk 
law.  And  yet  every  argument  and  every  authority  cited  in  defense 
of  the  section  in  its  present  form  would  be  just  as  good  then  as  they 
are  now.  The  section  would  then  be  just  aa  much  of  a  health  law  at 
it  ia  now. 

"It  cannot  be  repeated  too  often  that  if  the  single  section  of  the 
law  with  whieh  we  are  now  concerned  and  which  is  the  sole  basis  of 
the  criminal  charge  in  this  case,  stood  alone,  the  argument  that  it 
is  a  health  law  and  within  the  police  power  would  not  have  even  s 
color  of  reason  or  authority  to  support  it.  But  what  the  learned  dis- 
trict attorney  urges  upon  us  is  that  since  the  section  is  found  in  the 
article  associated  with  other  sections  prescribing  sanitary  reguli- 
tions,  we  moat  assume  that  the  legislators,  for  some  unexpressed  rea- 
son sufficient  to  them,  reached  the  conclusion  that  a  baker  ought  not 
to  be  permitted  or  required  to  work  on  an  average  of  more  than  ten 
hours  in  a  day.  Of.  course  this  reasoning  is  without  force  and  does 
not  meet  the  difficulty.  The  question  is  not  what  the  unexpressed 
reason  is  that  moved  the  lawmakers,  so  long  as  it  is  impossible  for 
any  court  to  discover  that  reason  or  any  reason  to  bring  the  enact- 
ment within  the  scope  of  the  police  power.  It  is  always  open  to 
the  courts  to  inquire  and  determine  whether  a  statute  is  in  faet 
fairly  within  the  police  power.  That  principle  is  founded  imbedded 
in  all  the  cases  on  that  subject.  If  it  were  otherwise  and  the  t^ 
view  of  the  legislature  is  made  the  dominant  idea,  then  the  court 
would  be  deprived  of  all  power  to  declare  any  law  void  provided 
the  legislature  called  it  an  exercise  of  the  police  power,  or  some  one 
eontended  that  it  was  supposed  to  be  such  upon  some  theory  that 
the  public  interest  required  its  enactment.  There  would  be  no  limit 
then  to  the  police  power,  and  every  statute,  however  arbitrary  and 
in  violation  of  the  constitutional  safeguards  for  the  protection  of 
life,  liberty  or  property,  could  be  upheld  on  the  plea  that  the  law- 
makers called  it  a  health  law  or  intended  it  as  such,  or  thought  it  was 
necessary  for  that  purpose.  It  is  incumbent  upon  the  courts  to  see 
to  it  that  such  laws  are  really,  what  they  prof  esa  to  be,  or  if  claimed 
to  be  police  regulations,  that  they  are  ouch  within  the  reasonable 
•cope  of  that  power. 

''The  bakera'  vocation  is  one  that  has  existed  practically  ia  all 
ages  and  in  all  countries.  Wherever  cereals  are  converted  into  bread, 
tiie  standard  food  of  the  human  race,  except  possibly  as  to  those  races 
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tlxsLt  are  considered  savage  or  semi-savage,  the  making  of  bread  is  one 
€>£    the  most  common  employments.    The  process  is  familiar  to  the 
d^omestics  in  ever/  public  or  private  honse  in  the  land  as  well  as  in 
tlie  places  called  bakeries,  where  bread  is  made  for  sale  to  the  public. 
It*  lias  never  been  supposed  that  it  was  a  trade  or  vocation  that  was 
or  might  be  dangerous  to  health,  morals  or  good  order,  or  that  there 
1V&8  anjthing  aboat  it  to  jostifj  legislation  restricting  the  right  of 
tlte  master  and  servant  to  make  their  own  contracts,  express  or  im- 
plied^ with  respect  to  hours  of  work  or  the  terms  of  employment. 
Tliere  is  nothing  in  the  record  before  us  from  which  it  ean  be  inferred 
tliat  there  was  any  ground  for  the  passage  of  the  statute  as  a  police 
regulation  for  the  protection  of  health,  morals  or  good  order,  and, 
bence,  it  cannot  be  upheld  as  an  exereisB  of  the  police  power.    It 
is  a  plain  discrimination  against  a  limited  class  of  people  who  hap- 
pen to  be  obliged  to  employ  labor  in  the  manufacture  of  bread,  bis- 
cuit or  confectionery  in  those  places  sailed  bakeries.    This  relatively 
small  class  are  restricted  by  the  vtatute  to  the  regulations  there  pre- 
aeribed  with  respect  to  the  hours  of  labor  by  their  employ^,  and 
are  prohibited  from  agreeing  with  them  as  to  the  time  they  are  to 
work  even  though  extra  pay  should  be  given  for  overwork,  a  right 
which  the  law  gives  to  all  other  persons  employing  labor.    If  the 
legislature  can  do  all  this,  then  the  right  to  enact  what  wages  the 
aervant  shall  receive  per  day  or  per  hour  must  necessarily  follow  as  an 
inevitable  conclusion.    A  statute  fixing  the  wages  of  the  servant  at 
such  a  sum  as  to  enable  him  to  live  more  comfortably  could  be  de- 
fended as  a  health  law  by  the  same  argument  and  authority  adduced 
in  support  of  the  section  of  the  present  law,  the  violation  of  which  ia 
the  only  crime  charged. 

"It  is  doubtless  within  the  power  of  the  legislature  to  enact  that  a 
ton  of  ooal  or  a  bushel  of  wheat  shall  contain  a  eertain  number  of 
pounds;  but  it  cannot  prohibit  parties  from  entering  into  contracts 
to  the  effect  that  a  ton  of  coal  or  a  bushel  of  wheat  shall  contain  more 
or  less  than  the  quantity  prescribed  hj  statute.  When  there  is  no 
eontraet  regulating  the  matter,  and  there  is  a  dispute  between  the 
parties  as  to  what  constitutes  a  ton  of  coal  or  a  bushel  of  wheat,  the 
statute  would  doubtless  be  available  to  settle  the  controversy.  So  in 
the  case  of  the  master  and  servant  with  zospeet  to  the  number  of 
hours  that  shall  constitute  a  day's  work.  The  legislature  may  no 
doubt  define  what  is  or  shall  constitute  a  day's  work,  but  it  cannot 
prohibit  the  parties  from  making  agreements  for  themselves,  and 
then  custom  or  contract,  express  or  implied,  would  control  the  mutual 
obligations  of  the  parties. 

"The  facts  stated  in  the  indictment  do  not  constitute  a  crime, 
tnd,  therefore,  the  demurrer  must  be  sustained,  the  judgment  of 
toaviotion  reversed  and  the  defendant  diachaiged.'' 
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At  to  the  Constitutionality  of  statutes  limiting  the  number  of  hoiin 
-which  shall  constitute  a  day's  work,  see  State  v.  Atkin,  64  Kmiu  174, 
-97  Am.  8t.  Bep.  843,  67  Pae.  519;  Cleveland  t.  Cleoents  Bros.  Gon- 
.struetion  Co.,  67  Ohio  St.  197,  93  Am.  St.  Bep.  670,  65  N.  K  8S5,  59 
L.  B.  A.  775;  Seattle  y.  Smyth,  22  Wash.  327,  79  Am.  St.  Bep.  939,  60 
Pae.  1120;  State  y.  BueEanan,  29  Wash.  602,  92  Am.  St.  Bep.  930,  70 
Pae.  52,  59  L.  B.  A.  S42;  In  re  Morgan,  26  Colo.  415,  77  Am.  St.  Bep. 
269,  58  Pae.  1071,  47  L.  B.  A.  52;  note  to  Booth  ▼.  People^  78  Anu 
St.  Bep.  244,  245.  And  as  to  the  validity  of  other  statutes  limiting 
the  right  of  contract  between  employer  and  employ^,  see  Street  ▼• 
Varaey  Elec.  Supply  Co..  160  Ind.  338,  98  Am.  St.  Bep.  325,  66  K.  B. 
895;  International  Text-book  Co.  t.  Weissinger,  160  Ind.  349,  98 
St.  Bep.  334,  65  N.  E.  521. 


BLINN  V.  SCHWARZ. 

[177  N.  T.  252,  69  N.  E.  542.] 

OONTBAOTS^  Itatlflcation  of. — ^A  void  contract  is  binding  vpoa 
neither  party,  and  cannot  be  ratified.  If  ratified  in  form,  it  is  a  new 
contract,  and  takes  effect  only  from  the  date  of  the  attempted  ntillear 
tion.     (p.  809.) 

OONTBAOTS. — ^A  Voidable  Contract  Binds  One  Party  tnit  not 
the  Other,  who  may  ratify  or  rescind  it  at  pleasure,     (p.  809.) 

CONTBAOTS  of  Insane'  Persons. — ^Idiots  and  persons  of  non- 
sane  memory  are  not  totally  disabled  either  to  convey  or  purchase,  bnt 
sub  mode  only,  for  their  conveyances  and  purchases  are  voidable* 
but  not  actually  void.     (p.  811.) 

INSANE  PEBSONB.— The  Deed  of  a  liunatlc  Before  OfBoe 

Found  is  voidable  only,  and  not  void.     (p.  811.) 

INSANE  PEBS0N8. — The  Deed  of  an  Insane  Person  may  be 
Batifled  by  Him  if  it  was  made  while  he  was  insane,  and  his  agent, 
under  a  power  of  attorney,  also  executed  during  the  insanity,  received 
the  consideration,  and  the  principal,  after  becoming  sane,  sued  such 
agent  for  an  accounting  and  inserted  allegations  in  the  complaint 
which  would  have  permitted  a  recovery  of  the  money  received  by  the 
agent  for  the  conveyance.  Though  it  does  not  appear  by  the  com- 
plaint or  otherwise  that  the  principal  knew  when  the  action  was 
brought  that  his  agent  had  received  such  moneys,  still  this  easts  the 
burden  of  proof  on  such  principal  in  an  action  of  ejectment  to  re- 
cover the  land  so  conveyed,  and  requires  him  to  show  that  he  did  not 
ratify  the  conveyance  after  the  termination  of  his  insanity,  (pp.  812, 
813.) 

Action  of  ejectment.  The  defendant  pleaded  that  she  was 
in  possession  of  the  property  under  a  conveyance  executed  to 
her  by  the  plaintiff  March  31, 1890,  in  consideration  of  seventy- 
eight  thousand  dollars  paid  by  her,  out  of  which  the  sum  of 
forty-five  thousand  dollars  was  applied  to  discharge  liens  on 
the  property.  The  plaintiff,  in  reply,  alleged  that  he  had  no 
recollection  of  having  executed  the  deed;  denied  that  he  had 
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received  the  consideratioa  therefor^,  and  averred  that  at  the 
date  of  its  execution  he  was  insane  and  that  defendant  took 
advantage  of  his  condition  by  procuring  his  signature  to  a  paper 
purporting  to  be  a  conveyance  of  the  premises  described  in  the 
complaint. 

When  the  plaintiff  purchased  the  property  in  1887,  he  exe- 
cuted -to  his  grantor  six  promissory  notes  to  secure  sixty-five 
thousand  dollars.  There  was  at  the  trial  evidence  tending  to 
prove  that  the  plaintiff  was  insane  from  the  commencement 
in  the  year  1890  until  some  time  in  the  year  1895,  but  noth- 
ing to  show  that  he  had  ever  been  adjudged  insane.  The  deed 
under  which  the  defendant  claimed  was  executed  by  the  plain- 
tiff and  hia  wif^  but  the  consideration  for  its  execution  was 
paid  to  Henry  TJngrich,  who  acted  under  two  powers  of  attor- 
ney from  the  plaintiff,  one  dated  April  16^  1890,  and  the  other 
in  February  of  the  same  year.  Each  powier  was  sufficient  in 
form  to  authorize  TJngrich  to  sell  and  convqr  real  property  and 
receive  the  purchase  price  thereof. 

The  present  action  was  commenced  in  October,  1897;  At 
the  trial  evidence  was  offered  and  received  on  behalf  of  the 
defendant  showing  that  the  plaintiff,  in  July,  1897,  commenced 
a  suit  against  TJngrich  alleging  his  appointment  as  agent  and 
trustee  of  the  plaintiff;  that  as  such  he  had  entered  upon  pos- 
session of  plaintiff's  property,  real  and  personal,  and  sold  part 
if  not  all  of  it,  receiving  the  consideration  and  retaining  the 
same  for  his  use  and  benefit,  and  refused  to  account  to  the 
plaintiff;  and  the  plaintiff  prayed  that  his  agent  be  directed  to 
make  a  discovery  and  accounting  of  all  his  transactions  as  such 
agent  and  trustee. 

The  trial  court  directed  a  verdict  in  favor  of  the  defendant 
to  which  the  plaintiff  excepted,  asking  to  have  the  question  of 
his  insanity  at  the  time  of  the  execution  of  the  deed  submitted 
to  the  jury.  The  court  ordered  the  exceptions  to  be  heard  by 
the  appeUate  division.  It  overruled  them,  .and  ordered  judg- 
ment to  be  entered  against  the  plaintiff  on  the  verdict 

George  Newell  Hamlin,  George  B.  Lester  and  Harmon  S. 
Graves,  for  the  appellant. 

Edward  W.  8.  Johnston  and  Edward  P.  Onell,  for  the  re- 

spondentSb 

^'^  VANN,  J.  The  deed  in  question  and  both  powers  of 
attorney  were  executed  by  the  plaintiff  when  he  was  of  unsound 
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mind  and  incapable  of  attendiog  to  Tm  aSMim,  %»  ibe  jury 
^^  might  have  iovmi.  About  tw»  years  and  a  baJbE  after  hd 
recoYezed  bia  mind  he  euBd  hia  a^ent  and  trustee  Ua  a  geaerai 
nocouutiiigi  and  the  allegationa  of  his  complaJmt  would  have 
permitted  the  recovery,  among  other  moneys,  of  the  sum  of  ae¥- 
caty-aevQU  thoiiaaj^d  sevea  hundred  md  fifty  dollaiB  paid  by 
r..e  defendant  Julia  Schwarz  upon  the  purohase  of  the  property 
in  question.  The  plaintiff  did  not  aUege  in  his  complaint  in 
that  action  that  bis  agent  had  received  that  sum,  or  any  spedfie 
money,  and  it  does  not  expressly  appear  that  he  knew  when  he 
brought  the  action  what  sums  had  been  paid,  or  under  what 
circumstances,  or  for  what  property.  After  that  complaint 
had  been  put  in  evidence  by  the  defendants,  however,  the  bur- 
den wa£  upon  the  plaintiff  of  explaining  the  sa^ne,  or  of  show* 
ing  what  he  could  in  answer  thereto,  but  the  record  contains 
nothing  upon  the  subject.  As  he  had  never  been  adjudged  a 
lunatic,  he  could  not  proceed  on  the  assumption  that  he  was  in- 
sane, as  he  alleged,  for  that  was  a  question  for  the  jury.  The 
lapse  of  time  between  his  reeovery  and  his  act  has  an  imporbmt 
bearing  upon  what  he  is  presumed  to  have  known.  While  nri- 
ther  power  of  attorney  specifically  covered  the  receipt  of  monej 
paid  in  consideration  of  property  conveyed  by  the  plaintiff  in 
person,  still  the  general  powers  were  broad  enough  to  authori:^ 
the  agent  and  trustee  to  collect  the  ^ame. 

Although  the  plaintiff,  in  the  action  now  before  us,  excepted 
to  the  direction  of  a  verdict  in  favor  of  the  defendants,  he  did 
not  rest  there  but  asked  to  have  the  question  of  his  insanity  at 
the  time  of  the  making  of  the  deed  to  Mrs.  Schwarz  submitted 
to  the  jury.    He  did  not  ask  to  go  to  the  jury  on  the  whole 
case,  or  upon  any  other  question,  and  by  requesting  that  the 
question  of  insanity  only  should  be  submitted,  he  waived  th« 
right  to  have  the  question  of  ratification,  so  far  as  it  was  one 
of  fact,  sent  to  the  jury.    The  evidence  warrants  the  conclu* 
sion  that  the  plaintiff  ratified  the  act  of  his  a^snt  as  well  S3 
his  own  with  reference  to  the  deed  under  oonsideration,  pro* 
vided  the  deed  and  the  powers  of  attorney  were  not  absolutely 
void,  but  merely  voidable.     As  we  must  assume  that  the  plain- 
tiff was  insane  when  he  executed  those  instruments  we  ^^  thus 
reach  the  principal  question  prepented  by  the   record,  as  to 
'  whether  the  contract  of  a  person  actually  insane,  but  never  sf> 
adjudged,  is  void,  or  merely  voidable,  at  his  election. 

Using  the  term  in  its  exact  sense  and  limiting  it  to  the  par- 
ties themselves,  a  void  contract  is  binding  upon  neither  eat 
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CAuoot  be  ratified.    Even  if  ratified  in  farm  by  both^  it  would 
be  a  new  contract  and  would  take  effect  only  from  the  date  of 
the  attempt  at  Tatifieation.    A  yoidable  contract^  on  the  other 
hand,  binds  one  party  but  not  the  other,  who  may  ratify  or  re- 
scind at  pleasure.    The  word  "void/^  however,  is  used  both  in 
statutes  and  in  decisions  of  the  courts,  with  several  meanings 
and  seldom  with  the  exact  one.    This  is  illustrated  by  an  opin- 
ion of  the  court  of  errors,  from  which  we  extract  the  follow- 
ing: *'A  thing  is  void  which  is  done  agaiost  law,  at  the  very 
time  of  doing  it,  and  where  no  person  is  bound  by  the  act; 
but  a  thing  is  voidable  which  is  done  by  a  person  who  ought 
not  to  have  done  it,  but  who,  nevertheless,  cannot  avoid  it  him- 
self, after  it  is  done.    Bacon  classes  under  the  head  of  acts 
which  are  absolutely  void,  to  all  purposes,  the  bond  of  a  feme 
covert,  an    infant,  and  a  person   non    compos  mentis,  after 
an  ofiBce  found  and  bonds  given  for  the  performance  of  il- 
legal acts.     He  considers  a  fraudulent  gift  void,  as  to  some 
persons  only,  and  says  it  is  good  as  to  the  donor,  and  void  as  to 
creditors.     Whenever  the  act  done  takes  effect  as  to  some  pur- 
poses, and  is  void  as  to  persons  who  have  an  interest  in  impeach- 
ing it,  the  act  is  not  a  nullity,  and,  therefore,  in  a  legal  sense, 
is  not  utterly  void  but  merely  voidable.    Another  test  of  a  void 
act  or  deed  is  that  every  stranger  may  take  advantage  of  it,  but 
not  of  a  voidable  one :  2  Leo.  218 ;  Viner,  tit  ^oid  and  Void- 
able,'   A.  pi.  11.    Again,  a  thing  may  be  void  in  several  de- 
grees: 1.  Void,  so  as  if  never  donej  to  all  purposes,  so  as  aU 
persons  may  take  advantage  thereof;  2.  Void  to  some  purposes 
only;  3.  So  void  by  operation  of  law,  that  he  who  will  have 
the  benefit  of  it,  may  make  it  good**:  Anderson  v.  Eoberts,  18 
Johns.  616,  527,  9  Am.  Dec.  235. 

Contracts  to  defraud  creditors,  those  made  under  duress  or 
while  one  of  the  parties  was  intoxicatod  and  the  like  are  not 
*^  void  but  voidable  at  the  option  of  the  injured  party,  while 
contracts  to  do  acts  forbidden  by  law,  such  as  the  commission 
of  crimes,  or  not  to  do  acts  required  by  law,  such  as  refusing 
to  obey  a  subpoena,  are  utterly  void.    So  are  contracts  of  in- 
sane persons,  ''made  after    an   inquisition    and    confirmation 
thereof,  but  not  when  made  before  oflBce  found,  even  if  within 
the  period  overreached  by  the  finding  of  the  jury,  although 
they  are  presumed  to  be  so  until  capacity  to  contract  is  shown 
by  satisfactory  evidence*':  Hughes  v.  Jones,  116  N.  Y.  67,  73, 
15  Am.  St.  Eep.  386,  22  N.  B.  446,  6  L.  E.  A.  637. 
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In  Van  Deuflen  v.  Sweet,  61  N.  T.  378,  relied  on  by  ihe 
plaintiff,  the  headnote  is  misleading,  for  t&e  learned  judge  writ- 
ing the  opinion  used  the  word  ^^Yoid''  with  a  flexible  meaning, 
as  on  page  384  he  says  that  the  deed  then  in  question  'Vas  not 
merely  voidable,  but  absolutely  void/'  and  in  the  third  sen- 
tence following  that  ''it  would  have  been  competent  for  the 
plaintiff  to  have  shown  that  the  deed  was  voidable,  if  that  had 
been  necessary  to  defeat  the  defendant's  claim :  See  Phillips  t. 
Gorham,  17  N.  Y.  270;  Lattin  v.  McCarty,  41  N.  Y.  107." 
It  is  evident  from  reading  the  entire  opinion  that  the  court 
had  in  mind,  the  remedy  of  the  plaintiff  at  law  when  it  used 
the  former  expression,  and  the  rights  of  the  parties  in  equity 
when  it  used  the  latter.  This  case  has  produced  some  confu* 
sion,  because,  owing  to  the  syllabus^  it  has  been  misunderstood. 

In  Goodyear  v.  Adams,  119  N.  Y.  650,  23  N.  E.  1149,  5  N. 
Y.  Supp.  275,  also  relied  on  by  the  plaintiff,  it  was  held  that 
a  deed  executed  by  an  insane  person  is  absolutely  void  at  law, 
but  if  taken  in  good  faith  and  for  a  valuable  consideration  may 
be  upheld  in  equity. 

The  question  before  us  is  not  whether  the  deed  is  void  at 
law,  but  whether  it  is  void  in  the  extreme  sense  of  the  word, 
not  only  at  law  but  in  equity,  so  that  there  was  nothing  for 
ratification  to  act  upon.  One  of  the  defenses  pleaded  by  the 
defendant  Schwarz  is  of  an  equitable  nature,  as  she  alleged  the 
payment  of  a  consideration  of  seventy-eight  thousand  dollani 
and  that  fifty-four  thousand  dollars  of  that  amount  was  applied 
upon  the  mortgages  on  the  property  which  were  satisfied  of 
record. 

^^^  I  think  the  true  rule  was  suggested  by  the  great  English 
commentator,  when  he  said  that  "Idiots  and  persons  of  nonsane 
memory,  infants  and  persons  under  duress,  are  not  totally  dis- 
abled either  to  convey  or  purchase,  but  sub  modo  only,  for  their 
conveyances  and  purchases  are  voidable  but  not  actually  void'*: 
2  Black^s  Commentaries,  291. 

Chancellor  Kent  uses  similar  language  (2  Kent^s  Commen- 
taries, 451) ;  and  other  writers  lay  down  substantially  the  same 
rule.  Mr.  Wharton,  after  a  full  discussion  of  the  subject,  says 
that  "tb.e  true  rule  is  that  a  voidable  deed  is  capable  of  ratifi- 
cation, and  if  a  grantor,  when  insane,  makes  a  deed,  and 
should  afterward  in  a  lucid  interval,  well  understanding  the 
nature  of  the  instrument,  ratify  and  adopt  it  as  his  deed,  as  by 
receiving  the  purchase  money  due  under  it,  this  would  give 
effect  to  it  and  render  it  valid  in  the  hands  of  the  grantee." 
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The  learned  author  cites  maay  authorities  in  support  of  this 
position:  1  T^rton's  Law  of  Contracts,  sec.  107,  p.  138. 

In  Bishop  on  Contracts  (sections  873  and  874)  it  is  said: 
''Plainly^  in  justice,  the  same  party  ought  ordinarily  to  be 
holden,  whether  be  knew  of  the  insanity  or  not,  if  the  other 
or  his  representative  so  elects.  The  authorities  on  this  point 
may  be  conflicting,  but  such  is  believed  to  be  the  better  doc- 
trine. This  last  would  make  the  contract  voidable,  whatever 
the  courts  should  hold  its  other  consequences  to  be.  •  •  •  •  In 
general,  this  contract,  like  an  infant's,  may  be  ratified  or  dis- 
afiOrmed  by  the  insane  party's  guardian  or  committee,  or  by 
himself  during  a  lucid  interval  or  on  becoming  sane,  or  after 
his  death  by  his  proper  legal  representative." 

In  Clark  on  Contracts,  page  268,  it  is  laid  down  "as  a  gen- 
eral or  almost  universal  ruW  that  the  contracts  of  an  infant 
or  insane  person  ''are  not  void,  but  simply  voidable  at  his  op- 
tion and  tiiey  are  binding  on  the  other  party  if  he  elects  to 
hold  him.** 

In  Lawson  on  Contracts  (section  161),  the  rule  is  stated  in 
this  language:  "The  contract  of  an  insane  person  is  voidable  at 
his  option,  and,  therefore,  one  may  prove  in  avoidance  of  his  con- 
tract that  he  was  non  compos  mentis  when  he  entered  into 
*•*  it,  although  a  similar  privilege  is  not  allowed  to  the  party 
with  whom  he  contracted.    The  insanity  to  avoid  the  contract 
must  be  an  absolute  incapacity  to  understand  the  effect  of  the 
act,  and,  therefore,  mere  weakness  of  mind,  or  partial  insanity 
or  monomania,  unconnected  with  the  subject  matter  of  the  con- 
tract, is  not  suflBcient,  though  a  moderate  degree  of  incapacity 
may  be  8u£Scient  where  the  transaction  is  accompanied  with 
fraud,  imposition  or  duress.    Where  the  person  has  been  ad- 
judged  a  lunatic   and   placed  under   guardianship,   contracts 
made  by  him  thereafter  are  absolutely  void,  unless  the  guar- 
dianship has  been  abandoned,  or  no  guardian   has   been   ap- 
pointed, or  the  guardian  appointed  has  resigned." 

We  will  close  our  quotations  with  the  following  from  Pol- 
lock^s  Principles  of  Contract,  page  81 :  "The  contract  of  a  lu- 
natic or  drunken  man  who  by  reason  of  lunacy  or  drunkenness 
is  not  capable  of  understanding  its  terms  or  forming  a  rational 
judgment  of  its  effect  on  his  interests  is  not  void,  but  only  void- 
able at  his  option;  and  this  only  if  his  state  is  known  to  the 
other  party":  See,  also,  Shelf ord  on  Lunacy,  419;  Story's 
Equity  Jurisprudence,  228,  28  Am.  &  Eng.  Ency.  of  Law,  1st 
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ed.^  476 ;  9  Am.  ft  Bng.  Ency.  of  Law,  2d  ed.,  119  ;  Addiflon  on 
Coatractfi,  6Ui  ed.,  1033 ;  Smith  on  Contracts,  6ih  ed.,  343,  344. 

Although  the  deciBiona  of  &e  courts  upon,  the  snbject  are 
not  imiform  aicoording  to  the  weight  of  authority  in  this  state, 
06  well  as  ekewhere,  the  deed  of  a  lunatic  b^ore  office  found  is 
voidable  only  and  not  void :  Hughes  v.  Jones,  116  N.  Y.  67,  73, 
15  Am.  St.  Eep.  386,  22  BT.  E.  446,*6  L.  R  A.  637;  Valentine 
V.  Lunt,  116  N.  Y.  496,  22  N.  B.  209;  Mutual  Life  Ins.  Co. 
T.  Hunt,  79  N.  Y.  541,  546;  Ingrahom  v.  Baldwin,  9  N.  T.  45, 
47 ;  Jackson  v.  Gumaer,  2  Cow.  662,    668 ;  Pitzhugh  ▼.  Wilcox, 
12  Barb.  236,  237;  Canfield  v.  Fairbanks,  63  Barb,  461,  465; 
Matter  of  Beckwith,  3  Hun,  448;  Riley  v.  Albany  Sav.  Bank, 
36  Hun,  613,  619,  103  N.  Y.  669;  Brown  v.  Miles,  61  Hun, 
463,  456;  Baldwin  v.  Golde,  88  Hun^  115,  34  N.  Y.  Supp. 
587;  Wagner  v.  Harriott,  10  N.  Y.  St.  Eep.  709;  Merritt  y. 
Merritt,  43  App.  Div.  68,  70,  59  N .  Y.  Supp.  357 ;  Loonua  y. 
Spencer,  2  Paige,  153 ;  L'Amoreux  v.  Crosby,  2  Paige,  427,  2« 
Am.  Dec.  665;  AUis  v.  Billings,  6  Met  415,  39  Am.  3>ec.  744; 
Lancaster  Co.  Nat  Bk.  t.  Moore,  78  ^»»  Pa.  St  407,  21  Am. 
Bep.  24 ;  Long  y.  Long,  9  Md.  348 ;  Matthiessen  &  Weichers  Be- 
fining  Co.  v.  McMahon,  38  N.  J.  L.  536;  Wilder  y.  Weakley, 
34  Ind.  181;  Behrens  v.  McKenzie,  23  Iowa,  333,  92  Am.  Dec 
428;  Molton  v.  Camroux,  2  Ex.  487;  4  Ex.   17;  Beavan  y. 
McDonnell,  9  Ex.  309. 

We  think  the  rule  laid  down  by  these  cases  is  sound  and  in 
the  interest  of  those  afflicted  with  disease  of  the  mind.  The 
deed  of  a  lunatic  is  not  yoid,  in  the  sense  of  being  a  nullity, 
but  has  force  and  effect  until  the  option  to  declare  it  yoid  is 
exercised.  The  right  of  election  implies  the  right  to  ratify, 
and  it  may  be  greatly  to  the  adyantage  of  the  insane  person  to 
haye  that  right.  If  the  deed  or  contract  is  yoid,  it  binds  neither 
party,  and  neither  can  derive  any  benefit  therefrom,  but  if  yoid- 
able,  the  lunatic,  upon  recoyering  his  reason,  can  hold  on  to 
the  bargain  if  it  is  good  and  let  go  if  it  is  bad.  This  option 
is  valuable,"  for  it  gives  him  the  power  to  do  as  he  wishes,  and 
to  bind  or  loose  the  other  party  at  will.  Upon  the  record  be- 
fore us,  therefore,  even  if  the  plaintiff  was  insane  at  the  date 
of  the  deed,  there  was  no  error  in-  directing  a  verdict  for  the 
defendants. 

The  only  exception,  aside  from  thoee  involyed  in  the  fore- 
going discussion,  was  taken  to  the  admission  in  evidence  of 
the  complaint  in  the  action  brought  by  the  plaintiff  against 
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his    agent,    subject  to  the  objection  that  it  was  immateriaL 

That  action  was  brought  to  recover  the  purchase  price  of  the 

\ery  premises  sought  to  be  recovered  in  this.    It  was  pending 

when  this  action  was  ecHnmenoed,  and  was  pending  at  the  time 

of  the  trial*     As  was  said  in  the  prevailing  opinion  below^  the 

defendants  had  "the  right  to  show  any  facts  to  establish  that 

at  the  tinae  of  the  trial  the  deed  was  plaintiff's  deed."    The 

plaintiff  could  not  recover  the  land  and  money  both,  and  he  was 

in  the  act  of  trying  to  recover  the  money  when  his  action  to 

•  recover  the  land  was  brought  as  well  as  when  it  was  tried.    He 

made  no  request  to  go  to  the  jury  as  to  his  knowledge  or  want 

of  knowledge  when  the  first  action  was  commenced.    Having 

the  right  to  sue  for  the  money  or  the  land,  he  sued  for  both, 

and,  upon  the  trial  of  the  second  action,  it  *^*  was  material 

upon  the  question  of  ratification  to  show  what  he  alleged  in 

his  complaint  in  the  first. 

Without  considering  the  question,  so  ably  discussed  in  the 
concurring  opinion  below,  whether  the  plaintiff,  in  any  event, 
should  have  resorted  to  equity  for  relief,  we  think  the  record 
shows  no  reversible  error,  and  that  the  judgment  should,  there- 
fore, be  affirmed,  with  costs. 

Parker,  C.  J.,  O'Brien,  Bartlett,  Martin,  Cullen  and  Werner, 
JJ.,  concur. 

Judgment  afiBrmed* 


The  Deed  of  an  Insane  Person  is  merely  voidable  and  not  void: 

Cobum  V.  Eaymond,  76  Conn.  484,  100  Am.  St.  Bep.  1000,  57  Atl.  116; 

French  Lumbering  Co.  v.  Theriault,  107  Wis.  627,  81  Am.  St.  Rep. 

856,  83  N.  W.  927,  51  L.  R.  A.  910;  Wooley  v.  Gaines,  114  Ga.  122,  88 

Am.  St,  Bep.  22,  39  S.  E.  892;  note  to  Plach  v.  Gottschalk  Co.,  71 

Am.  St.  Bep.  430.    It  may  be  set  aside  after  his  restoration  to  sanity: 

Clay  ▼.  Hammond,  199  111.  370,  93  Am.  St.  Bep.  146,  65  N.  E.  S52; 

Eldredge  v.  Palmer,  185  HL  618,  76  Am.  St.  Bep.  59,  57  N.  E.  770. 

Or  it  may  be  affirmed:  Note  to  Flach  v.  Gottschalk  Co.,  71  Am.  St. 

Bep.  432.    But  an  insane  g^rantor  cannot  affirm  or  disaffirm  his  deed 

80  long  as  he  remains  of  unsound  mind:  Downham  v.  Holloway,  158 

Ind.  626,  92  Am.  St.  Bep.  ^0,  64  N.  E.  82. 
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MATTER  OF  BAREFIELD. 

[177  N.  Y.  387,  69  N,  B,  732.] 

PBAOnOE  in  Surrogate  Courts.— Tbe  Report   of  a  Beferea 

appointed  in  puiBuance  of  section  2546  of  the  New  York  code 
is  subject  to  confirmation,  modification  or  rejection  by  the  sar- 
rogate.  Such  report  is  not  self -executing,  and  it  is  both  the  right  and 
duty  of  the  surrogate  to  act  upon  it  even  after  ninety  days  after  it 
has  been  submitted  to  him.     (p.  815.) 

APPEAIa  AND  EBSOB.— The  Beyersal  of  a  Decree  of  the 

Appellate  Diyislon  by  an  order  which  does  not  disclose  that  the 
reversal  is  on  a  question  of  fact  must  be  presumed  to  have  been 
upon  a  question  of  law.     (p.  S15.) 

APPEAIi  AND  EBROB.— Wbeie  the  Deeision  of  tbe  Trial 
Oonrt  ^oes  not  separately  state  the  facts  found,  and  the  order  ot 
the  appellate  division  does  not  state  that  the  reversal  is  upon  a  ques- 
tion of  fact,  it  must  be  presumed  that  all  the  facts  warranted  by 
the  evidence  and  necessary  to  support  the  judgment  were  found  by 
the  trial  court,     (p.  816.) 

TRUST,  When  not  Created  by  a  Deposit  in  Bank. — ^If  A  opens 
an  account  in  a  bank  in  which  he  deposits  his  own  money 
in  his  name  "in  trust  for  B,''  this  does  not  necessarily  create  a 

trust  in  favor  of  B,  and  a  court  is  justified  in  finding  that  no 
trust  was  thereby  created  if  there  is  evidence  of  declarations  on  the 
part  of  B  tending  to  show  that  he  had  no  interest  in  the  moneys 
deposited,     (p.  816.) 

GIFT  OF  MONBTS  on  Deposit  in  Bank.— If  the  holder  of  a 
bank-book  delivers  it  to  another  with  an  order  directing  t'hat  the 
amount  due  be  paid  to  the  latter,  who  afterward  retains  the  posses- 
sion of  such  book,  this  constitutes  a  gift  of  such  amount,  (pp.  817, 
818.) 

BANKING. — ^Notwithstanding  the  Deposit  of  Moneys  Jointly 
in  the  Names  of  A  and  B,  fhey  may  be  proved,  by  the  testimony  of 
the  latter,  to  belong  to  him  exclusively,     (p.  818.) 

APPBAL  AND  BRBOB.— Where  a  Surrogate  Fiads  that  moneys 
deposited  in  the  names  of  A  and  B  belong  to  the  latter  only, 
and  the  appellate  division  reverses  upon  the  law,  the  court  of 
appeals  can  only  inquire  whether  there  is  evidence  in  the  record  sup- 
porting the  finding  implied  in  the  decision  of  the  surrogate,  and  if 
there  is,  the  judgment  of  the  appellate  division  should  be  reversed, 
(p.  818.) 

Benjamin  F.  Tracy  and  F.  W.  Catlin,  for  the  appellant 

Eichard  T.  Greene,  for  the  respondent 

»^  PARKER,  C.  J.  The  matter  of  the  judicial  settlement 
of  the  account  of  Rebecca  A.  R.  Barefield,  as  administratrix  of 
the  estate  of  Mary  E.  Rosell,  deceased,  coming  on  before  the 
surrogate  of  Kings  county,  he  appointed  a  referee  under  section 
2546  of  the  Code  of  Civil  Procedure,  to  examine  the  account 
and  to  hear  and  determine  the  questions  arising  upon  its  set- 
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tlement.  The  ref creeps  report  comprises  the  evidence  taken ;  cer- 
tain formal  findings  of  fact,  as  to  which  there  was  no  dispute; 
an  enumeration  and  description  of  five  bank  accounts  and  the 
dates  at  which  they  were  closed  by  the  administratrix;  and  his 
conclusions  of  law  which  are  practically  a  restatement  of  the 
facts  about  these  bank  accounts  in  the  form  of  schedules^  as  a 
result  of  which  he  charges  the  accounting  administratrix  with 
the  amount  of  the  bank  accounts. 

On  the  motion  to  confirm  the  referee's  report  the  surrogate 
came  to  an  entirely  different  conclusion  as  a  result  of  his  ex- 
amination of  the  testimony.  In  his  opinion  he  discusses  fully 
the  law  and  the  f  acts^  disclosing  the  reasons  that  led  him  ^^^  to 
the  conclusion  from  the  undisputed  facts  that  the  amount  of 
the  bank  accounts  belonged  to  Mrs.  Barefield  individually^  both 
before  and  after  deposit.  The  decree  does  not  contain  specific 
findings  of  fact^  but  states  the  conclusions  to  which  he  had 
arrived. 

While  some  doubt  has  been  expressed  as  to  the  effect  of  the 
report  of  a  referee  appointed  in  pursuance  of  section  2546^  it 
is  now  settled  that  the  report  is  subject  to  confirmation^  modifi- 
cation or  rejection  by  the  surrogate.    Indeed,  we  hold  in  Matter 
of  Clark,  168  N.  Y.  427,  61  N.  B.  769,  that  notwithstanding 
the  last  clause — ^which  provides  that  the  report  shall  be  deemed 
confirmed  unless  acted  upon  by  the  surrogate  within  ninety 
days  after  it  has  been  submitted  to  him — ^the  report  is  not  self- 
executing,  and  the  surrogate  has  the  right,  and  it  is  his  duty, 
to  act  upon  it  after  the  expiration  of  such  period  if  he  has 
not  done  so  before.    The  court  says  in  that  case  (168  N.  Y. 
427,  433,  61  N.  E.  769,  771) :  "We  think  the  section  was  not 
intended  to  deprive  the  parties  of  their  right  to  the  judicial  ac- 
tion of  the  surrogate,  but  that  its  obvious  purpose  was  to  expe- 
dite decisions  in  this  class  of  referred  cases  and  to  provide  a 
means  by  which  any  interested  party  could  enforce  promptness 
of  action.'* 

The  referee's  report,  therefore,  is  not  final.  His  conclusions 
must  be  deemed  to  be  reported  to  the  surrogate  in  aid  of  his 
decision  and  decree,  which  should  be  founded  upon  the  law  as 
i^pplied  to  the  evidence  taken  before  the  referee.  The  decree 
is  the  first  binding  adjudication,  and  from  it  only  can  an  appeal 
^  taken. 

This  decree  was  reversed  by  the  appellate  division  by  an  order 
'^hich  does  not  disclose  that  the  reversal  is  upon  a  question  of 
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f act^  and  in  such  case  it  must  be  preaomed  tiiat  it  is  upon  tfao 
law:  Matter  of  Keefe,  164  N.  Y.  362,  58  N.  E.  117. 

We  are  thus  brought  to  the  question,  whether  the  decree  hai 
Buch  support  in  the  undisputed  facts  as  entitles  it  to  stand. 
For  where  the  decision  of  the  trial  court  does  not  separatel; 
state  the  facts  found,  and  the  order  of  the  appellate  diTisian 
does  not  state  that  the  reversal  is  upon  a  question  ^^^  of  facty 
it  must  be  presumed  that  all  the  facts  warranted  by  the  evi- 
dence  and  necessary  ta  support  ihe  judgment  are  found  by  tte 
trial  court :  People  v.  Adirondack  By.  Co.,  160  N.  Y.  225,  54 
N.  E.  689;  Gannon  y.  McGuire,  160  N.  Y.  476,  73  Am.  St. 
Eep.  694,  55  JT.  E.  7. 

We  shall  first  take  up  the  three  deposits-^in  the  Seaman'a 
Bank,  the  Greenwich  Savings  Bank  and  the  Bowery  Savings 
Bank — in  the  name  of  "fiebecca  A.  E»  Barefield  in  trust  for 
Mary  E.  Rosell/' 

It  is  not  necessary  to  determine  whether  the  evidence  fur- 
nished by  such  bank-books,  standing  alone,  creates  a  valid  and 
irrevocable  trust,  for  that  is  not  this  case.  The  uncontradicted 
evidence  is  that  the  moneys  deposited  were  Mrs.  Barefield's;  that 
she  opened  the  accounts  personally,  took  tiie  bank-books  and 
retained  them  until  after  the  death  of  Mrs.  Bosell.  And  Mre. 
Barefield  in  her  testimony  in  various  places  distinctly  claims 
such  accounts  as   her  own.     She   testifies:  ''The  account  was 

mine Absolutely   my   own   account.  ....  They   were 

my  private  affairs.^'  The  record  contains  no  suggestion  of  any 
change  in  the  accounts  nor  in  her  intention.  The  surrogate  waa 
justified,  therefore,  in  reaching  the  conclusion  to  which  he  g^^^ 
expression  in  his  opinion  that  it  was  ''the  positive  testimony 
....  that  there  was  no  intention  to  give  this  money  to  tba 
beneficiary.*' 

A  further  circumstance  bearing  upon  the  question  of  whether 
she  intended  to  create  a  trust  is  to  be  found  in  the  testimony 
of  Mrs.  Roseirs  physician,  who  says :  "I  had  repeated  conversa- 
tions with  her  about  her  property.  She  was  very  sick  with 
pneumonia.  I  told  her  if  she  had  any  business  to  transact  flbe 
had  better  transact  it  now.  She  told  me  she  had  no  business; 
that  she  had  attended  to  all  such  affairs.  She  said,  I  have  given 
all  to  my  only  child,  my  daughter.  I  have  no  will  to  make.  I 
have  nothing  to  will."  She  was  then  living  with  her  daughter, 
and  had  been  for  many  years.  Her  repeated  declarationa  that 
she  had  given  everything  to  her  daughter,  which  her  daughter 
well  knew,  present  a  still  further  circumstance  in  support  of 
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the  daughter's  daim  tiiat  she  had  no  intentioii  of  creating  a 
trust,  for  why  should  she  *•*  create  a  tmst  for  her  mother 
when  she  knew  Ihat  all  that  her  mother  had  was  given  to  her. 

This  toBtimony,  with  the  facts  before  alluded  to,  famishes 
sufficient  support  for  the  finding  the  surrogate  must  be  presumed 
to  have  made— in  view  of  the  character  of  tiie  decree— that 
Mrs.   Barefield  had  no  intention  of  creating  a  trust  for  her 
mother,   and  brings  this  case  dearly  within  Cuxming^iam  y. 
Davenport,  147  N.  Y.  43,  49  Am.  St  Hep.  641,  41  U.  B.  412, 
32  L.  B.  A.  373,  referred  to  in  ihe  surrogate's  opinion.    In  that 
case  a  depositor  opened  an  aoeount  in  a  savings  bank  in  his 
own  name.    Afterward  he  changied  it  to  his  own  name  in  trust 
for  his  brother.    The  brother  died.    Three  days  later  the  de- 
positor changed  the  account  back  to  his  own  name.    He  at  all 
times  held  the  bank-books;  the  brother  was  not  informed  of 
the  account,  and  the  depositor  denied  Ihe  trust,  daiming  never 
to  have  intended  to  part  wifli  the  money,  although  giving  no 
reason  for  opening  the  account  in  trust.    This  court  holds  that 
the  transaction  did  not  create  a  trust,  and  that  decision  justifies 
the  surrogate  in  holding  that^  in  the  light  of  the  facts  here, 
no  trust  was  created. 

The  appellate  division  also  reverses  that  portion  of  the  de- 
cree which  adjudges  that  the  account  in  the  Bank  for  Savings 
in  the  name  of  Mary  E.  Rosell  belongs  to  Mrs.  Barefidd.  In 
adjudging  that  the  administratrix  shall  not  account  therefor, 
the  surrogate  neeeesarily  finds  that  it  did  not  bek)ng  to  Mrs. 
Bosell  at  her  death,  and  an  examination  of  the  record  satisfies 
us  that  there  is  evidence  to  support  that  implied  finding. 

Mrs.  Barefidd  testifies  that  the  bank-book  came  into  her 
possession  in  1884,  together  with  the  following  order  on  the 
bank:  ''Please  pay  to  my  daughter  the  amount  and  interest 
due  me  on  book  Ifo.  476,029.  Mary  E.  Eoeell.''  Thereafter 
tiie  book  and  order  continued  in  her  physical  possession. 

Edward  Barefield  testifies  that  he  saw  this  book  and  order  in 
Mrs.  Bosell^s  lifetime,  and  she  informed  hipi  that  tiie  money 
was  Mrs.  Barefield's,  adding,  ^T.  have  given  it  to  her  and  I  have 
given  the  bank-book  to  her.'* 

This  is  corroborated  by  Mrs.  Bosdl's  physician,  to  whom 
*^  she  declared  just  before  her  death  that  die  had  given  every- 
thing to  her  daughter.  To  tiie  same  general  effect  is  the  test!- 
nK)ny  of  Mrs.  JefBroy. 

Here  Ihen  is  evidence  of  a  delivery  of  the  book  to  the  daughter 
^th  written  authority  for  her  to  withdraw  the  account  and 
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interest^  together  with  eTidence  of  ezclusiye  possession  on  her 
part  of  book  and  order  for  fourteen  years.  This  evidence  is 
uncontradicted,  and  is  certainly  sufficient  to  support  a  finding 
by  the  surrogafe  that  Mrs.  Barefield  obtained  title  to  the  book 
and  account  by  gift. 

The  remaining  item  in  dispute  is  the  joint  account  of  Mrs. 
Bosell  and  Mrs.  Barefield  in  the  Kings  County  Savings  Institu- 
tion, which  the  surrogate  also  holds  belongs  to  Mrs.  Barefield 
individually. 

As  to  that  item  counsel  for  respondent  correctly  says  that 
the  question  is  purely  one  of  fact,  but  incorrectly — ^for  reasons 
already  pointed  out — ^asserts  that  the  appellate  division  decided 
adversely  to  the  surrogate  as  to  the  facts.  The  form,  of  the 
order  shows  that  the  appellate  division  reversed  upon  the  law, 
and  hence  we  have  only  to  inquire  whether  there  is  evidence  in 
the  record  which  supports  the  finding,  necessarily  implied  in 
the  surrogate's  decision,  that  the  book  and  account  belong  to 
Mrs.  Barefield. 

She  testifies  that  the  book  was  hers,  that  she  personally  de- 
posited the  money  and  tiiat  it  was  her  money.  If  the  surrogate 
— ^as  he  had  the  right  t(^— believed  this  testimony,  he  was  au- 
thorized in  decreeing  that  the  money  belonged  to  her,  and  that 
the  estate  had  no  interest  in  it :  Mulcahey  v.  Emigrant  Ind.  Sav. 
Bank,  89  N.  T.  435. 

The  order  should  be  reversed,  and  the  decree  of  the  surrogate 
affirmed,  with  costs  to  both  parties  payable  out  of  the  estate. 

Bartlett,  Martin,  Yann^  Gullen  and  Werner^  J  J.,  concur. 

O'Brien,  J.,  absent. 

Order  reversed,  etc. 


TJie  DepoHting  of  One's  Ovm  Money  in  a  savingg  bank,  to  the 
depositor's  own  credit,  in  trust  for  another,  retaining  possession  of 
the  pass-book,  making  no  disclosure  or  publication  of  the  trust,  and 
treating  it  as  apparently  a  mode  of  transacting  his  own  business, 
does  not  create  a  trust:  Cunningham  v.  Davenport,  147  N.  T.  43, 
49  Am.  St.  Rep.  641,  41  N.  E.  412,  42  L.  R.  A.  373.  See,  too,  Bath 
Sav.  Inst.  V.  Hathorn,  88  Me.  122,  51  Am.  St.  Rep.  3<^2,  S3  Atl.  836, 
32  L.  R.  A.  377;  Getchell  v.  Biddeford  Sav.  Bank,  94  l{o.  452.  SO  Am. 
St.  Rep.  408,  47  Atl.  895;  monographic  note  to  Williamson  v.  Yager, 
34  Am.  St.  Rep.  219-224. 

T?ie  Otonership  of  a  Bank  DepoHt  may  be  shown  to  be  different  from 
the  apparent  ownership  imported  by  the  bank-book:  Stair  v.  New 
York  Nat.  Bank,  55  Pa.  St.  364,  93  Am.  Dec.  759.  Roe.  also,  Mn-nlr' 
V.  Bordwell,  83  Minn.  54,  85  Am.  St.  Rep.  454,  85  N.  W,  915,  53 
L.  R.  A.  849. 
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The  Oift  of  a  Bank  Deposit  may  be  efTeeted  by  a  delivery  of  the 
bank-book,  with  an  order  on  the  bank  to  make  payment  to  the 
payee  of  the  order:  Larrabee  v.  HaBcall,  88  Me.  511,  61  Am.  St. 
Bep.  440,  34  Atl.  408.  See,  also,  McNamara  v.  McDonald,  69  C^onn. 
484,  61  Am.  St.  Bep.  48,  34  AtL  54. 


STRAUS  V.  AMEBICAN   PUBLISHERS'  ASSOCIATION. 

[177  N.  Y.  473,  69  N.  B.  1107.] 

A  MONOPOIaY  in  the  Sale  of  Books  not  Protected  lij  Oopy- 
zlltht  offends  against  the  laws  of  the  state  of  New  York 
providing  that  every  agreement,  contract,  arrangement,  or  combina- 
tion whereby  a  monopoly  in  the  manufacture,  production  or  sale  in 
this  state  of  any  article  or  commodity  of  common  use  may  be  created, 
established  or  maintained,  or  whereby  competition  in  this  state  in 
the  supply  or  price  of  any  such  article  or  commodity  may  be  re- 
strained or  prevented,  or  whereby,  for  the  purpose  of  creating,  es- 
tablishing or  maintaining  a  monopoly  within  this  state  of  the  manu- 
facture, production  or  sale  of  any  such  article  or  commodity,  the 
free  pursuit  in  this  state  of  any  lawful  business,  trade  or  occupation 
is  or  may  be  restricted  or  prevented;  is  hereby  declared  to  be  against 
public  policy,  and  illegal  and  void.  Hence,  an  agreement  between 
members  of  an  association  of  publishers  and  booksellers,  whereby 
persons  selling  copyrighted  books  at  a  price  less  than  that  fixed 
by  the  association  are  excluded  from  selling  books  altogether, 
whether  copyrighted  or  not,  offends  against  this  statute,  and  cannot 
be  upheld  on  the  ground  that  its  only  object  is  to  punish  those  who 

refuse  to  be  bound  by  the  wishes  of  the  owners  of  books  which  are 
protected  by  copyright,     (pp.  822,  823.) 

Tbaddeus  D.  Eeimesoii,  for  the  appellants. 

John  C.  Carlisle  and  Edmond  E.  Wise,  for  the  respondents. 

. 

^^  PARKER,  C.  J.  Chief  Justice  Marshall  said  long  ago, 
in  Grant  v.  Raymond,  6  Pet.  217,  241,  8  L.  ed.  376:  "To  pro- 
mote the  progress  of  useful  arts  is  the  interest  and  policy  of 
every  enlightened  government  It  entered  into  the  views  of 
the  framers  of  our  constitution,  and  the  power  'to  promote  the 
progress  of  science  and  useful  arts,  by  securing  for  limited 
times  to  authors  and  inventors,  the  exclusive  right  to  their  re- 
spective writings  and  discoveries*  is  among  those  expressly  given 
to  Congress It  is  the  reward  stipulated  for  the  advan- 
tages derived  by  the  public  from  the  exertions  of  the  individual, 
and  is  intended  as  a  stimulus  to  those  exertions.  The  laws 
^hich  are  passed  to  give  effect  to  this  purpose  ought,  we  think, 
to  be  construed  in  the  spirit  in  which  they  have  been  made. 
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anJ  to  execate  &e  coniaaRt  fadxijr  on  ibe-  pact  of  tfas  Umlied 
States^  liii^B  the  full  benefiif  heis  been  actnally  zeceiTed,  if 
this  oan  be.  dens  witfaout  tagnsoBTidiBg  the:  iBtentioiL  of  fht 
statute^  or  coimteiiaiiciiig  acts  n^du  aie;  frendnteiit  or  may 
prove  mischievous.  The  public  yields  nothing  which  it  has 
not  agreed  to  yield;  it  receives  all  which  it  has  contracted  to 
receive.  The  full  benefit  of  liie  discovery  after  its  enjoyment 
by  the  discoverer  for  fourteen  years  is  preserved  and  for  his 
exclusive  enjoyment  of  it  during  that  time  the  public  faith  ib 
pledged,* 

That  case  and  many  otherg  were  considered  recently  by  the 
United  States  supreme  court  in  Bement  v.  lifational  Hanow  Co., 
186  U.  S.  70,  £2  Sup.  Ct  Bfip«  747,  46  L.  ed.  Ij058,  Mr.  Justice 
Peeidiam  writing.  After  an  examinAtion  of  the  cases  which 
may  be  said  to  restrict  the  exceptions  which  grow  out  of  a  proper 
eKecctse  of  the  polioe  pow«r  el  the  etftte^-of  which  Patterson 
T.  Kentucky,  97  U.  S.  501,  24  L.  ed,  1115^  is  an  illustratiofr- 
he  saya  (Bement  v.  National  Hirrow  Co.,  186  TJ.  S.  91,  22  Sup. 
Gt  Bep.  755,  ^  L.  ed.  1058) :  ''N^tvithBiaQding  these  ^cep- 
tions,  the  general  rule  is  absolute  freedom  in  the  use  or  sale  of 
rights  under  the  patent  lawsr  of  the  United  States.  The  very 
object  of  these  laws  is  monopoly,  and  the  rale  is,  with  few  ex* 
ceptions,  that  any  conditions  which  are  not  in  their  very  nature 
illegal  with,  regacd.  to  this  kind  of  property,  imposed  by  the 
putentee  and  agreed  to  by  the  licensee  for  the  right  to  manu- 
facture or  use  or  sell  the  article,  '•^  will  be  upheld  by  the 
courts.  The  fact  that  the  conditions  in  the  contracts  keep  up 
the  monopoly  or  fix  prices  does  not  render  them  illegal.^' 

'  That  reasoiring  is  employed  as  to  patent  rights.  It  is  equally 
applicable  to  copyrights,  the  proteetion  of  whieh  was  perhaps 
the  leading  object  of  the  assoeiatioa  and  sgreem^it  attacked  is 
this  action.  And.  it  points,  to  the  principle  underlying  the  de- 
cision, in  the  Park  &  Sons  Co.  Case,  175  i(.  Y.  1,  96  Am.  Si 
Bep.  573,  67  Nv  K  L^,  62  L.  B.  A.  632,  upon  which  defendants 
apparently  rest  their  claim  that  the  judgment  of  the  appellate 
division  should  be.  S6 versed.  But  there  is  a  feature  in  this  case 
not  to  be  found  in  that  one,  and  whidi  requires  a  different  judg- 
ment than  the  one  rendered  thexein,  which  will  now  be  pointed 
ouL 

While  the  leading  object  of  thos  asaodataon  and  agreemait 
purports  to  be  to  secure  to  the  owner  aoid  pmblisher  of  copy- 
righted beeks  that  protoctioB  whidi  the  fedenil  government  per- 
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xniis  them  to  eijoy'for  the  reasoBfi  stated  by  Ohicff  Justice  Map- 
sliall  (supra),  it  does  not  stop  there.  It  abo  uflEects  the  right 
of  a  dealer  to  -sell  books  not  copyrighted  at  the  price  he  chooses, 
or  to  sell  at  all,  if  he  fails  to  tjomply  ^th  ttie  rales  of  the 
association.  A  combinatian  creating  a  monopoly  of  the  sale  of 
fiooks  not  protected  *by  copyright  offends  against  the  law  of  this 
state  as  much  as  if  it  related  to  bluestone  (Cummings  t.  TJnion 
Bluestone  Co.,  IM  N.  T.  401,  *79  Am.  Bt.  Eep.  655,  68  K".  E. 
52^5,  52  L.  R.  A.  262)  or  to  cnTelopes  (Oohcn  t.  Berlin  etc. 
Co.,  166  H".  T.  292,  59  2T.  E.  906),  and  according  to  this  com- 
plaint^ which  must  be  accepted  tra  true  on  ihis  review,  such  an 
outcome  is  not  only  possible  but  probable.  But  it  is  not  of 
moment  whether  such  aTCSult  is  probable  or  not,  for  the  test 
to  be  applied  is.  What  may  be  done  under  the  agreement? 

Seference.to  the  eomplaint  makes  it  clear  that  tiie  a,£80ciation 
has  undertaken  to  provide  for  the  practical  exchision  from  the 
business  of  selling  books  not  ^jrotected  by  copyright  all  who  re- 
fuse to  be  bound  hj  the  rules  of  ilie  association.  And  it  appears 
from  the  complaint  "that  the  ^jiractical  construction  given  to 
this  agreement  by  tbose  operating  togeiiier  under  it  is  &at  if 
a  dealer  is  suspected  of  selling  copyrighted  books  at  less  than 
the  arbitrary  net  price  it  is  quite  sufficient  "to  exclude  'him  from 
selling  boolra  altogether.  The  agreement  mowhere  **^®  suggests 
that  it  is  the  object  of  the  association  to  eanirol  the  sale  of 
hooks  not  protectei  by  copyright.  Indeed,  the  object  of  the 
association  seems  to  be  merely  to  -protect  the  ccqiyrighted  books. 
But  while  the  other  part  of  the  Bdieme  is  apparently  nought  to 
he  hidden,  it  is  after  all  uncovered  by  ihe  dauses  authorizing 
the  exclusion  of  any  members  of  the  association,  or  those  who 
refuse  to  be  bound  by  itb  xules^  from  -selling  books  of  any  ^ 
scription. 

The  fifteenth  paragraph  of  the  complaint  alleges  '*That  dur- 
ing the  year  19Q0  a  number  of  prominent  publishers,  including 
defendants,  hereinbefore  described  as  publishers  (for  tiie  pur- 
pose of  securing 'to  themselves  on  unreasonable  and  extortionate 
profit  and  at  the  same  time  with  intent  to  prevent  competition 
in  the  sale  of  books  and  for  the  purpose  of  establishing  and 
maintaining  the  prices  of  all  books  published  by  them,  or  any 
of  them,  and  all  books  dealt  in  by  them,  or  any  of  them,  and 
preventing  competition  in  the  sale  thereof,  unlawfully,  illegatlly 
and  contrary  to  the  public  policy  and  the  statutes  of  the  state 
of  New  York  .  •  •  .  combined  and  associated  themselves  to- 
gether,''  etc.    The  sixteenth  paragraph  refers  to  the  method  of 
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organization^  and  the  fact  of  the  adoption  of  a  resolution,  and 
an  agreement  to  carry  out  their  object;  while  the  8eYenteeii& 
states  the  nature  of  the  agreement  as  follows:  ^^That  as  a  part 
of  said  unlawful  scheme  and  combination  the  members  of  said 
association  agreed  that  such  net  copyrighted  books,  and  all 
other  books,  whether  copyrighted  or  not^  or  whether  published 
by  them  or  not,  should  be  sold  by  them  to  those  booksellers  only 
who  would  maintain  the  retail  net  price  of  such  net  copyrighted 
hooks  for  one  year,  and  to  those  booksellers  and  jobbers  only 
who  would  furthermore  sell  books  [the  word  "copyrighted"  is 
omitted  at  this  point]  at  wholesale  to  no  one  known  to  them 
to  cut  or  sell  at  a  lower  figure  than  such  net  retail  price,  or 
whose  name  would  be  given  to  them  by  the  association  as  one 
who  cut  such  prices.*' 

It  will  be  seen  that  while  the  leading  object  of  this  portion 
of  the  agreement  apparently  is  to  maintain  the  retail  net  ^'^ 
price  of  copyrighted  books  it  operates  in  fact  so  as  to  prevent 
the  sale  of  books  to  dealers  who  sell  books  of  any  kind  to  one 
who  retails  copyrighted  books  at  less  than  the  net  retail  price. 

And  the  agreement  further  provides  that  evidence  shall  not 
be  required  by  the  bookseller  or  jobber  in  order  to  restrain  him 
from  selling  to  one  who  has  been  blacklisted,  but  that  all  that 
shall  be  required  to  govern  his  action,  and  to  prevent  him  fnnn 
selling  to  such  a  person^  shall  be  that  the  name  has  been  given 
to  him  by  the  association  as  one  who  cuts  such  net  prices.  It 
has  been  admitted,  and  must  be^  that  the  agreement  may  be  so 
worked  out  as  to  deprive  a  dealer  from  selling  any  books  what- 
ever, thus  breaking  up  his  business. 

But,  it  is  said,  that  is  only  intended  as  a  punishment  for  one 
who  refuses  to  be  bound  hy  the  wishes  of  the  owner  of  the 
copyrighted  book  as  to  its  selling  price;  in  other  words,  that 
the  association  inflicts  upon  him  the  penalty  of  a  destruction 
of  his  business,  because  of  his  refusal  to  abide  by  the  rules  of 
the  association.  It  is  of  course  of  no  consequence  how  this 
course  of  action  may  be  deecribed  by  those  whp  invented  it, 
for  if  it  be  the  fact  that  the  combination  which  agrees  to  ex- 
clude others  from  an  unprotected  business  violates  the  statate, 
then  it  matters  not  what  excuse  may  be  offered  for  it.  It  ifl 
the  excuse,  not  the  statute,  which  must  give  way. 

The  eighteenth  paragraph  of  the  complaint  contains  what 
purports  to  be  a  practical  construction  given  to  this  agreement 
by  the  members  of  the  association.  It  states :  "That,  in  pureu- 
ance  of  said  unlawful  combination  and  agreem^it,  said  Ameri- 
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can  Booksellera'  Association  and  its  members  have  continuously 
co-operated  with  and  assisted  the  American  Publishers*  Associa^ 
tion  and  the  members  thereof  in  establishing  and  maintaining 
prices  of  such  books,  and  preventing  competition  in  the  supply 
and  Bale  of  the  same,  and  still  continues  so  to  do;  and  plaintiffs 
say  that  in  compliance  with  said  agreement  neither  said  asso- 
ciations  nor  any  of  the  members  thereof  will  sell  or  supply 
books   at  any  price  to  any  dealer,  whether  a  ^®^  (member  of 
said  association  or  not,  and  whether  such  books  are  copyrighted 
or  not,  or  are  not  published  by  said  American  Book  Publishers' 
Association  or  its  members,  who  resells,  or  is  suspected  of  re- 
selling,  such  copyrighted  books  at  less  than  the  arbitrary  net 
price   fixed  by  said  unlawful  combination,  nor  will  the  said 
association  nor  any  of  their  members  sell  or  supply  any  books 
whatever  to  anyone  who  resells,  or  is  suspected  of  reselling, 
such  copyrighted  books  to  any  dealer  who  thereafter  sells  the 
same  at  less  than  such  arbitrary  net  price/' 

Here,  then,  we  have  a  practical  construction  of  the  agree- 
ment— one  put  upon  it  by  the  parties  to  it — ^and  it  is  such  a  con- 
struction as  the  language  employed  calls  for.  And  it  discloses 
that  the  parties  who  are  acting  imder  the  agreement  assume  it 
to  be  their  right  and  their  duty  by  virtue  of  it  not  to  sell  or 
permit  to  be  sold  books  of  any  kind  or  at  any  price  to  any  dealer 
*'who  resells  or  is  suspected  of  reselling  copyrighted  books  at 
less  than  the  arbitrary  net  price,'*  whether  such  dealer  be  a 
member  of  the  association  or  not. 

The  intended  effect  of  this  is  to  prevent  any  dealer  who  l9 
even  susjpected  of  reselling  copyrighted  books  at  less  than  the 
net  price  from  obtaining  books  at  any  price  or  on  any  terms, 
whether  copyrighted  or  not.  And  it  does  not  stop  there,  for 
the  members  of  the  association  agree  not  to  supply  him  any 
books  at  any  price,  whether  he  resells  copyrighted  books  or  not 
at  less  than  the  arbitrary  net  price,  provided  he  is  suspected  of 
selling  to  any  dealer  who  thereafter  sells  the  same  at  less  than 
such  arbitrary  net  price.  And  this  means — ^inasmuch  as  the 
members  represent  ninety-five  per  cent  of  the  publishers  and 
ninety  per  cent  of  the  business  done  in  the  book  trade — ^that  he 
inay  be  practically  driven  out  of  the  business  if  anyone  chooses 
to  suspect  that  a  dealer  to  whom  he  has  sold  bools  has  resold 
ihem  at  less  than  the  price  fixed. 

The  members  of  the  association,  therefore,  have  entered  into 
an  agreement  which  by  its  terms — as  we  read  it,  and  as  they 
have  construed  it  in  their  every-day  working  under  it — ^under- 
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takes  to  interfere  with  the  free  pursuit  in  this  state  of  a  l&wfol 
^^^  business  in  wMdi  any  memiber  of  the  community  has  a 
right  to  enga^^  a  business  in  which  a  monopoly  is  not  secured 
by  the  federal  statutes^  namely,  that  of  dealing  in  books  which 
are  not  protected  by  copyrights;  and  hence  it  is  in  violation  of 
chapter  690  of  the  Laws  of  1899,  which  provides:  ''Every  con- 
tract, agreement,  arrangement  or  combination  whereby  a  monop- 
oly in  the  manufacture,  productian  or  sale  in  this  state  of  any 
article  or  commodity  of  common  use  is  or  may  be  created,  estab- 
lished or  maintained^  or  whereby  competition  in  this  state  in 
the  supply  or  price  of  any  such  article  or  commodity  is  or  may 
be  restrained  or  prevented,  or  whereby  for  the  purpose  of  creat- 
iDg,  establishing  or  maintaining  a  monopoly  within  this  state 
of  the  manufacture,  production  or  sale  of  any  audi  article  or 
commodity^  the  free  pursuit  in  this  state  of  any  lawful  busi- 
ness, trade  or  occupation  is  or  may  be  restricted  or  prevented, 
U  hereby  declared  to  be  against  public  poUcy,  illegal  and  void.'' 
The  order  should  be  affirmed,  with  costs. 

Justices  Gray  and  Bartlett  Dissented.  They  eontend  that  the 
statute  relied  upon  introduced  no  new  rule  of  law  and  but  stated  a 
general  policy  prevailing  before  its  enactment,  and  henee  that  the 
decision  of  the  court  should  be  controlled  by  Park  ft  Sons  v.  National 
Druggist  Assn.,  175  N.  7.  1,  96  Am.  St.  Bep.  578,  97  N.  E.  196,  that 
the  agreement  before  tire  eornrt  was  merely  tme  des^^d  by  the 
owners  of  copyrighted  boeks  to  protect  their  interests  therein,  mad 
that,  as  an  incident  to  their  right  to  do  so,  they  eonld  agree  to  have 
no  dealings  whatever  with  persons  who  sold  copyrighted  books  at 
prices  below  those  llzed  by  the  association. 

Combinations  and  MonopoUea  in  respect  to  patented  articles  are 
discussed  in  the  monographic  note  to  Harding  t.  American  Glucose 
Co.,  74  Am.  St.  Bep.  260-262,  on  what  combinations  eonstitnte  unlaw- 
ful tmsta  See,  too,  the  ease  of  Park  A  Sons  Co.  ▼.  National  Whole- 
sale Druggists'  Assn.,  175  N.  Y.  1,  96  Am.  St.  Bep.  57S,  67  N.  E.  136. 
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PAWCETT  V.  TOWN  OP  MOUNT  AIRY. 

[184  N.  C.  125,  45  8.  E.  1029.] 

MUJllClPAIi  COBFOKATXONB — Subject  of  Veeemuay  Bz- 
penaeiT— *A  eitj  or  town  has  power  to  iiiieiir  an  inddbtedneis  for  the 
erection  and  operation  of  plants  for  the  supply  of  water  and  electric 
lights  for  municipal  use  and  to  sell  to  its  inhabitants  as  a  necessary 
municipal  expense  withont  the  approval  of  the  proposition  by  a  ma- 
jority of  the  qualified  voters  of  the  municipality,    (p.  825.) 

Carter  &  Lewellyn^  for  the  plaintiffs. 
8.  P.  GraTes^  for  tiie  defendant. 


MONTGOMEEY,  J.    Whether  a  city  or  town  has  the 
right  to  incur  an  indebtedness  for  the  erection  and  operation 
of  plants  for  the  supply  of  water  and  electric  lights  for  munici- 
pal use  and  to  sell  iits  inhabitants  as  a  necessary  municipal 
expense^  is  the  question  again  presented   to   us   for   decision. 
Indebtedness  incurred  by  a  city  oi  town  for  a  supply  of  water 
stands  on  the  same  footing  as  indebtedness  incurred  for  light- 
ing purposes^  and  if  such  indebtedness  be  a  necessary  expense, 
then  whether  or  not  a  municipality  may  incur  it  does  not  de- 
pend upon  the  approval  of  the  proposition  by  a  majority  of 
the  qualified  voters  of  the  municipality.     It  is  only  in  cases 
where  counties,  cities  or  towns  imdertake  to  contract  debts  or 
*^®  pledge  their  faith,  or  loan  their  credit  or  levy  taxes,  except 
for  the  necessary  expenses  thereof,  that  the  submission  of  the 
proposition  must  be  made  to  a  vote  of  the  qualified  votei*s  of 
Buch  county,  city  or  town :  Wilson  v.  Commissioners,  74  K".  0. 
748;  Tucker  v.  Commissioners,  75  N.  C.  274. 

(826) 
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It  is  almost  impossible  to  define  in  legal  phraseology  the 
xneaning  of  the  words  ^'necessary  expense'^  as  applied  to  the 
wants  of  a  city  or  town  government.  A  precise  line  camiot 
be  drawn  between  what  are  and  what  are  not  such  expenses. 
The  consequence  is  that  as  municipalities  grow  in  wealth  and 
population,  as  civilization  advances  with  the  habits  and  cus- 
toms of  necessary  changes^  the  aid  of  the  courts  is  constantlj 
invoked  to  make  decisions  on  this  subject  In  the  nature  of 
things  it  could  not  be  otherwise;  and  it  is  not  to  be  expected, 
in  the  changed  conditions  which  occur  in  the  lives  of  progres- 
sive people,  that  things  deemed  unnecessary  in  the  government 
of  municipal  corporations  in  one  age  should  be  so  considered 
for  all  future  time.  In  the  efforts  of  the  courts  to  check  ex- 
travagance and  to  prevent  corruption  in  the  government  of 
towns  and  cities,  the  judicial  branch  of  the  government  has 
probably  stood  by  former  decisions  from  too  conservative  a 
standpoint,  and  thereby  obstructed  the  advance  of  busineas 
ideas  which  would  be  most  beneficial  if  put  into  operation ;  and 
this  conservatism  of  the  courts,  outgrown  by  the  march  of  prog- 
ress, sometimes  appears  at  a  serious  disadvantage. 

On  this  subject  this  court,  in  Wilson  v.  Commissioners,  74 
N".  C.  748,  uses  the  following  instructive  and  suggestive  lan- 
guage: "The  analogy  of  the  law  of  the  necessities  for  infants 
is  the  only  one  that  occurs  to  us.    It  is  held  that  if,  consider- 
ing the  means  and  station  of  life  of  the  infant,  the  articles  eold 
to  him  may  be  necessaries  under  any  circumstances,  they  come 
within  a  class  for  which  the  infant  may  be  liable,  and  upon  his 
refusal  to  pay  it  is  for  a  jury  to  determine  whether  under  the 
actual  circumstances  they  were  necessary.     If,  however,  ^^  the 
articles  are  merely  ornamental  and  such  as  cannot  under  any 
circumstances  be  necessary  to  the  one  of  means  and  station  of 
the  infant,  the  court  may,  as  a  matter  of  law,  declare  that  the 
infant  is  not  liable.     We  do  not  undertake  to  say  that  this  an- 
alogy will  furnish  a  rule  which  will  admit  of  a  close  applica- 
tion.   But  if  treated  merely  as  an  analogy  in  the  absence  of 
other  guides  it  may  be  of  some  general  use.** 

It  seems  strange  that  it  should  be  declared  by  some  of  our 
courts  of  highest  reputation  that  the  purchase  of  a  town  clock 
or  hay  scales  or  a  pump  is  a  necessary  expense,  when  the  sup- 
ply of  light  to  enable  its  citizens  to  walk  its  streets  in  securiiy, 
or  a  supply  of  wholesome  water  to  prevent  disease  and  sufier- 
ing,  should  be  held  as  not  a  necessary  expense.  It  is  prettf 
generally  held  by  the  courts  that  the  expense  incurred  for  the 
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widening  of  etreefs  ie  a  necessary  expense,  that  a  market-houae 
8  a  neceBsaiy  expense,  and  surely  if  that  be   sound   law  the 
courts   ougiit  to  hesitate  before*  they  would  pronounce  a  debt 
incurred  for  the  furnishing  of  light  and  water  not  to  be  a  nec- 
essary expense.    And  it  seems  to  us  that  it  may  be  reasonably 
considered   as  certain  that  the  words  "necessary  expense''  do 
not  mean  expenses  incurred  or  to  be  incurred  for  purposes  or 
objects  that  are  only  for  the  procurement  or  maintenance  of 
things  absolutely  essential  to  the  existence  of  the  municipality. 
The  expenditure  of  money  for  the  widening  of  streets,  the  erec- 
tion of  market^houses,  town  clocks  and  hay  scales  are  all  consid- 
ered as  necessary  expenses,  and  those  things  are  not  essential  to 
the  life  of  the  municipality.  A  city  or  town  might  be  fairly  well 
governed  and  be  prosperous  without  having  appointed  and  fixed 
particular  places  for  the  sale  of  market  produce,  or  without 
keeping  the  time  of  day,  or  weighiug  grain  and  fodder;  aud 
certainly  expenses  incurred  for  water  and  light  are  more  nec- 
essary than  those  for  a  market-house,  clocks  and  scales.    The 
words  ''necessary  expense,*'  then,  must  mean  such  expenses  as 
are  or  may  be  incurred  *^®  in  the  establishing  and  procuring 
of  those  things  without  which  the  peace  and  order  of  the  com- 
munity, its  moral  interests  an^  the  protection  of  its  property 
and  that  of  the  property  and  persons  of  its  inhabitants  would 
seriously  suffer  considerable  damage,  leaving  out  of  view  the 
matter  of  the  great  inconvenience  that  would  be  attendant 
upon  our  present  social  life  for  want  of   such   expenditures. 
The  use  of  water  from  wells  dug  in  populous  communities  is 
prescribed  by  the  recent  progress  made  in  the  science  of  bacteri- 
ology, the  practical  lessons  of  that  science  having  been  learned 
by  tiie  people  generally. 

It  is  of  common  knowledge  that  the  most  fearful  scourges 
of  certain  most  dangerous  forms  of  fever  arise  from  the  use 
of  water  from  wells  in  towns  and  cities;  and  it  is  out  of  the 
power  of  individuals  in  towns  and  cities  to  erect  and  operate 
appliances  for  supply  of  water.  As  to  the  question  of  light- 
ing the  streets  and  public  places,  the  experience  of  all  who  live 
in  towns  and  cities  of  any  considerable  population  is  that  with- 
out lights  upon  the  streets  and  in  the  public  buildings  both 
hfe  and  property  would  be  insecure,  to  say  nothing  of  the  al- 
most complete  destruction  of  the  conveniences  of  life  and  the 
marring  of  its  social  features.  The  fire  department,  probably 
the  most  important  of  the  municipal  departments,  would  be 
rendered  ineffective,  and  a  considerable  part  of  the  commerce— 
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trade  of  fhe   ^tmtry — irould   be   destroyed;   for   under  our 
dumged  conditions  a  good   deal   of  the  traffic   between  dif- 
ferent communities  and  a  respectable  part  of  oar  mail  senice 
are  conducted  at  night    It  will  not  do  to  say  that  a  titf  or 
town  may  expend  money  or  incur  a  debt  for  the  pFOZcfaase  of 
lights  by  the  montii  or  the  year^  but  Ihat  it  may  not  incur  a 
debt  for  the  ccmstruction  and  operation  of  a  system  of  water- 
works or  for  the  XDstallment  of  an  electric  plant  for  lighting. 
If  the  matter  of  lighting  is  a  necessary  expense^  then  how  and 
in  what  manner  the  city  shall  furnish  such  ^^^  lighting  is  with 
the  authorities  of  the  city  or  town  to  determine.     The  court§ 
determine  what  class  of  expenditures  made  or  to  be  made  bj 
a  mimicipal  corporation  come  under  the  definition  at  '^eoo- 
sary  expenses/'    The  gOTcming  authorities  of  the  municipal 
corporations  are  Tested  with  the  power  to  determine  when  they 
are  needed^  and^  except  in  cases  of  frauds  the  courts  cannot  con- 
trol the  discretion  of  the  commisBionerB. 

Our  conclusion^  then,  is  that  an  expense  incurred  by  a  city 
or  town  for  the  purpose  of  building  and  (q)erating  plants  to 
furnish  water  and  lights  is  a  necessary  expense,  aoid  is  not 
such  a  debt  as  must  be  submitted  to  a  popular  vote  before  it 
can  be  incurred,  under  section.  7  of  article  7  of  the  consti- 
tution;  and  that  under  the  general  law  of  North  Carolina  in 
respect  to  cities  and  towns^  the  Code,  sections  3800  and  3821, 
municipal  corporations  may  contract  such  debts  and  pioTide 
for  their  payment,  unless  there  is  some  feature  in  the  charter 
of  such  city  or  town  which  prohibits  it 

The  power  to  light  the  streets  and  public  buildings  and  places 
of  a  city  is  one  of  implication,  where  it  is  not  specially  con- 
ferred, because  the  use  of  such  power  is  necessary  to  fulty  pro- 
tect the  lives  and  comfort  and  property  of  its  inhabitants.  It 
is  a  most  important  factor,  too^  in  the  preservation  of  the  peace 
and  order  of  the  community :  Croswell's  Law  of  Electricity,  see: 
190;  Mauldin  v.  Greenville,  33  S.  C.  1,  11  S.  E.  434,  8  L.  R 
A.  291;  Lot  v.  Waycross,  84  Ga.  681,  11  S.  E.  558.  In  the 
case  of  Crawfordsville  v.  Braden,  130  Ind.  149,  30  Am.  St 
Bep.  214,  28  N.  E.  862,  14  L.  B.  A.  268,  the  court  said :  «So 
far  as  lighting  the  streets,  alleys  and  public  places  of  a  mimici- 
pal corporation  is  concerned,  independently  of  any  statutory 
power,  the  municipal  authorities  have  inherent  power  to  provide 
for  lighting  them.  If  so,  unless  their  discretion  is  controlled 
by  some  statutory  restriction,  they  may  in  their  discretion  pro- 
vide that  form  of  light  which  is  best  suited  to  the  wants  and 
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financial  conditions  of  the  corpoiation."  It  ifi  well  settled  feat 
the      discretion     of  ^^*  mtimcipal     corporations     within     the 
ephere.  of.  their  powers  is  not  subject  to  judicial  control,  except 
in  cases  v^here  fraud  is  ahown,  or  where  the  power  and  discre- 
tion  are   grossly  abused  to  the  oppression  of  the  citizen.    We 
can  see  no  good  reason  why  they  may  not  also,  without  statu- 
tory   authority,  provide  and  maintain  the  necessary  plant  to 
generate  and  supply  the  electricity   required.     Possessing   au- 
thority to  do  the  lighting,  that  power  carries  with  it  incidentally 
ttie  further  power  to  procure  or  furnish  whatever  is  necessary 
for  the  production  imd  dissemination,  of  the  light. 

Ilie  caaea  on  this  subjeet  hep&tofore  decided  by  this  court 
to  the  contrary  of  the  present  decision,  one  of  which  was  writ- 
ten for  the  court  by  this  writer,  are  OTcrruled.  The  conclusion 
to  which  tiie  present  chief  justice  arrived  in  Mayo  v.  Commis- 
sioners, 122  N.  a  5,  29  9.  K  a43,  40  L.  B.  A.  163,  ia  the  con- 
clusion at  which  we  have  arrived  in  this  case. 

In  the  case  before  us  the  defendant,  the  town  of  Mount  Airy, 
wai»  authoriaed  by  an.  act  of  the  general  assembly  at  its  session 
of  1901,  Private  Acts,  chapter  216,  to  submit  to  the  qualified 
voters  of  the  town  the  question  of  issuing  fifty  thousand  dollars 
o£  town  bonds  for  ths  purpose  of  defraying  the  expenses  of  con- 
structing a  system  of  waterworks    and   installing   an   electric 
plant  to  furnish  the  town  with  water  and  light    The  question 
was  submitted  and  carried,  and  the  bonds  were  issued  and  sold. 
The"  proceeds  were  applied  for  the  purposes  mentioned  in  the 
act,  but  were  insufficient  to  complete  the  plants.    The  board 
oi  aldermen  of  the  town  then  passed  an  ordinance  that  they 
do  borrow  the  sum  of  fifteen  thousand  dollars  upon  pledging 
repayment  by  issuing  bonds  of  like  amount  with  interest. 

The  plaintiffs  commenced  this  action  to  enjoin  the  issuing 
oi  the  bonds,  and  the  injunction  was  granted  by  his  honor, 
Judge  McNeill,  and  the  defendant  appealed.  His  honor  fol- 
lowed the  dfidsiona  of  this  court,  and  the  error  he  committed 
was  not  his.  own;,  but  it  was  error,  nevertheless. 
Reversed. 


For  AutJioriiies  bearing  upon  tbe  decision  In  the  principal  case 
■ee  Jaekeenville  Elee.  Light  Co.  v.  JacksonTille,  36  FitL,  229,  51  Am' 
St  B«p.  24y  18  Sooth.  677,  30  L.  K.  A.  540;  Mitchell  v.  Negaunce  113 
Mch.  359,  67  Am.  St.  Rep.  468,  71  N.  W.  646,  38  L.  R.  A.' 157, 
Saleno  ▼.  Neosho,  127  Mo.  627,  48  Am.  St.  Rep.  653,  30  S.  W.  IDOJ 
27  L.  R.  A.  760;  Crawfordsvine  v.  Braden^  130  Ind.  149,  30  Am.  St! 
Bep.  214,  28  N.  K  849,  14  L.  B.  A.  2G8;  l4aporte  v.  Gamewell  Fire 
Alarm  Tel.  Co.,  146  Ind.  466,  58  Am.  St.  Rep.  359,  45  N.  E.  58^    35 
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L.  B.  A.  686;  Lake  County  Water  etc.  Co.  v.  Walsh,  160  Ini  35, 
98  Am.  St.  Rep.  264,  65  N.  B.  530;  Sumner  County  v.  Wellington,  66 
Kan.  590,  97  Am.  St.  Bep.  390,  72  Pac.  216;  State  v.  Helena,  24  Mont 
521,  81  Am.  St.  Bep.  453,  63  Pae.  99,  55  L.  B.  A.  336;  Hull  ▼. 
26  Wash.  272,  90  Am.  St.  Bep.  743,  66  Pac  391. 


DUVAL  Y.  ATLANTIC  COAST  LINE  RAILROAD  CO. 

[134  N.  C.  331,  46  S.  B.  750.] 

BAIIiBOADS—Kegligence— Evidences-Violation  by  a  railroad 

eompany  of  its  contract  with  a  town  not  to  run  its  trains  through  the 
streets  above  a  certain  speed,  is  evidence  of  negligence  in  an  aetioa 
against  it  for  personal  injury  to  a  person  upon  the  street,    (p.  831.) 

NEOUGEKCE— Imputable. — ^The  negligence  of  the  driver  ef 
A  vehicle  cannot  be  imputed  to  a  passenger  or  guest  riding  therein, 
(p.  831.) 

NEGLIOEKOE — ^Imputable. — One  who  is  injured  by  the  joint 
or  concurring  negligence  of  a  private  person  with  whom  he  ie  rid- 
ing by  invitation  as  a  guest  or  companion,  and  a  third  person,  is 
not  chargeable  with  the  negligence  of  the  driver^  so  as  to  prevent 
recovery  for  an  injury  received,     (p.  842.) 

D.  L.  Ward    and  M.  De  W.  Stevenson^  for  tiie  plainiifE. 

Simmons  &  Ward  and  N.  J.  Ronse^  for  the  defendant. 

®^  DOUGLAS,  J.    This  is  an  action  for  damages  for  per- 
sonal injuries.    The  jury  found  that  the  plaintifF  was  injured 
by  the  negligence  of  the  defendant,  and  that  she  contributed  to 
her  injury  by  her  own  negligence.    There  are  but  two  excep- 
tions that  we  think  it  necessary  to  pass  upon  in  this  appeal,  both 
to  the  charge  of  the  court     Among  other  things  the    court 
charged  as  follows :  ''The  plaintiff  introduced  a  contract  wherein 
it  is  provided  that  the  East  Carolina  Land  and  Railroad  Com- 
pany gliall  not  run  its  locomotive  through  the  streets  of  New 
Bern  at  a  speed  greater  than  three  miles  an  hour.      That  the 
whistle  shall  be  soiiiidcd  before  entering  upon  said  streets,  and 
the  bell  upon  the  engine  tolled  while  ***  passing  through  the 
streets,  etc.     And  it  is  admiltf^d  that  the  defendant  has  suc- 
ceeded to  the  risrhts  and  liabnitios  of  the  East  Carolina  Land 
and  Lumber  Company.     The  001111;  changes  you  that  this  is  a 
contract  between  the  city  and   the   defendant  company,  and 
that  there  is  no  evidence  that  its  provisions  liave  been  enacted 
into  an  ordinance  by  the  city,  and  the  jury  cannot  consider  tiie 
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►ro-VT.fiions  of  the  same  as  bearing  upon  the  question  of  the 
Legligence  of  the  defendant'* 

In  this  we  think  there  was  error.  The  only  object  the  city 
^OTild  have  had  in  limiting  the  rate  of  speed  at  which  a  train 
permitted  to  run  through  its  streets  was  the  protection  of 
traveling  public.  It  was  similar  to  an  ordinance,  ixx  pnr- 
and  legal  effect  at  least^  in  civil  actions.  We  do  not  feel 
::oxnpelled  in  this  case  to  go  to  the  extent  of  saying  that  the 
w^olation  of  such  a  provision  in  a  contract  gives  rise  to  a 
c&\i8e  of  action;  but  we  hold  that,  equally  with  the  violation 
an  ordinance,  it  is  evidence  of  negligence  on  the  part  of 
defendant  If  the  defendant  obtained  the  grant  of  its 
:riglit  of  way  by  virtue  of  such  a  contract,  it  has  no  right  to 
complain  at  the  reasonable  enforcement  of  fts  conditions  and 
lincdtations :  Gorrell  v.  Greenboro  Water  Supply  Co.,  124  N.  C. 
328,  70  Am.  St  Bep.  698,  32  S.  B.  720,  46  L.  H.  A.  513. 

The  court  further  charged  the  jury  as  follows:  **If  you  find 
:fi-om  the  evidence,  by  the  greater  weight  or  preponderance 
'ttkereof,  that  the  plaintiff  was  riding  in  a  buggy  driven  and 
controlled  by  her  father;  that  the  plaintiff's  father  was  negli- 
gent in  approaching  the  crossing  and  that  such  negligence 
contributed  to  the  injury  of  which  the  plaintiff  complains  as  a 
proximate  cause  thereof,  then  such  negligence  of  the  plaintiff's 
father  is  imputable  to  the  plaintiff  as  her  own  negligence/' 

This  also  was  error.  Imputable  negligence,  or  identifica- 
tion, as  it  is  sometimes  called  from  analogy  to  the  Roman  law,, 
has  never  been  recognized  in  this  state,  and  has  received  but 
*•*  scant  recognition  in  any  part  of  this  coimtry.  The  ques- 
tion was  directly  presented  and  expressly  decided  in  Crampton 
V.  Ivie,  126  N.  C.  894,  36  S.  E.  351,  in  which  this  court  says : 
'*We  may  regard  it  as  settled  law  that  the  negligence  of  a 
driver  of  a  public  conveyance  is  not  imputable  to  a  passenger 
therein,  unless  the  passenger  has  assumed  such  control  and 
direction  of  said  vehicle  as  to  be  considered  as  practically  in 
exclusive  possession  thereof.  In  other  words,  the  possession 
of  the  passenger  must  be  such  as  to  supersede  for  the  time  be- 
ing the  possession  of  the  owner  to  the  extent  of  making  the 
driver  the  temporary  servant  of  the  passenger.'* 

In  the  case  at  bar  it  appears  that  the  plaintiff  was  not 
traveling  in  a  public  conveyance  but  in  a  buggy  driven  by  her 
father.  We  will  assume  that  she  was  not  a  passenger  for  hire,, 
but  was  riding  in  her  father's  buggy  as  his  guest  We  do  not 
think  this  makes  any  difference  either  in  principle  or  in  legal 
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liability.  She  was  certaanlj  not  in  exclnsiYe  control  of  il» 
vehicle,  nor  could  her  father  be  considered  in  any  sense  as  her 
servant.  We  are  aware  that  in  a  few  instances  it  has  been 
held  that  while  contrUmtory  negligence  cannot  be  imputed  to 
one  riding  in  a  hired  vehicle^  it  may  be  imputed  to  him  if  he 
i^  a  mere  gnest.  The  overwhelming  weight  of  aathotrity  is 
against  any  such  distinction^  and  in  common  with  nearly  all 
the  courts  of  final  jurisdiction  we  are  utterly  unable  to  see  any 
reasonable  basis  for  sudi  a  conclusion. 

The  only  ground  for  the  doctrine  of  imputable  negligence 
in  any  of  its  phases  is  tiie  assumed  identily  of  the  passenger 
and  driver  arising  out  of  an  implied  agency.    It  is  contended, 
as  he  selected  his  own  driver  he  made  him  his  agent,  not  only 
for  the  general  purposes  of  his  empbyment  but  for  all  poaai- 
ble  conting^icies  that  might  happen.    Under  this  AoetrinB  it 
would  seem  that  if  the  driver  broke  the  passenger's  neck  he 
would  be  acting  within  ttie  scope  of  his  agency.    This  •^^  may 
be   so,    but   it  does  not   seem  so  to    us.    Of   course,  if    the 
passenger  were  injured  iitrough  Ihe  negligence  of  the  driver 
alone,  he  must  look  alone  to  him  or  to  his  master  for  his  re- 
covery; but  if  he  is  injured  through  the  concurring  negligenoe 
of  the  driver  and  some  one  else  be  may  sue  either.    This  is 
equally  true  whether  the  plaintiff  is  a  passenger  for  hire  or  a 
mere  guest    We  see  no  reason  why  the  latter  should  be  placed 
at  any  legal  disadvantage.    In  fact,  it  would  seem  that  if  there 
were  any  difference,  the  passenger  for  hire,  having  the  legal 
right  to  the  services  of  his  driver,  would  be  in  a  position  to 
exercise  a  greater  degree  of  control  than  one  whose  presence 
was  merely  permissive.    An  examination  of  the  origin  growth 
and  decadence  of  the  doctrine  seems  to  us  to  show  the  corrects 
ness  of  our  conclusions  aside  even  from  the  weight  of  authority. 
The  doctrine  that  the  negligence  of  a  driver  was  imputable 
to  the  passenger  is  considered  to  have  originated  in  the  English 
case  of  Thorogood  v.  Bryan,  decided  in  1849,  and  reported  in  8 
Com.  B.  115.    The  action  was  brought  against  the  owner  of 
an  omnibus  by  which  the  deceased  was  run  over  and  killed 
The  omnibus  in  which  he  had  been  carried  had  set  him  down 
in  the  middle  of  the  road  instead  of  drawing  up  to  the  curb, 
and  before  he  could  get  out  of  the  way  he  was  run  over  by  the 
defendant's  omnibus,  which  was  coming  along  at  too  rapid  a 
pace  to  be  stopped  in  time  to  prevent  the  injury.    The  court 
directed  the  jury  that,  "if  they  were  of  opinion  that  want  of 
care  on  the  part  of  the  driver  of  Barber's  omnibus  in  not  draw- 
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ing  np  to  the  curb  to  pnt  the  deceased  down,  or  any  want  of 
<5are  on  the  part  ht  the  .deceased  himseli  had  been  conducive 
to  the  injury,  in  either  of  those  cases,  notwithstanding  the  de- 
fendant by  her  servant  had  been  guilty  of  negligence,  their  ver- 
dict must  be  for  the  defendant'*  This  case,  after  being  much 
<rriticised^  was  expressly  overruled  in  1888  by  the  house  of 
lords  in  the  case  of  The  Bemine,  13  App.  Cas.  1,  in  which 
^^  opinions  were  delivered  by  Lords  Herchel,  Bramwell  and 
Watson. 

Among  other  tidngs  in  his  opinion  Lord  Herchel  says:  ^'In 
support  of  the  proposition  that  this  establishes  a  defense,  they 
rely  upon  the  case  of  Thorogood  v.  Bryan,  8  Com.  B.  115, 
which  undoubtedly  does  support  their  contention.  This  case 
was  decided  as  long  ago  as  1849  and  has  been  followed  in  some 
other  cases;  but  though  it  was  early  subjected  to  adverse  criti- 
cism it  has  never  come  for  revision  before  a  court  of  appeals 

until  the  present  occasion It  is  necessary  to  examine 

carefully  the  reasoning  by  which  this  conclusion  was  arrived  at. 
Coltman,  J.,  said:   'It  appears  to  me  that  having  trusted  the 
party  by  selecting  the  particular  conveyance  the  plaintiff  has 
80  far  identified  himself  with  the  owner  and  her  servants  that 
i{  any  injury  results  from  their  negligence  he  must  be  con- 
sidered a  party  to  it.     In  other  words,  the  passenger  is  so  far 
identified  with  the  carriage  in  which  he  is  traveling  that  want 
of  care    of  the    driver    will  be  a  defense  of  the  driver  of 
the  carriage  which  directly  caused  the  injury.*     Maule  and 
Yaughan  Williams,  JJ.,  also  dwelt  upon  this  view  of  the  identi- 
fication of  the  passenger  with  the  driver  of  the  vehicle  in  which 
he  is  being  carried.     The  former  thus  expresses  himself :  *I  in- 
cline to  think  that  for  this  purpose,  the  deceased  must  be  con- 
sidered as  identified  with  the  driver  of  the  omnibus  in  which  he 
voluntarily  became  a  passenger,  and  that  the  negligence  of 
the  driver  was  the  negligence  of  the  deceased.'     Yaughan 
Williams,  J.,  said:   TE  ihink  the  passenger  must  for  this  pur- 
pose be  considered  as  identified  with  the  person  having  the 
management  of  the  omnibus  he  was  conveyed  by.* 

With  the  utmost  respect  for  these  eminent  judges,  I  must 
say  that  I  am  unable  to  comprehend  this  doctrine  of  identifi- 
cation upon  which  they  lay  so  much  stress.  In  what  sense 
is  the  passenger  by  a  public  stagecoach,  because  he  avails 
*^*  himself  of  the  accommodation  afforded  by  it,  identified  with 
the  driver?  The  learned  judges  manifestly  do  not  mean  to 
suggest  (though  some  the  language  used  would  seem  to  bear 
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that  construction)  that  the  passenger  is  so  far  identified  with 
the  driver  that  the  negligence  of  the  lattef  would  render  the 
former  liable  to  third  persons  injured  by  it.     I  presume  that 
they  did  not  even  mean  that  the  identification  is  so  complete 
as  to  prevent  the  passenger  from  recovering  against  the  driv- 
er's master;  though  if  "negligence  of  the  owner's  servants  is 
to  be  considered  negligence  of  the  passenger/^  or  if  he  ''must 
be  considered  a  party''  to  their  negligence^  it  is  not  easy  ta 
see  why  it  should  not  be  .a  bar  to  such  an  action.     In  short, 
80  far  as  I  can  see,  the  identification  appears  to  be  effective 
only  to  the  extent  of  enabling  another  person  whose  servants 
have  been  guilty  of  negligence  to  defend  himself  by  the  allega- 
tion of  contributory  negligence  on  the  part  of  the  person  in- 
jured.   But  the  very  question  that  had  to  be  determined  was 
whether  the  contributory  negligence  of  the  driver  of  the  ve- 
hicle was  a  defense  as  against  the  passenger  when  suing  another 
wrongdoer.    To  say  that  it  is  a  defense  because  the  passenger 
is  identified  with  the  driver  appears  to  be  the  question,  when 
it  is  not  suggested  that  this  identification  results  from   any 
recognized  principle  of  law,  or  has  any  other  effect  than  to  fur- 
nish that  defense,  the  validity  of  which  was  the  very  point  in 
issue.    Two  persons  may  no  doubt  be  so  bound  together  by  the 
legal  relation  in  which  they  stand  to  each  other  that  the  acts 
of  one  may  be  regarded  by  the  law  as  the  acts  of  the  other.     But 
the  relation  between  the  passenger  in  a  public  vehicle  and  the 
driver  of  it  certainly  is  not  such  as  to  fall  within  any  of  the 
recognized  categories  in  which  the  act  of  one  man  is  treated  in 
law  as  the  act  of  another.     I  pass  now  to  the  other  reasons 
given  for  the  judgment  in  Thorogood  v.  Bryan,  8  Com.  B.  115. 
Maule,  J.,  says:  'On  the  part  of  the  plaintiff  it  is  suggested 
that  a  passenger  ^^"^  in  a  public  conveyance  has  no  control 
over  the  driver.     But  I  think  that  cannot  with  propriety  be 
said.    He  selects  the  conveyance.    He  enters  into  a  contract 
with  the  owner,  whom  by  his  servant,  the  driver,  he  employs 
to  drive  him.     If  he  is  dissatisfied  with  the  mode  of  convey- 
ance he  is  not  obliged  to  avail  himself  of  it.  ...  .  But  as  re- 
gards the  present  plaintiff,  he  is  not  altogether  without  fault; 
he  chose  his  own  conveyance,  and  must  take  the  consequences 
of  any  default  on  the  part  of  the  driver  whom  he  thought  fit  to 
trust."    I  confess  I  cannot  concur  in  this  reasoning.     I  do  not 
think  it  well  founded  either  in  law  or  in  fact    What  kind 
of  control  has  the  passenger  over  the  driver  which  would  make 
it  reasonable  to  hold  the  former  affected  by  the  negligence  of 
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the  latter?  And  is  it  any  more  reasonable  to  hold  him 
Eiffected  because  he  chose  the  mode  of  conveyance,  that  is  to 
Bay,  drove  in  an  omnibus  rather  than  walked^  or  took  ihe  firat 
omnibus  that  passed  him  instead  of  waiting  for  another? 
And  when  it  is  attempted  to  apply  this  reasoning  to  passen- 
gers traveling  in  steamships  or  on  railways  the  nnreascNuable- 
ness  of  snch  doctrine  is  even  more  glaring. 

The  only  other  reason  given  is  contained  in  the  Judgment 
of  Cresswell,  J.,  in  these  words:  ^Tf  the  driver  of  tiie  omni- 
bus the   deceased  was  in  had,  by  his  negligence  or  want  of 
due  care  and  skill,  contributed  to  an  injury  from  a  collisioH 
his  master  clearly  could  maintain  no  action.    And  I  must  con- 
fess I  see  no  reason  why  a  passenger  who  employs  the  driver 
to  convey  him  stands  in  any  better  position.'*    Surely,  with 
deference^  the  reason  for  the  difference  lies  on  the  very  sur- 
face.    If  the  master  in  such  a  case  could  maintain  no  aetioB 
it  is  because  there  existed  between  him  and  the  driver  the 
relation  of  master  and  servant.    It  is  clear  that  if  his  driver's 
negligence  alone  had  caused  the  collision  he  would  have  been 
liable  to  an  action  for  the  injury  resulting  from  it  to  third 
parties.     The  learned  judge  would,  I  imagine,  in  ^**®  that  case 
have  seen  a  reason  why  a  passenger  in  the  omnibus  stood  in  m 
better  position  than  the  master  of  the  driver.    I  have  now  dealt 
with  all  the  reasons  on  which  the  judgment  in  Thorogood  t. 
Bryan,  8  Com.  B.  116,  was  founded,  and  I  entirely  agree  with 
the  learned  judges  in  the  court  below  in  thinking  them  incon- 
clusive and  unsatisfactory. 

In  his  opinion  Lord  Watson  says :  '?t  humbly  appears  to  me 

that  the  identification  upon  which  the  decision  in  Thorogood 

▼.  Bryan,  8  Com.  B.  115,  is  based  has  no  foundation  in  facL 

I  am  of  opinion  that  there  is  no  relation  constituted  between 

the  driver  of  an  omnibus  and  its  ordinary  passengers  whidi 

can  justify  the  inference  that  they  are  identified  to  any  extent 

whatever  with  his  negligence.    He  is  the  servant  of  the  owner, 

not  their  servant;  he  does  not  look  to  them  for  orders  and 

they  have  no  right  to  interfere  with  his  conduct  of  the  vehide 

except,  perhaps,  the  right  of  remonstrance  when  he  is  doing; 

OT  threatening  to  do^  something  that  is  wrong  and  inconsistent 

with  their  safety.    Practically  they  have  no  greater  measure  of 

control  over  his  actions  than  the  passenger  in  a  railway  train 

Iwtt  over  the  conduct  of  the  engine-driver.** 

We  have  quoted  at  length  from  this  case  because  it  is  the 
distinct  and  final  repudiation  of  the  doctrine  by  the  highest 
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judicial  tnbimal  in  England^  where  it  originated,  as  well  as 
from  ihe  further  fact  that  the  reasoning  upon  which  the  learned 
and  able  opinions  are  founded  apply  equally  to  cases  wh^«  the 
plaintiff  is  a  mere  guest    The  same  may  be  said  of  Little  t. 
Hackett,  116  TJ.  S.  336,  6  Sup.  Ct  Kep.  391,  29  L.  ed.  652, 
which  is  cited  with  approval  by  Lord  Herchel  in  '^The  Besmia." 
Hackett,  the  plaintiff,  was  injured  by  the  collision  of  a  railroad 
train  with  the  carriage  in  which  he  was  riding.    The  evidence 
tended  to  show  that  the  accident  was  the  result  of  the  concur- 
ring negligence  oi  the  managers  of  the  train  and  of  the  driver 
of  the  carriage — of  the  managers  of  the  train  in  not  giving 
the  usual  signals  of  its  approach  by  ringing  a  beU  and  blowing 
^^^  a  whistle,  and  in  not  having  a  flagman  on  duty ;  and  of  the 
driver  of  the  carriage  in  turning  the  horses  upon  the  track 
without  proper  precautions  to  ascertain  whether  the  train  was 
coming.    The  defense  was  contributory  negligence  in  driving 
on  the  track,  the  defendant  contending  that  the  driver  was 
tiiereby  negligent^  and  that  his  negligence  was  to  be  imputed 
to  the  plaintiff.    The  court  left  the  question  of  the  negligence 
of  the  parties  in  charge  of  the  train  and  of  the  driver  of  the 
carriage  to  the  jury,  and  no  exception  was  taken  to  its  instruc- 
tions on  this  head.    But  with  reference  to  the  alleged  imputed 
negligence  of  the  plaintiff,  assuming  that  the  driver  was  negli- 
gent,  the  court  instructed  them  that  unless  the  plaintiff  inter- 
fered with  the  driver  and  controlled  the  manner  of  his  driving 
his  negligence  could  not  be  imputed  to  the  plaintiff.    Upon 
appeal  the  judgment  was  affirmed.    Justice  Fidd,  speaking  for 
a  unanimous  court^  says,  on  page  374  of  116  IT.  S.,  6  Sup. 
Gt.  Sep.  394,  29  L.  ed.  652:  ''Cases  cited  from  the  English 
courts,  as  we  have  seen,  and  numerous  others  decided  in  the 
courts  of  this  country,  show  that  the  relation  of  master  and 
servant  does  not  exist  between  the  passenger  and  the  driver 
or  between  the  passenger  and  the  owner.    In  the  absence  of 
this  relation  the  imputation  of  their  negligence  to  the  pas- 
senger, where  no  fault  of  omission  or  commission  is  chargeable 
to  him,  is  against  all  legal  rules.    If  their  negligence  could 
be  imputed  to  him  it  would  render  him  equally  with  them  re- 
sponsible to  third  parties  thereby  injured,  and  would  also  pre- 
clude him  from  maintaining  an  action  against  the  owner  for 
injuries  received  by  reason  of  it.    But  neither  of  these  conclu- 
sions can  be  maintained;  neither  has  the  support  of  any  ad- 
judged cases  entitled  them  to  c(^nsideration.     The  truth  is, 
the  decision  in  Thorogood  v.  Bryan,  8  Com.  B.  115,  rests  upon 
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udefensible  groTmd.    The  identification  of  the  passenger  with 
the  negligent  driver  or  the  owner,  without  his  personal  co- 
speration  or  encouragement,  is  a  gratuitous  aflsmnption.    There 
[5  no  **^  such  identity.    The  parties  are  not  in  the  same  posi- 
tion.    The  o^wner  of  a  public  conveyance  is  a  carrier  and  the 
driver  or  the  person  managing  it  is  his  servant    Neither  of 
them  is  the  servant  of  the  passenger  and  his  asserted  identity 
with  them  is  contradicted  by  the  daily  experience  of  the  world.** 
Again,  the  court  says  on  page  379,  116  TJ.  S.,  6  Sup.  Ct  Rep. 
397,   29   Ii.   ed.  651:  **There  is  no    distinction    in    principle 
whether  the  passengers  be  on  a  public  conveyance  like  a  rail- 
road train  or  an  omnibus,  or  be  on  a  hack  hired  from  a  public 
stand  in  the  street,  for  a  drive.    Those  on  a  hack  do  not  be- 
come responsible  for  the  negligence  of  the  driver  if  they  exer- 
cise no  control  over  him  farther  than  to  indicate  the  route  they 
wish  to  travel  or  the  places  to  which  they  wish  to  go.    If  he 
is  their  agent  so  that  his  negligence  can  be  imputed  to 'them, 
to  prevent  their  recovery  against  a  third  party  he  must  be  th«r 
agent  in  all  respects,  so  far  as  the  management  of  the  carriage 
is  concerned,  and  responsibility  to  third  parties  would  attach 
to  them  for  injuries  caused  by  his  negligence  in  the  course  of 
his  employment.    But,  as  we  have  already  said,  responsibility 
cannot  within  any  recognized  rules  of  law  be  fastened  upon  one 
who  has  in  no  way  interfered  with  and  controlled  in  the  mat- 
ter causing  the  injury.    From  the  simple  fact  of  hiring  the 
carriage  or  riding  in  it  no  such  liability  can  arise.    The  party 
hiring  or  riding  must  in  some  way  have  co-operated  in  produc- 
ing the  injury  complained  of  before  he  incurs  any  liability  for 
it.    *If  the  law  were  otherwise,'  as  said  by  Mr.  Justice  Depne 
ill  his  elaborate  opinion  in  the  latest  case  in  New  Jersey,  ^not 
only  the  hirer  of  the  coach,  but  also  all  the  passengers  in  it 
would  be  under  a  constraint  to  mount  l3ie  box  and  superin- 
tend the  conduct  of  the  driver  in  the  management  and  control 
of  his  team,  or  be  put  for  remedy  exclusively  to  an  action 
against  the  irresponsible  driver  or  equally  irresponsible  owner 
of  a  coach  taken,  it  may  be  from  a  coach  stand,  for  the  con- 
sequences of  an  injury  which  was  the  product  of  the  •^^  co- 
operating wnmgful  acts  of  the  driver,  and  of  a  third  per- 
son, and  that,  too,  though  the  passengers  were  ignorant  of 
the  character  of  the  driver,  and  of  the  responsibility  of  the 
owner  of  the  team,  and  strangers  to  the  route  over  which  they 
were  to  be  carriecL*  ^ 
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The  court  further  cites  with  approval  the  case  of  Dyer  t. 
Erie  By.  Co.^  71  N.  Y.  228^  in  which  the  facts  are  yery  siini- 
lar  to  those  in  the  case  at  bar^  in  the  following  words:  "The 
plainliff  was  injured  while  crossing  the  defendant's  railroad 
tnidc  on  a  public  thoroughfare.  He  was  riding  in  a  wagon  by 
the  permission  and  invitation  of  the  owner  of  the  horses  and 
wagon.  At  that  time  a  train  standing  south  of  certain  build- 
ings^ which  prevented  its  being  seen^  had  started  to  back  over 
the'  crossing  without  giving  the  driver  of  the  wagon  any  warn* 
ing  of  its  approach.  The  horses  becoming  frightened  by  the 
blowing  off  of  steam  from  engines  in  the  vicinity  became  un- 
mauageable  and  the  plaintiff  was  thrown  or  jumped  from  the 
wagon  and  was  injured  by  the  train  which  was  backing.  It 
was  held  that  no  relation  of  principal  and  agent  arose  be- 
tween the  driver  of  the  wagon  and  the  plaintiff,  and  although 
be  traveled  voluntarily^  he  was  not  chargeable  with  negligence, 
and  there  was  no  claim  that  the  driver  was  not  competent  to 
control  and  manage  the  horses/' 

In  Transfer  Co.  v.  Kelly,  36  Ohio  St  88,  38  Am.  Sep. 
B5S,  the  plaintiff  below  (Kelly)  was  injured  while  riding  on 
a  street-car  in  collision  with  a  car  of  the  Transfer  Company 
and  was  permitted  to  recover  although  it  appeared  that  the 
servants  of  both  companies  were  negligent.    The  chief  justice 
in  delivering  the  opinion  of  the  court,  said:  ''It  seems  to  us 
therefore  that  the  negligence  of  the  company^  or  of  its  ser- 
vants, should  not  be  imputed  to  the  passenger,  where  such 
indigence  contributes  to  his  injury  jointly  with  the  negli- 
gence of  a  third  party,  any  more  than  it  should  be  so  imputed 
where  the  negligence  of  the  company,  or  its  servants,  was  the 
•*■  sole  cause  of  the  injury.'*    ''Indeed,'*  the    chief    justice 
added,  "it  seems  as  incredible  to  my  mind  that  the  right  of 
a  passenger  to  redress  against  a  stranger  for  an  injury  caused 
directly  and  proximately  by  the  latter's  negligence,  should  be 
denied  on  the  ground  that  the  negligence  of  his  carrier  con- 
tributed to  his  injury,  he  being  without  fault  himself,  as  it 
would  be  to  hold  such  passenger  responsible  for  the  negli- 
gience  of  his  carrier  whereby  an  injury  was  inflicted  upon  a 
stranger.    And  of  the  last  proposition  it  is  enough  to  say  that 
it  is  simply  absurd."  « 

In  Robinson  v.  New  York  etc.  R  B.  Co.,  66  N.  Y.  11,  23 
Am.  Bep.  1,  Church,  C.  J.,  a  distinguished  jurist,  speaking  for 
an  able  court,  says:  "It  is  therefore  the  case  of  a  gratuitous 
ride  by  a  female  upon  the  invitation  of  the  owner  of  a  horse 
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and  carriage.    The  plaintiff  had  no  control  of  the  vehicle  nop 
of  the  driver  in  its  management.    It  is  not  claimed  but  that 
Conlon  was  an  able-bodied^  competent  person  to  manage  the 
establishment^  nor  that  he  was  intoxicated  or  in  any  way  un- 
fit to  liave  charge  of  it.    Upon  what  principle  is  it  that  his 
i^egligence  is  imputable  to  the  plaintiff?    It  is  conceded  that 
if  by  bis  negligence  he  had  injured  a  third  person  she  would 
not  be  liable.     She  was  not  responsible  for  his  acts  and  had 
no  rigbt  and  no  power  to  control  them.    True  she  had  con- 
sented to  ride  witii  him,  but  as  he  was  in  every  respect  com- 
petent and  suitable  she  was  not  negligent  in  doing  so.     Can 
she  be  held  by  consenting  to  ride  with  him  to  guarantee  his 
perfect  care  and  diligence?    There  was  no  necessity  for  riding 
with  hinoL     It  was  a  voluntary  act  on  the  part  of  tiie  plaintiff, 
but  it  was  not  an  unlawful  or  negligent  act.    She  was  injured 
by  the  negligence  of  a  third  person  and  was  free  from  negligence 
herself,  and  I  am  unable  to  perceive  any  reason  for  imputing 
Conlon-'s  negligence  to  her.'*.  Again,  the  court  says,  on  page 
13  of  66  N.  Y.  and  23  Am.  Eep.  1 :  "I  am  unable  to  find  any 
l^al  principle  upon  which  to  impute  to  the  plaintiff  the  negli- 
gence ^*®  of  the  driver.    The  whole  argument  on  behalf  of  the 
appellants  on  this  point  is  contained  in  the  following  paragraph 
from  the  brief  of  its  counsel :  'So  if  the  plaintiff  had  proceeded 
on  this  journey  upon  the  invitation  of  Conlon  for  the  like  pur- 
pose, she  having  voluntarily  intrusted  her  safety  to  his  care 
and  prudence,  and  thus  exposed  herself  to  the  risk  of  injury 
arising  from  his  negligence  or  want  of  skill,  she  would  be  pre- 
cluded from  recovering  if  he  thereby  contributed  to  her  injury.* 
If  this  argument  is  sounds  why  should  it  not  apply  in  all  cases 
to  public  conveyances  as  well  as  private?    The  acceptance  of 
an  invitation  to  ride  creates  no  more  responsibility  for  the  acts 
of  ihe  driver  tiian  the  riding  in  a  stagecoach  or  even  a  train 
of  cars,  providing  there  was  no  negligence  on  account  of  the 
diaracter  or  condition  of  the  driver  or  the  safety  of  the  vehicle, 
or  otherwise.    It  is  no  excuse  for  the  negligence  of  the  defend- 
ant that  another  person's  negligence  contributed  to  the  injury 
for  whose  acts  the  plaiQtiff  was  not  responsible.     The  rule  of 
contributory  neghgence  is  very  strict  in  this  state  and  should 
iiot  be  extended,  nor  should  the  rule  of  imputable  negligence 
be  extended  to  new  cases  where  the  reason  for  its  adoption  is 
liot  apparent*' 

In  Union  Pac.  By.  Co.  v.  Lapsley,  61  Fed.  174,  16  L.  E. 
A.  800,  4  TJ.  S.  App.  445,  ^  0.  0.  A.  149,  Sanborn,  C.  J.j 
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speaking  for  the  courts  saya:  '^ut  where  the  owner  and  driver 
of  a  Usm  and  carriage  invites  another  to  ride  in  his  carriage, 
no  relation  of  principal  and  agent  is  created,  no  relation  of 
Tnaster  and  servant  is  estaUished,  the  owner  and  driver  of  the 
team  are  not  controlled  by  and  are  not  in  any  sense  the  agents 
c  f  the  invited  guest^  and  to  hold  him  responsible  for  the  iifgli- 
rcnce  of  the  former  by  whose  permission  alone  he  rides  is  un- 
rnthorized  by  the  law  and  repugnant  to  reason.     That  he  who 
Euffers  injury  from  another's  negligence  may  recover  compen- 
eation  of  the  wrongdoer  is  a  principle  founded  in  natural  jus- 
tice and  sustained  by  every  precedent.    That  where  the  negli- 
gence of  the  **'*  person  injured  has  contributed  to  the  injury 
he  cannot  so  recover^  because  it  is  impracticaible  in  the  admin- 
istration of  justice  to  divide  and  apportion  the  compensation 
in  proportion  to  the  varying  degrees  of  ccmcurring  negligence, 
is  equally  well  settled.    But  that  he  whose  wrongful  act  or 
omission  has  caused  the  injury  and  damage,  and  who  upon  everj 
consideration  of  justice  and  reason  ought  to  make  compensation 
for  it,  shall  he  permitted  to  escape  because  a  third  person  over 
whom  the  injured  person  had  no  control  and  whose  only  rela- 
tion to  him  was  that  of  a  guest  to  his  host  has  been  guilty  of 
negligence  that  contributed  to  the  injury,  is  neither  just  nor 
reasonable.    According  to  the  verdict  of  this  jury  a  loss  of 
one  thousand  dollars  was  entailed  upon  the  decedent  by  the 
negligence    of    this    defendant    The    defendant's     wrongful 
omission  was  the  proximate  cause  of  this  damage.    The  de- 
cedent in  no  way  caused  or  contributed  by  any  act  or  omis- 
sion of  hers  to  this  injury.     She  had  no  control  over  her  brother, 
the  driver,  who  may  have  contributed  by  his  carelessness  ix> 
the  damage.    Upon  what  principle,  now,  can  it  be  justly  said 
that  the  decedent  must  bear  all  this  loss  when  she  neither  caused, 
was  responsible  for,  nor  could  have  prevented  it^  because  this 
third  person  assisted  to  cause  the  injury,  the  proximate  cause 
of  which  was  the  wrongful  act  of  the  defendant  company  ?    If 
there  exists  in  the  realms  of  jurisprudence  any  sound  prin- 
ciple upon  which  so  unrighteous  a  punishment  of  the  innocent 
and  the  discharge  of  the  guilty  may  be  based  we  have  been  un- 
able to  discover  it.'* 

In  Dean  v.  Pennsylvania  R.  E*  Co.,  129  Pa.  SL  614,  15  Am. 
St  Rep.  733,  18  Atl.  720,  6  L.  E.  A.  143,  Clark,  J.,  deliver- 
ing the  opinion  of  the  court,  says,  on  page  524:  ''Quotations 
might  be  given  from  many  cases  in  the  different  states  illustrat- 
ing the  very  firm  and  emphatic  manner  in  which  Hie  doctrine 
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<i£  {his  celebrated  c&ae  has  been  denied.    The  authorities  in 
England  and  the  great  current  of  anthoritiea  of  this  country 
are  ^^"^  agaixiBt  it.    Nor  can  I  eee  why,  upon  any  rale  of  public 
policy,  a  party  injured  by  the  concurrent  and  contributory  neg- 
ligence of  two  persana,  one  of  them  his  common  carrier,  ahould 
be  held^  and  the  other  released  from  liability.    As  to  this,  I 
eq^eak  only  for  myself.    In  my  opinion  there  is  no  principle 
ooiDsonant  with  common  sense,  common  honesty  or  public  policy, 
which  should  hold  one  not  guilty  of  any  negligmce,  either  of 
omiasion  or  ecmmissiony  for  the  negligence  of  another  imputed 
to  him  under  sudh  drcumstances.    Altiiough  in  Carlisle  v.  Bris- 
bane, 113  Pa.  Si  544,  6  AtL  372, 1  may  appear  to  have  accepted 
that  doctrine,  I  mean  merely  to  state  that  the  ground  upon 
whidi  thia  court  had  rested  that  rule  was  better  than  that  taken 
by  the  English  courts.    But  if  this  were  not  so.  Fields  was 
not  a  comanon  carrier;  Dean  was  riding  in  the  wagon  merely 
by  invitation  of  Fields,  who  happened  to  be  going  in  the  direc- 
tion of  Fields;'  home  with  a  load  of  provisions.    He  was  carried 
without  compensatian,  merely  as  an  act  of  kindness  on  the 
part  of  Fields^  who  had  sole  control  of  the  team  and  of  the 
wagon.     The  case  is  similar  in  this  respect  to  Carlisle  v.  Bris- 
bane, 113  Pa.  St  54i,  e  Atl.  372,  and  to  the  case  of  Follman 
V.  Mankato,  59  Am.  Bep.  340,  29  N.  W.  317.     We  are  clearly 
of  the  opinion  that  if  Dean  himself  was.  guilty  of  no  negligence, 
the  negligeo^e  of  Fields  cannot  be  imputed  to  him.** 

This  case  was  expressly  approved  in  Bunting  v.  Hogsett,  139 
Pa.  St  363, 23  Am.  St  S^.  192,  21  AtL  31,  33,  34, 12  L.  B.  A. 
268,  where  the  court  uses  the  following  language,  on  page  376, 
139  Pa.  St,  23  Am.  St  Bep.  192,  21  Atl.  33,  12  L.  B.  A. 
268:  '^But  Thorogood  ▼.  Bryan,  8  Com.  B.  116,  which  is  the 
leading  case,. has  been  recently  overruled  in  the  English  court 
of  appeals:  The  B^nina   (Mills  v.  Armstrong),  2  Prob.  ft 
D.  58;  and  the  doctrine,  although  formerly  accepted  in  many 
of  the  stafaGfli.  is  now  generally  disapproved.    The  authorities 
in  England  and  the  great  current  of  authority  in  this  country 
are  against  it    The  cases  are  collected  in  Dean  v.  Pennsyl- 
vania E.  B.  Co.,  129  Pa.  St  614,  16  Am.  St  Bep.  733,  6  L. 
B.  A.  143.    *^^  They  are  numerous,  and  it  is  unnecessary 
to  refer  to  them  here.    What  was  there  said  was  given  as  an 
individual  opinion  merely,  and  was,  to  some  extent,  perhaps, 
obiter  dictmn,  but  we  are  now  unanimously  of  opinion  that 
the  views  thexe  expressed,  somewhat  in  advance,  contain  the 
prsper  exposition  of  ihe  law.    The  identification  of  the  pas- 
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senger  with  the  negligent  driver,  or  the  owner,  or  with  flie 
carrier,  as  the  case  may  be,  without  his  co-operation  or  en- 
couragement,  is   a  gratuitous   assumption.    As   Mr.   Jnstioe 
Field  said  in  Little  v.  Hackett,  116  U.  S.  366,  6  Sup.   Ct 
Eep.  391,  29  L.  ed.  662 ;  'There  is  no  such  identity.    The  par- 
ties are  not  in  the  same  position.    The  owner  of  a  public  con-' 
veyance  is  a  carrier,  and  the  driver  or  the  person  managing 
it  is  his  servant,  neither  of  them  is  the  servant  of  the  passenger, 
and  his  asserted  identity  with  them  is  contradicted  by  Ihe  daily 
experience  of  the  worli'     The  rationale  of  the  rule  of  Thoro- 
good  V.  Bryan,  8  Com.  B.  115,  is  expressly  disavowed  in  our 
own  case  of  Lockhart  v.  litchtenthaler,  46  Pa.  St.  151,  and 
it  is  now  rejected  as  untenaJble  and  wholly  indefensible.     Nor 
is  there  any  rule  or  principle  of  public  policy  which  will  sup- 
port such  a  doctrine.    If  a  person  is  injured  by  the  concur- 
rent and  contributory  negligCDce  of  two  persons,  one  of  them 
being  at  the  time  the  common  carrier  of  his  person,  there  is 
no  reason,  founded  in  public  policy  or  otherwise,  which  should 
release  one  of  them  and  hold  the  other.     It  is  true  the  carrier 
may  be  subjected  to  a  higher  degree  of  care  than  his  cotort- 
feasor,  but  this  affords  no  reason  why  either  or  both  of  them 
should  not  be  held  to  that  degree  of  care,  respectively,  which 
the  law  imposes  upon  them,  and  to  be  answerable  in  damages 
accordingly.     The  general  rule  undoubtedly  is  if  a  person  suffers 
injury  from  the  joint  negligence  of  two  parties,  and  both  are 
negligent  in  a  manner  which  contributes  to  the  injury,  they 
are  liable  jointly  and  severally,  and  it  would  seem  in  principle 
to  be  a  matter  of  no  consequence  that  one  of  them  is  a  common 
carrier.    Neither  **''  the  comparative  degrees  of  care  required 
nor  the  comparative  degrees  of  culpability  established  can  affect 
the  liability  of  either.*' 

It  is  unnecessary,  as  well  as  impracticable,  to  dte  all  the 
other  cases  we  have  examined  on  this  subject,  and  so  we  will 
confine  ourselves  to  a  few  in  which  the  precise  question  under 
consideration  is  directly  presented.  That  one  who  is  injured 
by  the  joint  or  concurring  negligence  of  a  private  person  with 
whom  he  is  riding  by  invitation  as  a  guest  or  companion,  and 
a  third  person,  is  not  chargeable  with  the  negligence  of  the 
driver,  is  held  in  the  following  cases :  Masterson  v.  New  York 
etc.  R.  E.  Co.,  84  N.  Y.  247,  38  Am.  Kep.  510;  Strauss  v. 
Newburgh  etc.  Ry.  Co.,  6  App.  Div.  264,  39  N.  Y.  Supp.  998; 
.  Kessler  v.  Brooklyn  etc.  R.  R.  Co.,  3  App.  Div.  426,  38  N.  Y. 
Supp.  799;  Street  Ry.  Co.  v.  Powell,  89  Ga.  601,  16  S.  R 
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3.18 ;  Leavenworth  v.  Hatch,  67  Kan.  57,  57  Am.  St.  Eep.  309, 
45  Pac.  65;  Cahill  v.  Cincinnati  etc.  By.  Co.,  92  Ky.  345,  18 
S.  W.  2;  Noies  v.  Boecawen,  64  N.  H.  631,  10  Am.  St.  Bep. 
410,  10  AtL  690;  Ouverson  v.  Grafton,  5  N.  Dak.  281,  65  N. 
W.  676 ;  St  Clair  B.  B.  Co.  v.  Eadie,  43  Ohio  St  91,  1  N.  E. 
519 ;  Carlisle  v.  Brisbane,  113  Pa.  St.  544,  57  Am.  Bep.  483, 
6  All.  372;  Philadelphia  eta  B.  B.  Co.  v.  Hogeland,  66  Md. 
149,  69  AnL  Bep.  159,  7  Atl.  105 ;  Baltimore  etc.  B.  B.  Co. 
V.  State,  79  Md.  335,  47  Am.  St.  Bep.  415,  29  Atl.  518;  Alar 
bama  etc.  By.  Co.  v.  Davis,  69  Miss.  444,  13  South.  693 ;  Foil- 
man  V.  Mankato,  36  Minn.  522,  69  Am.  Bep.  340,  29  N.  W. 
317;  Commissioneirs  v.  Mutchler,  137  Ind.  140,  36  N.  E.  534; 
2  Jaggard  on  Torts,  sec  276,  p.  982;  Bishop's  Noncontract  Law, 
sec  1070. 

The  rule  is  thus  stated  in  7  American  and  English  Ency- 
clopedia of  Law,  447:  '^Occupants  of  private  conveyances:  In 
the  second  class  of  cases  there  has  been. and  still  is  much  con- 
flict among  the  authorities,  but  the  true  principle  seema  to  be 
that  when  a  person  is  injured  by  the  negligence  of  the  defend- 
ant   and  the  contributory  negligence  of  one  with  whom  the  in- 
jured person  is  riding  as  a  guest  or  companion,  such  negligence 
is  not  imputable  to  the  injured  person ;  while  on  the  other  hand 
it  may  be  imputable  when  the  injured  person  is  in  a  position 
to  exercise  authority  or  control  over  the  driver.*'    Judge  Thomp- 
son in  **®  his  Commentary  on  the  Law  of  Negligence,  volume 
1,  section  502,  thus  lays  down  the  rule:  "Negligence  of  the  driver 
is  not  imputed  to  the  passenger  on  a  private  conveyance  riding 
by  invitation.    While  there  are  a  few  untenable  decisions  to  the 
contrary,  nearly  all  American  courts  are  agreed  that  the  rule 
under  consideration  extends  so  far  as  to  hold  that  where  a 
person,  while  riding  on  a  private  vehicle  by  the  invitation  of 
the  driver  or  the  owner  or  the  custodian  of  the  vehicle,  and 
having  no  authority  or  control  over  the  driver  and  being  under 
no  duty  to  control  his  conduct  and  having  no  reason  to  sus- 
pect any  want  of  care,  skill  or  sobriety  on  his  part,  is  injured 
by  the  concurring  negligence  of  the  driver  and  a  third  person 
or  corporation,  the  negligence  of  the  driver  is  not  imputed  to 
him  so  as  to  prevent  him  from  recovering  damages  from  the 
other  tort-feasor." 

We  cannot  better  close  this  discussion  than  by  the  follow- 
ing quotation  from  1  Shearman  and  Eedfield  on  Negligence, 
section  66,  and  in  doing  so  we  deem  it  proper  to  say  that,  while 
we  fully  approve  of  the  legal  conclusions  arrived  at  by  the  dis- 
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tiBgniflhed  anthora,  we  do  not  widi  to  be  held  esitiidy  responsi- 
ble for  the  vigor  of  their  language:  '^Doctriiie  of  identificatioa: 
As  already  stated,  the  fact  that  the  injury  was  caused  by  the 
joint  negligence  of  the  def^idant  and  a  mere  stranger  is  ruiir- 
versally  admitted  to  be  no  defense.    But  in  the  famous  case 
of  Thorogood  v.  Bryan,  8  Com.  B.  115,  an  English  court  in- 
vented a  new  applicaticm  of  the  old  Roman  doctrine  of  identi- 
fication, and  held  that  a  passenger  in  a  public  vehicley  though 
having  no  control  over  the  driver,  must  be  held  to  be  so  iden- 
tified with  the  vehicle  as  to  be  chargeable  with  any  neglig^ioe 
on  the  part  of  its  managers  which  contributed  to  an  injury 
inflicted  upon  such  passenger  by  the  negligence  of  a  stranger. 
In  former  editions  we  devoted  much  space  to  the  refutation 
of  this  doctrine  of  ^identification/    But  it  is  needless  to  do 
so  any  longer,  since  the  entire  doctrine  has,  since  our  first 
**•  edition,  been  exploded  in  every  court,  beginning  with  New- 
York  and  ending  with  Pennsylvania.     It  was  finally  over- 
ruled in  England  a  few  years  ago.    The  only  remnant  of  this 
doctrine  which  remains  in  sight  anywhere  is  the  theory  that 
one  who  rides  in  a  private  conveyance  thereby  makes  the  driver 
his  agent,  and  is  thus  responsible  for  ihe  driver's  negligence, 
even  though  he  has  absolutely  no  pow»  or  right  to  control 
the  driver.    This  extraordinary  theory,  whidi  did  not  even  occur 
to  the  hair-splitting  judges  in  Thorogood  v.  Bryan,  8  Com.  B. 
115,  was  invented  in  Wisconsin  and  sustained  by  a  process  of 
elaborate  reasoning;  and  this  Wisconsin  decision,  in  evident 
ignorance  of  all  decisions  to  the  contrary,  was  recently  f ollowed, 
with  some  similar  reasoning,  in  Montana,  and  in  Nebraska^ 
without  any  reasoning  whatever;  which  last  »  certainly  the  best 
method  of  reaching  a  conclusion,  directly  opposed  to  common 
sense  and  to  the  decisions  of  twenty  other  courts.    The  notion 
that  one  is  the  ^agent'  of  another,  who  has  not  the  smallest  right 
to  control  or  even  advise  him,  is  difficult  to  support  by  any  sen- 
sible argument.    This  theory  is  universally  rejected,  except  in 
the  three  states  mentioned,  and  it  must  soon  be  abandoned  even 
therf-'' 

Tne  doctrne  of  imputable  negligence,  as  far  as  it  relates 
to  a  child,  has  been  fully  discussed  and  expressly  repudiated 
by  this  court  in  Bottoms  T  Seaboard  etc  E.  B.  Co.,  114  N.  C. 
699,  41  Am.  St.  Rep.  799,  19  S.  B.  730,  25  L.  K.  A.  784. 
Even  if  this  phase  of  the  question  were  iiow  before  us,  we  cou)^ 
add  but  little  to  what  was  there  so  fully  and  abty 

There  must  be  a  new  trial. 
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The  Running  of  a  Train  throng^  a  eitj  in  excess  of  the  speed  au- 
thorized by  ordinance  is  negligence:  Chicago  etc.  B.  B.  Go.  v. 
Moohell,  193  111.  208,  61  N.  E.  1028,  86  Am.  St.  Bep.  318,  and  see 
the  cases  citod  in  the  cross-reference  note  thereto;  Dalj  ▼.  Milwaukee 
Elec.  By.  etc.  Co.,  119  Wis.  398,  100  Am-  St.  Bep.  893,  96  N.  W. 
832. 

The  KegXigenoe  of  a  Parent  is  not  ordinarilj  imputable  to  his  minor 
child:  Ives  v.  Welden,  114  Iowa,  476,  89  Am,  St.  Bep.  379,  87  N. 
W.  408,  54  L.  B.  A.  854;  Wymore  v.  Mahaska  County,  78  Iowa, 
396,  16  Am.  St.  Bep.  449,  43  N.  W.  264,  6  L.  B.  A.  545;  notes  to 
Westbrook  v.  Mobile  etc.  B.  B.  Co.,  14  Am.  St.  Bep.  591;  Barnes 
V.  Shreveport  City  B.  B.  Co.,  49  Am.  St.  Bep.  408.  But  see  the  note 
to  Freer  v.   Cameron,  55  Am.  Dec.  677. 

The  'Negligence  of  a  Driver  is  not  ordinarily  imputable  to  a  person 
riding  -with   him  in  the  vehicle:  Brannen  v.  Kokomo  etc.  Co.,  115 
Ind.   115,    7   Am.  St.  Bep.  411,  17  N.  E.  202;   Nesbit  v.  Gamer,  75 
Iowa,  314,  9  Am.  St.  Bep.  486,  39  N.  W.  516,  1  L.  B.  A.  152;  Town 
of  Knigbtstown  v.  Musgrove,  116  Ind.  121,  9  Am.  St.  Bep.  827,  18 
N.  E.   452;    Noyes  v.  Boscawen,  C4  N.  H.  361,  10  Am.  St.  Bep.  410, 
10  Atl.  690;  Mullen  v.  Owasso,  100  Mich.  103,  43  Am.  St.  Bep.  436, 
58  N.  W.  663,  23  L.  B.  A.  693;  Leavenworth  v.  Hatch,  67  Kan.  67, 
57  Am.  St.  Bep.  309,  45  Pac.  65;  Beading  Township  v.  Telfer,  57  Kan. 
798,  57  Am.  St.  Bep.  355,  48  Pac.  131;  Gulf  etc.  By.  Co.  v.  Pendry, 
87  Tex.  553,  47  Am.  St.  Bep.  125,  29  &  W.  1038.    Compare  Whit- 
taker  V.   Helena,  14  Mont.  124,  43  Am.  St.  Bep.  621,  35  Pac.  904. 
For  the  application  of  this  rule  to  cases  of  collisions  with  railway 
trains,  see  Miller  v.  Iiouisville  etc.  By.  Co.,  128  Ind.  97,  25  Am.  St 
Bep.  416?,  27  N.  E.  339;  Dean  v.  Pennsylvania  B.  B.  Co.,  129  Pa.  St. 
614,  15   Am.  St  Bop.  733,  18  Atl.  718,  6  L.  B.  A.  143;   Carson  v. 
Federal  St.  etc  By.  Co.,  147  Pa.  St.  219,  30  Am.  St.  Bep.  727,  23 
Atl.  369,  15  L.  B.  A.  257;  Illinois  Cent.  B.  B.  Co.  v.  McLeod,  78  Miss. 
334,  84  Am.  St.  Bep.  630,  29  South.  76,  52  L.  B.  A  954. 


COWAN  V.  EOBEETS. 

[134  N.  a  415,  46  S.  E.  979.] 

OXTABABiTy  is  a  Fromise  to  answer  for  the  payment  of  some 
debt,  or  the  performance  of  some  duty,  in  case  of  the  failure  of  an- 
other person  who  is  himself,  in  the  first  instance,  liable  to  such  pay- 
ment or  performance,     (p.  847.) 

GUABANTY  OP  PATMEUT— ^uanuity  for  Oolleetlon.~-A 
guaranty  of  payment  is  an  absolute  promise  to  pay  a  debt  at  maturity 
&  not  paid  by  the  principal  debtor,  while  a  guaranty  for  collection 
is  only  a  promise  to  pay  the  debt  upon  condition  that  the  guarantee 
diligently  prosecutes  the  principal  debtor  for  the  recovery  of  the 
debt  without  success,     (p.  847.) 

OX7ABANTY — ^Absolute. — The  words  ''I  do  hereby  guarantee 
any  debts"  is  an  absolute,  direct,  and  unconditional  promise  to  an- 
Bwer  for  the  default  of  the  principal  debtor,     (p.  848.) 

OXJABAKTY — Absolute — ^Notlce  of  Acceptance.— If  an  under- 
taking ia  to  guarantee  any  contract  which  may  be  made  the  obligation 
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is  not  collateral  and  eontingenty  but  absolute  and  unconditional,  and 
no  notice  of  acceptance  is  necessary,     (p.  848.) 

GUABANTT. — ^Notice  of  Acceptance  is  not  required  when  there 
is  a  direct  promise  of  guaranty,     (p.  849.) 

GUASAinrsr— Ck>iisideTation. — The  promise  of  the  guarantee  to 
furnish  goods  to  the  principal  is  sufficient  consideration  to  support 
the  contract  of  guaranty,     (p.  849.) 

OUABAKTT— Fraud  of  PrincipaL— If  a  principal  debtor  agrees 
to  secure  a  second  guarantor  before  delivery  of  the  contract  of  guar- 
anty, without  the  knowledge  of  the  guarantee,  but  fails  to  do  so,  the 
guarantor  is  still  bound  by  his  contract,     (p.  850.) 

aUABAKTT— Negligence  of  Onarantor.— Failure  by  the  guar- 
antor, for  a  long  period,  to  notify  the  guarantee  that  the  condition 
of  the  delivery  of  the  contract  of  guaranty,  has  not  been  complied 
with,  during  which  time  further  credit  has  been  extended,  estops 
the  firuarantor  from  taking  advantage  of  the  breach  of  such  condition, 
(p.  850.) 

OUABANTT. — ^Burden  of  Showing  Lack  of  Diligence  by  the 
guarantee  in  prosecuting  the  principal  debtor  so  as  to  release  the 
guarantor,  is  upon  the  latter,     (p.  851.) 

Roberts  Brothers  were  in  1899  indebted  to  the  plaintiffs  for 
goods  sold  to  them^  and  being  unable  to  make  further  purchases 
on  credit  without  security,  procured  their  uncle,  the  defendant^ 
to  sign  and  deliver  a  guaranty  in  the  following  words : 

'Knoxville,  Tenn.,  April  8,  1899. 
'T[  hereby  guarantee  to  Cowan,  McClung  &  Co.  any  debts 
which  Eoberts  Brothers  now  owe  or  may  owe  in  the  future, 
to  the  extent  of  two  thousand  dollars.  This  obligation  to  re- 
main in  full  force  until  the  debt  now  due  Cowan,  McClung  & 
Co.  is  fully  discharged  and  this  agreement  annulled  in  writing. 

''W.  S.  EGBERTS.'' 

Afterward  plaintiffs,  at  different  times,  sold  and  delivered  to 
Roberts  Brothers  various  goods,  wares,  and  merchandise  and 
by  this  action  seek  to  recover  the  amount  named  in  the  guar- 
anty. No  notice  was  given  by  plaintifib  to  defendant  of  the 
acceptance  of  the  guaranty. 

Merrimon  &  Merrimon,  for  the  plaintiffs. 

P.  A.  Sondley,  for  the  defendant. 

**»  WALKER,  J.  The  defendants  counsel  in  his  able  ar- 
gument before  us  relied  upon  three  grounds  of  defense:  1.  That 
there  was  no  evidence  that  the  plaintiffs  had  accepted  the  guar- 
anty and  notified  the  defendant  of  their  acceptance;  2.  That 
there  was  no  consideration  to  support  the  guaranty  as  to  the 
debt  already  due  by  Roberts  Brothers  to  the  plaintiffs  amount- 
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axig  to  seventeen  hundred  and  foiiy-two  dollars  and  fifty  cents; 
•3.  That  the  garamty  was  given  upon  a  condition  which  was 
ikever  performed^  and  that  it  is  therefore  void  even  in  the 
Iiands  of  the  plaintiffs. 

A  guaranty  is  a  promise  to  answer  for  the  payment  of  some 
^ebt,  or  the  performance  of  some  duty^  in  case  of  the  failure 
of  another  person  who  is  himself  in  the  first  instance  liable  to 
Buch  payment  or  performance:  Carpenter  v.  Wall,  20  N.  C. 
1144.     There  is  a  well-defined  distinction  between  a  guaranty 
of  payment  and  a  guaranty  for  the  collection  of  a  debt^  the 
former  being  an  absolute  promise  to  pay  the  debt  at  maturity 
if  not  paid  by  the  principal  debtor,  when  the  guarantee  may 
l>ring  an  action  at  once  against  the  guarantor,  and  the  latter 
being  a  promise  to  pay  the  debt  upon  condition  that  the  guar- 
antee diligently  prosecuted  the  principal  debtor  for  the  recovery 
of  the  debt  without  success:  **•  Jones  v.  Ashford,  79  N.  C. 
172;  Jenkins  ▼•  Wilkinson,  107  N.  C.  707,  22  Am.  St.  Eep. 
911,  12  S.  E.  630.    The  guaranty  may   also  be    absolute   in 
form,  or  one  which  binds  the  guarantor  to  pay  unconditionally, 
or^  at  all  events,  upon  the  default  of  the  principal,  or  it  may 
be  in  the  f omt  merely  of  an  offer  to  become  bound  upon  the 
default  of  the  principal.    In  the  former  case,  that  is,  where 
there  is  an  absolute  guaranty  or  an  unconditional  promise  to 
indemnify  against  loss  by  the  principal's  default,  no  notice  of 
acceptance  by  the  guarantee  is  required,  the   liability   of  the 
guarantor  being  fixed  and  determined  by  the  ordinary  rules  in 
the  law  of  contracts.    In  the  latter  case,  when  the  transaction 
takes  the  form  of  an  offer  merely  to  become  responsible  for  the 
principal,  notice  of  acceptance  of  the  offer  is  of  course  neces- 
sary in  order   to  charge   the  p&rty,  who   makes   the  offer^  as 
guarantor,  and  this  is  so  because  the  minds  of  the  parties  have 
not  met,  there  is  no  aggregatio  mentium  until  the  offer  is  ac- 
cepted.   There  is  a  well-recognized   distinction  therefore   be- 
tween an  offer  or  proposal  to  guarantee   and  a  direct  promise 
of  guarantee.    The  former  requires  in  some  cases  notice  of  ac- 
ceptance, while  the  latter  does  not    When  the  offer  to  guar- 
antee is  absolnte  and  contains  in  itself  no  intimation  of  a  de- 
sire for,  or  expectation  of,  specific  notice  of  acceptance,  it  may 
be  supposed   that  the  offerer  has  a  reasonable  knowledge  thai 
his  guaranty  will  be  accepted  and  acted  upon,  unless  he  is  in- 
formed  to  the  contrary:  2  Parsons  on  Contracts,  8th  ed.   c.  2, 
sec.  4,  and  notes,  where  the  subject  is  fully  discussed.     It  is 
said  that  if  the  party  distinctly  and  absolutely  guarantees  a 
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certain  line  of  credit,  it  presupposes  some  sort  of  a  request  for 
a  guaranty^  emanating  from  the  guarantee^  and  for  this  reason 
no  formal  acceptance  by  the  guarantee  is  neeesBary;  but  if 
it  be  only  a  proposition  to  guarantee  the  credits,  and  not  a  posi- 
tive  promise  to  guarantee  them,  the  acceptance  of  the  propo- 
sition must,  in  some  ^^^  way,  and  within  a  reasonable  time^ 
Le  communicated  before  the  guarantor  can  be  held  liable  on  it: 
Tiedeman  on  Commercial  Paper,  sec  420. 

In  our  case,  the  guaranty  is  a  direct  and  unconditional  prom- 
ise to  answer  for  the  default  of  the  principal  to  the  amount 
of  two  thousand  dollars.  The  words  of  the  contract  are  in 
praesenti,  ^^I  do  hereby  guarantee,^'  and  superadded  are  the 
words,  'This  obligation  to  remain  in  full  force.''  Language 
could  not  be  stronger  to  express  the  intention  to  become  liable 
at  once  without  any  expectation  of  notice  that  the  plaintiffs 
will  accept  the  guaranty.  It  was  not  an  offer,  nor  did  it  imply 
an  offer  merely^  but  it  was  in  itself  a  complete  and  binding 
promise  to  guarantee  and  needed  only  the  sale  of  the  goods 
by  the  plaintiffs  to  make  it  otherwise  effectual:  1  Parsons  on 
Contracts,  466,  467. 

We  cannot  distinguish  this  case  from  Straus  v.  Beardsley, 
79  N.  C.  59^  where  the  court  sayS:  ^'If  the  undertaking  be  to 
guarantee  the  contract  whidi  may  be  made,  the  obligation  is 
not  collateral  and  contingent,  but  absolute  and  unconditional, 

and  no  notice  is  necessary The  undertaking  is  to  pay 

a  certain  sum,  and  by  the  terms  of  the  condition  it  is  discharged 
only  when  the  goods  have  been  deliyered  under  its  provisions, 
by  actual  payment  of  the  purchase  price.  If  the  goods  are  de- 
livered, the  contract  is  to  pay  for  them,  and  a  compliance  with 
this  condition  is  the  only  means  of  discharging  the  obligaticm. 
It  thus  became  the  duty  of  the  intestate  and  his  associates  to 
ascertain  for  themselves  if  the  plainti&  furnished  the  goods 
and  that  they  were  paid  for,  and  no  notice  or  demand  was 
necessary  to  charge  them  with  the  debt":  See,  also.  Walker  v, 
Brinkley,  131  N.  C.  17,  42  S.  E.  333. 

In  Williams  v.  Collins,  4  N.  C.  382,  383,  this  court  drew  the 
distinction  between  a  guaranty  that  a  certain  person  will  be  able 
to  comply  with  the  proposed  contract  and  one  ^**  wherein  the 
promise  is  that  he  shall  comply.  In  the  latter  case  which  is 
ours,  the  court  held  that  the  guarantor,  '^to  all  legal  conse- 
quences, became  pledged  absolutely  to  the  same  extent  as  the 
principal  debtor  was  bound,  as  soon  as  the  guarantee  parted 
with  his  property.'*    In  Shewell  v.  Knox,  12  N.  C.  404,  aU  the 
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es  agreed  tba^  if  the  gaaranty  is  abeolute  and  addreseed 
to  an  indiyidual^  no  notice  of  acceptance  is  necessarj,  and  one 
of  tlie  judges  held  that  it  was  not  eyen  necessaiy  when  a  letter 
of  credit  was  given  under  the  circumstances  of  that  case.    The 
general  principle  as  to  when  notice  of  acceptance  of  an  offer  to 
contract  becomes  necessary  is  considered  in  the  cases  of  Crook 
▼.  Cowan,  64  N.  C.  743,  and   Ober  t.  Smith,  78   N.  C.  313. 
The  question  as  to  notice  of  acceptance  in  cases  of  guaranty  is 
Tery  ably  and  exhaustively  discussed,  with  a  full  review  of  the 
SngUsh  and  American  authorities^  in  the  case  of   Wilcox   v* 
I>raper,  12  Neb.  138,  41   Am.   Bep.  763,  10   K  W.  679,  and 
tKe  conclusion  is  reached  that  when  there  is  a  direct  promise 
of  guaranty  no  notice  of  acceptance  is  required :  Allen  t.  Peck, 
3  CuBh.  242;  Powers  ▼.  Bumcratz,  12  Ohio  St.  273;  Union 
Bank  t.  Coster,  3  N.  Y.  212,  63  Am.  Dec.  280;  City  Nat  Baok 
V.  Phelps,  86  N.  Y.  484;  2  Addison  on  Contracts,  8th  ed.,  84 
<*651).     The  case  of  Gregory  v.  Bullock,  120  W.  C.  260,  26  S. 
*£.  820,  does  not  apply,  as  the  court  held  that  there  was  no  con- 
tract at  all  in  that  case,  and  what  is  said  aibout  the  guaranty 
was  with  reference  to  the  particular  facts  jmitr  consideration, 
from  which  it  appeared  that  there  was  only  ^^a  proposal  based 
upon  an  uncertain  eienV    The  guaranty  in  this  case  as  to 
both  the  past  and  future  indebtedness  is  evidenced  by  one  and 
the  same  instrument  and  is  supported  by  one  and  the  same  con- 
sideration, and  we  do  not  therefore  see  why  the  law  applicable 
to  the  <me  should  not  also  determine  the  liability  in  the  case 
of  the  other. 

We  are  of  the  opinion  that  the  testimoDy  of  the  defendant 
^**  as  to  his  interviews  and  communications  with  the  prin- 
cipals, Boberbs  Brothers,  and  his  subsequent  promise  to  pay  for 
the  goods  after  the  guaranty  had  been  eaeeuted  by  him,  fur- 
nishes some  evidence  to  show  that  he  knew  the  guaranty  had 
been  delivered  to  the  plaintiffs  and  that  tiiey  were  acting  upon 
it,  or  intended  to  do  sa 

There  was  a  sufl^ent  coiosiderstion  to  support  the  guaranty 
as  to  the  debt  already  due.  The  agreement  as  to  the  existing 
and  the  future  indebtedness  was  indivisible,  and  was  based 
upon  one  and  the  same  consideration,  which  was  that  the  plain- 
tiffs should  sell  more  goods  to  the  principals  to  enable  them  to 
replenish  their  stock,  which  he  did.  It  is  not  necessary  that 
I  the  consideration  should  be  full  or  adequate,  as  in  the  case  of 
bona  fide  purchasers  for  value.  If  there  was  any  legal  consid- 
I       eration,  it  is  sufficient.    The  promise  of  the  guarantee  to  f  ur- 

I  Am.  St.  Bep.,  Vol.  101—54 


860  American  State  Reports,  Vol.  101.  [N.  C, 

niah  the  goods  was  such  a  consideration  and  supi>orts  the  om- 
tract  of  guaranty:  1  Parsons  on  Contracts^  466^  467. 

The  third  ground  of  defense  is  not  tenable.  If  the  imttea 
guaranty  was  given  to  the  principals  upon  condition  that  it 
should  not  be  delivered  to  the  plaintiffs  until  it  was  signed  bj 
J.  J.  Roberts  and  they  delivered  it  in  violation  of  the  condi- 
tion^ andy  thus^  as  is  said  in  the  case^  practiced  a  fraud  upon 
the  defendant^  the  defendant  is  bounds  as  the  plaintiffs  did  not 
participate  in  this  alleged  frauds  nor  is  it  shown  that  they  had 
notice  of  it  The  liability  of  the  defendant  is  founded  upon 
the  principle  that  where  one  of  two  persons  must  suffer  loss  by 
the  misconduct  or  fraud  of  a  third  person^  or  by  his  breach  of 
confidence,  as  in  our  case^  the  loss  should  fall  upon  him  who 
first  reposed  the  confidence  or  who,  by  his  negligence  made  it 
possible  for  the  loss  to  occur,  rather  than  on  an  innocent  third 
person.  The  liability  of  the  defendant  in  this  respect  is  full/ 
established  by  the  case  of  Vass  v.  Riddick,  89  N.  C.  6.  See, 
"^  also.  Farmers'  Bank  v.  Hunt,  124  N.  C.  171,  32  S.  K  546; 
State  V.  Lewis,  73  K  C.  141,  21  Am.  Rep.  461. 

The  plaintiffs  agreed  to  sell  the  goods  to  the  principals  not 
upon  the  single  consideration  that  the  defendant  would  guar- 
antee the  payment  of  the  price,  but  upon  the  further  and  ad- 
ditional consideration  that  he  would  guarantee  also  the  pay- 
ment of  existing  indebtedness.  He  would  not  have  sold  but  for 
the  last  consideration,  and  therefore  by  reason  of  the  guaranty 
he  has  been  induced  to  change  his  position,  and  should  the 
guaranty,  as  to  that  indebtedness,  be  declared  invalid,  he  will 
be  prejudiced,  as  he  no  doubt  would  have  taken  immediate 
steps  to  collect  his  claim  if  the  guaranty  had  not  been  given. 
It  will  be  impossible  for  him  now  to  save  himself  for  the  rea- 
son that  the  principals  have  become  insolvent  and  have  been 
adjudged  bankrupts.  We  have  said  this  much,  though  we  do 
not  concede  that,  in  order  to  charge  the  defendant  on  the  guar- 
anty, it  is  necessary  to  show  a  change  in  the  guarantee's  posi- 
tion by  whidi  he  may  be  prejudiced  if  the  guaranty  is  held 
to  be  void. 

We  have  not  commented  upon  the  evidence  in  this  case,  from 
which  it  appears  that  the  defendant  knew,  on  the  day  after 
the  guaranty  was  given,  that  it  had  been  sent  to  the  plaintiffs 
and  had  not  been  signed  by  J.  J.  Roberts,  and  knowing  this 
fact,  and  '^mistrusting''  the  principals,  as  he  did,  according 
to  his  own  testimony,  he  delayed  for  nearly  three  months  to 
notify  the  plaintiffs  of  the  alleged  condition  annexed  to  the 
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guaranty^  and  in  the  meantim'^  they  had  sold  the  goods.    When 
fhey  refused  to  surrender  iheir  security^  he  finally  agreed  to 
pay  the  hill  for  the  goods  sold  after  the  date  of  the  guaranty. 
This  was  a  clear  case  of  negligence  on  his  part^  €aid  the  conse- 
quences of  this  negligence  must  he  yisited  upon  him  and  must 
not  be  borne  by  the  plaintiffs,  who  are  innocent  parties.    As 
said  in  State  v.  Lewis,  73  N.  C.  141,  21  Am.  Eep.  461,  *»*  the 
defendant  acted  npon  the  assurance  that  another  would  do  an 
act  which  he  knew  might  he  defeated  or  prevented  by  various 
accidents,  and  he  mnst  therefore  take  the  risk  of  such  assur- 
ance  being  fulfilled.    He  confided  in  the  principals,  Eoberts 
Brothers^  and  the  condition  that  J.  J.  Eoberts    should    sign 
with  him  was  communicated  to  them  alone.    He  failed  to  nse 
ordinary  precaution  either  to  protect  himself  or  to  protect  the 
guarantee.    If  the  defendant,  in  any  phase  of  the  testimony^ 
can  be  regarded  as  an  innocent  person  in  this  transax^tion,  it  yet 
remains  as  an  inflexible  rule  of  the  law  that  where  one  of  two 
innocent  persons  must  suffer,  he,  who  has  enabled  a  third  per- 
.Bon  to  occasion  the  loss,  mnst  sustain  it    This  is  said  to  be  a 
doctrine  of  general  application,  and  is  a  most  just  and  reason* 
able  one :  State  v.  Lewis,  73  N.  C.  141,  21  Am.  Eep.  461.    To 
permit  the  defendant  to  avail  himself  of  his  defense  to  this 
action  would  also  contravene  that  other    just    and    inflexible 
maxim  of  the  law  that  no  man  shall  take  any  advantage  of  his 
own  wrong. 

No  question  arises  in  this  case  as  to  diligence  on  the  part  of 
the  guarantee  in  collecting  the  debt  from  the  principal,  as  this 
is  a  guaranty  of  payment  and  not  for  collection,  and,  besides, 
the  burden  of  proof  in  this  respect  would  be  on  the  defendant. 
The  case  shows  that  notice  of  the  default  of  the  principal  was 
given,  and  demand  made  upon  the  guarantor  before  the  suit 
was  comm^iced. 

Our  conclusion  is  that  there  was  error  in  the  intimation  of 
opinion  by  the  court  adverse  to  the  plaintiffs,  by  which  they 
were  driven  to  a  nonsuit  The  judgment  must  therefore  be  set 
aside  and  a  new  trial  awarded. 

Mr.  Jtstice  Montgomery  Dissented  in  part  and  said:  "The  guaranty 
upon  its  faee  is  divisible  into  two  parts:  one  branch  seems  to  be  an 
obligation  for  the  payment  of  a  debt  already  existing  and  due  by 
the  principals  to  th«  guarantees,  and  the  other  branch  is  in  the  na- 
ture of  a  security  for  a  debt  to  be  contracted  in  the  future  by  the 
principals  with  the  plaintiffs!    By  the  terms  of  the  guaranty  in  n- 
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■p«Bt  to  ike  debt  9}tmdj  doe,  the  dbligation  aj^eaxs  to  be  an  abso- 
lute, gaarantyj  and  if  there  was  a  consideration  to  support  it,  ilie 
defendant  is  liable  fox  its  pajment.  •  •  •  • 

"As  to  the  second  branch  of  the  gaaranty — that  is,  the  gnarantj 
of  the  anxoant  of  the  debt  to  be  contracted  in  the  ftxtnre  by  the  prin- 
cipals— a  notice  of  acceptance  by  the  gnaranteeSy  the  plaintiifsy  was 
necessary.  That  brsn^  of  the  gaaranty  was  not  abaslute,  and  in 
Gregory  ▼.  Bailee^  120  K.  G.  260,  26  &  £.  820,  the  court  said:  "Thm 
aasver  is  tliat  tba  alfeged  guarantee  gave  no  notice  of  hia  aeeapt- 
aaee  within  a  raasaaabla  time.'  In  Adass  ▼.  Jea«s^  12  Pal.  213,  9 
Ii.  ed.  1060,  Mi.  Justice  8texy  said:  'Notice  is  aeeeesary  to  be  given 
the  guarantor  that  the  pexaon  giyiag  credit  baa  accepted  or  acted 
upon  tiie  guaranty,  and  g^ven  credit  on  the  faith  of  it.  Thia  is  ne 
longOK  an  c^en  question  in  this  court.' 

<'In  the  case  of  aune  ¥.  Ford,  55  Hun,  479,  8  N.  T.  Supp.  719,  cited 
in  the  argument  here,  the  guaranty  was  in  these  words:  'Dear  Sir: 
We  hereby  agree  to  guaranty  tire  expenses  of  the  members  of  the 
Gaelic  Athletic  Association  to  the  sum  of  $660  (sfz  hundred  and  Hfty 
dollars),  or  the  amount  due  imder  tbsA  fgnre.'  Hie  guarantee  was 
the  proprietvr  e#  •  ietei  In  Kew  York  City  at  wiuck  the  membecs  ef 
the  association  were  boavdiag,  and  wore  in  acreaza  far  beard  for  the^ 
ansi  of  £sar  huadted  and  seveaty-fiTe  doUars.  After  the  delivery 
ef  the  guaranty  they  iacuircd  the  further  expense  of  one  hundred 
and  sevMity-ilve  dollars.  The  question  of  notice  of  acceptance  by 
the  guarantee  was  not  raised,  the  matter  of  consideration  was  the 
only  point  in  the  case,  and  the  court  held  that  the  incurring  of  the 
one  hundred  and  seventy-five  dollars  expense  for  the  board,  after 
the  guaranty  was  given,  was  a  sufficient  consideration  for  the  amount 
due  in  the  paet.  In  the  case  ef  Paige  ▼.  Parker,  74  Mass^  (8  Qiay) 
211,  cited  tm  tbe  argument  here,  the  eourt  held  that  the  guaranty  was 
an  absoluite  one^  and  therefore  that  notice  was  net  necessary.  The 
papw-writii^  in  that  caee  guaranteed  the  pron^t  payment  at  matur- 
ity of  any  amount  that  might  be  due  by  the  principal  for  goods, 
wares  and  merchandise  to  be  sold  by  the  guarantee  to  the  amount  of 
five  hundred  dollars.  The  court  in  that  case  said  that  'however  this 
may  be,  we  are  of  opinion  that  the  defendant  in  this  case  had  aotsee 
that  his  guaranty  was  aceepted.  An  abeehite  guaranty  was  written 
by  Blodgett  ft  Co.  in  their  store  and  for  their  benefit.  The  defend- 
ant signed  it  there  and  left  it  with  them  ae  a  complete  contract,  and 
they  retained  it  This  was  an  acceptance  by  them,  for  which  he  must 
be  held  to  have  notice.'  " 


Notice  of  Acceptance  is  generally  held  necessary  to  complete  a  con- 
tract of  guaranty:  German  Sav.  Bank  v.  Drake  Rootng  Co.,  112 
Iowa,  184,  83  N.  W.  960,  51  L.  B.  A.  768,  84  Am.  St.  Bep.  835,  and 
eases  cited  in  the  crosa-reference  note  thereto;  Merchants'  Kat.  Bank 
T.  Citizens'  State  Bank,  93  Iowa,  66Q,  57  Am.  St.  Bep.  284,  61  N.  W. 
1065-  Bishop  v.  Eaton,  161  Mass.  496,  42  Am.  St.  Bep.  437,  37  N.  E. 
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;  TR-nssig  ▼.  Tbei^,  145  HI.  4«8,  36  Am.  'STti.  Rep.  "504,  Se  N.  E.  918. 
Por  B.n'tiKMrities  Jioldifl^  «DCk  notiee  namecaaBary,  see  LoDjdcm  €tc.  Bank 
-V.  X^&rrott,  125  Cal.  472,  73  Am.  Bt.  Bep.  -64^  58  Pafi.  164;  Bank  of 
Newtyury  ▼.  Sinclair,  60  K.  H.  100,  49  Am.  Bep.  307;  Wilcox  v. 
I>raper,  12  Neb.  139,  41  An.  Rep.  783.  As  te  t^  neeasMfty  «f  givisf 
tbe  gmmmtor  motiea  of  default,  tee  iCanerow  f.  Natiotal  l«ead  Co., 
SOe  JLIL   626,  99  Am.  St.  Bep.  196,  69  N.  E.  504. 

A,  JStweiy  Who  Signs  a  Bond  on  Condition  fhat  it  is  not  to  be  de- 
IxveTod  until  crt;heTB  sign  it  ib  servrtfaeless  bound,  according  to  many 
authorities,  nnless  the  obligee  has  notice  of  the  oondxtion:  BentoA 
Ovazity  6av.  Bank  ▼.  Boddicker,  105  l4»wa,  548,  67  Am.  St.  Bep.  310, 
75  N-  "W.  632,  45  L.  B.  A.  321;  Carter  v,  Moulton,  51  Kan.  9,  37  Am. 
8t.  Bep.  259,  32  Pae.  633,  20  L.  B.  A.  809;  monographic  note  to  Eb* 
iate  of  Bamaey  ▼.  People,  dO  Ajb.  St  Bep.  194,  IfiS.    See,  kowevec^ 

Bpencer  v.  McLean,  20  Ind.  App.  626,  67  Am.  St.  Bep.  271,  50  N.  E. 

769;   Smith  ▼.  Spragins^  109  Kj,  535,  95  Am.  St.  Bep.  391,  59  S.  W. 


CABTER  V.  WHITE. 

1134  N.  a  466,  46  a  E.  983.1 

JUDGMENTS — Bes  Jndlcata. — ^The  decision  on  appeal  from  an 
•Tder  eontinning  nntil  the  time  of  the  hearing  of  an  injunction  re* 
vtxaining  treepass,  as  to  the  effect  of  a  jndgaieBi  in  another  action 
and  Bubeequent  paiiition  proceedinga  is  not  the  law  of  the  case,  so  as 
to  be  conclusive  on  appeal  from  the  final  judgment  in  the  trespass 
mit.     (p.  856.) 

PAXnnOV^-JtdgBmt  in  pariitimi  dstexniiaiBg  the  respee- 
iive  interests  of  psrtiaB  thereto  is  biiidiag  an  tSMm  as  against  an 
after-acquired  title,    (pp.  861^  862.) 

Pmden  ft  Pruden  and  Shepherd  &  Shepherd^  for  the  plam- 
tiffs. 

£.  F.  Aydlett,  for  &e«d^e&daiiL 


CONNOR,  J.  The  plaintiffs,  trustees  of  Swan  Island 
Clnby  prosecute  this  Action  against  the  defendant  for  an  alleged 
trespass  upon  the  land  described  in  the  complaint.  They  de- 
mand judgment  for  damages  and  other  relief.  The  defendant 
in  his  answer  denies  the  ownership  as  alleged,  admits  an  entry 
upon  the  land  and  sets  up  title  to  an  undivided  interest  therein. 
Apprq)riato  issues  were  framed  and  submitted  to  the  jury.  The 
plaintiffs  introduced  the  record  of  a  civil  action  lately  pending 
and  determined  in  the  superior  court  of  Currituck  county,  where- 
in the  present  plaintiffs,  James  C,  Carter  and  William  Minot, 
Jr.,  together  with  W.  H.  Forbes,  trustees  of  Swan  Island  Club, 
Were  parties  plaintiff  and  the  present  defendant  was  party  de- 
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fendant.  It  appears  from  an  inspection  of  said  record  that  ilie 
plainti£b  alleged  that  they  were  the  owners  in  fee  and  in 
possession  of  the  land  described  in  the  complaint  and  that  the 
defendant  had  committed  acts  of  trespass  thereon. 

The  defendant  in  his  answer  denied  that  the  plainti&  were 
owners  and  alleged  that  he  was  the  owner  in  fee  of  an  nndiyided 
interest  in  the  land.  He  admitted  the  entry  and  alleged  that  the 
«ame  was  lawfoL 

The  canse  came  on  for  trial  at  fall  term,  1896,  and  the  fol- 
lowing issue  was  submitted  to  the  jury :  **To  what  part  of  the 
land  described  in  the  complaint  are  the  plaintiffs,  trustees,  and 
"the  defendant  respectively  entitled?*'  and  the  jury  responded: 
'TTie  defendant  to  one  fifty-fourth  part  of  the  whole,  and  the 
plaintiffs  to  the  balance  thereof/'  Judgment  was  rendered  in 
accordance  with  the  verdict,  '^hat  the  defendant  owns  in  fee 
simple  one  undivided  fifty-fourth  part  of  said  land  and  the 
plaintiffs,  trustees,  the  balance  of  the  same."  A  full  descrip- 
tion of  the  land  is  set  out  in  the  judgment.  Thereafter  the 
plaintiffs  in  said  action  instituted  a  special  proceeding  in  which 
the  defendant  therein  being  the  defendant  herein,  was  party  de- 
fendant for  the  *®®  purpose  of  having  partition  of  the  land.  In 
the  petition  in  said  proceedings  the  plaintiffs  alleged  that  they 
were  tenants  in  common  with  the  defendant  of  the  land  de- 
scribed therein,  being  the  same  land  described  in  the  complaint 
in  the  civil  action,  and  setting  forth  tiie  interest  of  the  parties. 
The  defendant  filed  no  answer  and  the  court  rendered  judgment 
directing  partition,  appointing  commissioners  for  that  purpose. 
The  commissioners  made  partition,  allotting  to  the  defendant  by 
metes  and  bounds  one  fifty-fourth  part  in  value  of  the  land 
and  to  the  plaintiffs  the  balance  thereof;  and  on  September  23, 

1898,  their  report  was  duly  confirmed  by  the  court  and  the  par- 
ties adjudged  to  hold  the  portions  allotted  to  them  by  the  com- 
missioners. Thereupon  the  defendant  introduced  a  grant  for 
the  locus  in  quo  from  the  state  to  John  Williams,  Thomas  Will- 
iams and  Jeremiah  Land,  also  a  deed  from  Thomas  Land  to 
himself  bearing  date  February  1,  1899.  The  defendant  showed 
that  Thomas  was  one  of  the  heirs  at  law  of  Jeremiah  Land,  one 
of  the  persons  named  in  the  grant 

The  record  also  states  ''that  it  is  admitted  the  defendant  is 
a  tenant  in  common  with  them  to  the  extent  of  the  interest  con- 
veyed to  him  under  the  deed  from  Thomas  Land  of  February  1, 

1899,  unless  the  defendant  is  estopped  by  the  proceedings  set 
np  in  this  action."    It  was  conceded  that  the  present  plaintiffs 
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eucceeded  to  the  title  of  the  pledntiffs  in  said  action  and  pro- 
ceeding. The  plaintiffs  moved  for  judgment^  the  motion  was 
denied  and  the  plaintiffs  excepted. 

The  conrt  instructed  the  jury  that  if  they  found  from  the 
evidence  that  Jeremiah  Land  was  one  of  the  original  grantees 
from  the  state  to  the  land  in  controversy,  that  he  died  seised 
of  the  same,  and  that  Thomas  Land,  from  whom  the  defendant 
bought  February  1,  1899,  was  not  a  party  to  the  proceedings 
introduced  in  evidence,  the  defendant  was  *^^  not  estopped. 
The  plaintiffs  excepted,  and  from  a  judgment  for  the  defendant 
appealed. 

The  plaintiffs  contend  that  the  defendant  is  estopped  from 
asserting  title  to  any  portion  of  or  interest  in  the  land  in  con- 
troversy, first,  by  the  verdict  and  judgment  in  the  civil  action 
rendered  at  fall  term,  1896;  and,  second,  by  the  final  judgment 
in  the  special  proceedings  for  partition  of  September  23,  1898. 
The  defendant  admits  that  he  is  estopped  to  assert  any  title 
which  he  owned  at  the  time  of  the  institution  of  said  action  and 
of  said  special  proceeding,  or  which  he  has  derived  from  the 
parties  to  said  action,  or  any  person  claiming  under  said  par- 
ties, but  insists  that  he  is  not  estopped  to  assert  title  derived 
from  Thomas  Land,  who  claims  under  Jeremiah  Land,  neither 
of  whom  were  parties  to  or  in  any  manner  hound  by  the  judg- 
ment in  said  action  or  proceeding.    This  is  the  sole  question 
presented  upon  this  record. 

Before  proceeding  to  discuss  the  authorities  relied  on  by  coun- 
sel, it  vidll  be  well  to  note  the  disposition  of  this  case  made  by 
this  court  at  August  term,  1902:  Carter  v.  White,  131  N".  C. 
14,  42  S.  E.  442.    The  case  as  then  presented  was  an  appeal  from 
an  order  continuing  to  the  hearing  an  injunction  restraining  the 
defendant  from  trespassing  upon  the  land  pending  litigation. 
The  court  decided  that  the  judge  was  in  error  in  making  said 
order.     It  is  not  contended  that  the  judgment  then  rendered 
was  final  or  worked  an  estoppel  upon  the  plaintiffs  to  furl  her 
prosecute  this  action.     The  appeal  was  not  from  any  "judgment" 
but  from  a  "judicial  order^^  as  provided  in  section  548  of  the 
code.    The  term  "order^'  is  sometimes  applied  ^^'^  to  an  inter- 
locutory judgment  or  decree.    Indeed,  under  the  codes  of  the 
several  states  interlocutory  judgments  and  decrees  are  no  longer 
recognized  and  '^orders*'  have  been  substituted  therefor:  17  Am. 
&  Eng.  Ency.  of  Law,  763.     The  defendant,  however,  says  that 
this  court  in  the  opinion  rendered  decided  the  question  now  pre- 
sented, and  that  the  decision  became  the  ^%w  of  the  case''  and 
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landing  upon  ns  in  all  ctiier  Aid  future  steps  hecem.  It  U 
well  eetiled  th^at  the  decisioa  of  a  question  i^eaetited  by  ti» 
record  and  necessary  to  be  decided  in  the  final  ^ispoaitka  of 
the  caae  iB  conclvsive  npon  the  parties. 

We  will  not  entertain  «  proposition  to  ^'lehear'^  a  case  hf 
means  of  a  second  appeal:  Pretzfeld^  t.  Meichants'  Ina.  Co, 
123  N.  C.  164,  31  S.  E.  470»  44  U  XL  A.  424;  Steaer  t.  Stesei^ 
129  N.  C.  296,  40  S.  E.  62.    This  principle,  however,  cammt  he 
so  extended  as  to  include  such  a  case  as  this.    The  only  question 
presented  by  the  former  appeal  was  whether  his  honor  should 
have  made  the  interlocutory  order  continuing  the  injunction  t» 
the  hearing,  and  in  no  miuimw  involved  the  final  determination 
of  the  case  or  the  rights  of  the  parties  upon  the  trial  thereof 
We  therefore  conclude  that  it  is  our  dui^  to  decide  this  appeal 
as  if  presented  for  the  first  time,  giving  to  the  views  expressed 
by  this  court  such  weight  as  in  our  opinion  they  are  entitled. 
The  learned  justice,  writing  for  the  court,  says :  '^In  the  action  of 
ejectinent  the  only  title  in  issue  was  that  of  the  defendanta;  ibt 
plaintiffs'  title  was  not  in  controversy.    It  was  there  found  and 
adjudged  that  the  defendant  was  a  tenant  in  common  vrith  the 
plaintiffs/'    The  reeord  shows  ^'that  the  action  was  in  trespass 
and  not  ejectment.    The  plaintifb  expressly  pot  their  title  in 
issue  by  alleging  that  '^they  were  the  owners  in  fee  simple  and 
in  the  possession  of  the  Itod.''    The  defendant  not  only  joined 
issue  by  denying  the  allegation  of  ownership,  but  by  afi^rmaiiiro 
averment  put  his  title  in  issue,  alleging  that  he  was  ^^  ihe 
owner  of  an  undivided  interest,  stating  the  ettent  thereofl     It 
is  difficult  to  see  how  &e  title  of  the  parties  could  have  been 
more  dearly  put  in  iama    ITndiBr  the  practice  prevailing  prior 
to  the  adoption  of  the  Code,  the  defendant's  answer  would  have 
constituted  a  general  denial  or  plea  of^'not  guilty'' and  a  special 
plea  of  liberum  tenementum.    The  cause  would  have  been  tried 
upon  the  general  issue  and  the  special  plea.    A  verdict  upoa 
the  gen^ttl  issue  would  not  have  worked  an  estoppel,  for  the  reap 
son  set  forth  by  Pearson,  J.,  in  Eogers  v.  Eatdiff,  48  N.  C.  225; 
Stokes  V.  Farley,  50  N.  C.  377. 

In  the  last  case  he  said :  ^^f  the  defendant  had  rdied  on  his 
special  plea,  there  would  have  been  an  estoppel  in  respect  of  his 
title."  The  effect  of  a  verdict  and  judgment  in  actions  involving 
titie  to  land  under  the  code  system  is  discussed  by  Pearson,  C. 
J.,  in  Falls  v.  Gamble,  66  N.  C.  455,  where  he  says :  '"Had  Gam- 
ble brought  his  action  against  Falls  for  trespass  on  the  land,  and 
'Falls  in  his  answer  had  admitted  the  possession  of  Gamble  and 
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tlie  committing  of  Die  alleged  trespass  by  his  orders  and  put  fiie 
defense  on  his  title^  •  .  .  •  a  verdict^and  judgment  would  have 
-worked  an  estoppel  in  the  same  way  that  it  would  have  done  in 
the  old  action  ^espass  qnare  dausum  under  ihe  plea  of  lib- 
^nim  tenementum«    Indeed^  under  the  Code  of  Civil  Procedure^ 
in  an  action  for  land,  when  the  complaint  avers  title  in  the  plain- 
tiff^ the  answer  admits  possession,  denies  the  title  of  the  plain- 
tiff and  sets  up  title  in  &e  defendant,  a  verdict  and  judgment 
will  conclude  the  parties  and  privies  in  respect  to  the  title. .  •  •  • 
In  an  action  for  land,  the  plaintiff,  if  he  does  not  wish  the  ac- 
tion to  try  title,  should  merely  aUege  that  he  is  entitled  to  the 
possession  and  that  the  defendant  withholds  it  to  his  damage; 
and  the  defendant,  if  he  does  not  wish  the  action  to  conclude  the 
title,  should  in  his  answer  merely  deny  the  allegation  of  the 
complaint  so  as  ^'^  to  make  it  in  effect  a  plea  of  *not  guilty*  or 
the  'general  issue.'  ^ 

We  therefore  conclude  that  the  defendant  is  estopped  by  the 
judgment  to  deny  the  facts  found  by  the  jury,  to  wit,  "that  the 
plaintiffs  are  entitied  to  fifty-three  fifty-fourths  of  the  land.** 
The  effect  of  the  judgment  was  to  leave  the  parties  in  possession. 
as  tenants  in  common,  each  having,  as  between  themselves,  the 
intoi^ests  adjudged  by  the  court  upon  the  verdict 

In  the  view  which  we  take  of  the  effect  of  the  partition  pro- 
ceeding, it  is  not  necessary  to  decide  the  effect  of  this  estoppel 
upon  an  after-acquired  outstanding  title,  and  we  forbear  to  ex- 
press any  opinion  thereon. 

7%Le  question  next  arises  as  to  the  effect  of  the  final  judgment 
in  tiie  partition  proceeding  which  was  put  in  evidence.    It  is 
therein  settled  that  the  plaintiffs  and  the  defendants  are  the 
owners  and  entitied  to  the  possession  of  the  several  portions  of 
the  land  allotted  to  them  by  the  commissioners.    The  defendant 
admits  that  he  has  entered  upon  that  portion  of  the  land  al- 
lotted to  the  plaintiffs  and  committed  acts  of  trespass  thereon. 
He  seeks  to  justify  such  entry  by  alleging  that  since  said  parti- 
tion he  has  become  the  owner  of  one-ninth  undivided  interest 
in  said  land  by  virtue  of  a  deed  from  one  Thomas  Land,  who  was 
at  the  time  of  said  partition  by  title  paramount  the  owner  of  such 
interest;  that  neither  said  Land  nor  those  under  whom  he 
claimed  were  parties  to  said  proceeding.    Is  the  defendant  es- 
topped to  assert  such  title  against  the  plaintiffs?    The  plain- 
tiffs say  that  he  may  not  do  so  for  that,  first,  the  final  judgment 
in  the  proceedings  in  partition  settted  the  rights  of  the  parties 
to  the  entire  tract  of  land,  that  the  quantity  to  which  each  party 
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was  entitled  was  fixed  by  the  judgment,  and  that  neither  partj 
shall  be  heard  to  bring  into  question  the  fact  so  settled  and  de- 
termined, either  by  showing  that  he  then  *^  owned  a  larger  in- 
terest or  that  he  has  acquired  an  outstanding  title;  and  second, 
that  there  is  an  implied  warranty  arising  upon  the  partition, 
which  estops,  by  way  of  rebutter,  the  defendant  from  setting  np 
such  title. 

In  regard  to  the  first  question,  it  is  interesting  to  trace  the 
development  of  the  law  on  this  subject.    We  are  tiiereby  enabled 
to  better  understand  and  distinguish  the  conflicting  decisions. 
It  was  held  at  one  time  **that  a  writ  of  partition  or  a  petition 
for  partition,  which  is  but  a  substitute  for  the  former,  is  a  mere 
possessory  action*'  and  that  judgment  therein  did  not  bar  or 
estop  the  parties  in  an  action  of  higher  dignity  involving  title : 
Freeman  on  Cotenancy,  sec.  529.     Mr.  Freeman  says:  ^^n  the 
greater  portion  of  the  United  States  actions  for  partition,  like 
actions  in  ejectment,  have  ceased  to  be  merely  possessory  actions 
and  have  come  to  involve  the  right  as  well  as  the  possession.'* 
He  has  collected  in  the  note  (Nicely  v.  Boyles,  40  Anu  Dec.  638) 
an  interesting  history  of  the  law  and  a  number  of  decided  cases 
upon  the  subject    It  is  not  necessary,  however,  tliat  we  go  be- 
yond our  own  reports  to  find  a  strong,  able  and  exhaustive  dis- 
cussion of  this  question.    Judge  Pearson,  writing  for  the  court 
in  Armfield  v.  Moore,  44  N".  C.  157,  not  only  vindicates  the  wis- 
dom in  which  the  law  of  estoppel  is  founded,  "without  which  it 
would  be  impossible  to  administer  law  as  a  system,^'  but  applies 
it  to  proceedings  for  partition.    This  case  is  one  of  the  land- 
marks of  our  jurisprudence,  familiar  to  every  lavryer  in  the 
state.     It  is  there  settled  beyond  controversy  that  a  final  decree 
or  a  petition  for  partition  works  an  estoppel  of  record  upon  the 
parties  thereto,  and  that  neither  shall  be  heard  to  say  that  any 
of  the  facts  therein  settled  were  not  true.    He  says :  *^ere  we 
have  facts  agreed  on  by  the  parties,  entered  on  the  record,  par- 
tition and  decree  in  pursuance  thereof,  possession  in  severalty." 
.  •  •  .  Mr.  Freeman  says :  "At  the  present  time  '^'^^  there  can  be 
no  doubt  that  a  judgment  in  a  proceeding  for  the  partition  of 
land  is  as  conclusive  upon  the  matter  put  in  issue  and  tried,  as 
a  judgment  in  any  other  proceeding,  and  may  be  set  up  as  a  bar 
to  a  writ  of  entry  involving  the  same  question  of  titla     And  a 
suit  for  partition  is  perhaps  the  only  proceeding  knovm  to  the 
law  in  which  every  possible  question  affecting  the  title  to  real 
estate  may  be  made  an  issue  and  determined*':  Freeman  on 
Judgments,  sec.  304.     This  principle  is  in  no  manner  affected  by 
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srlLStl;  is  said  by  this  conrt  in  Harrison  y.  Bay^  108  N.  C.  215, 
^S  Am,  St  Bep.  57,  12  S.  E.  993,  11  L.  E.  A.  722.  That  waa 
an.  action  to  correct  one  of  the  deeds  of  partition. 

ri?lie  defendant's  counsel  in  his  well-considered  brief  insists 
tliB.1;  the  estoppel  operates  only  upon  the  title  which  the  parties 
to  -the  record  then  owned,  and  does  not  affect  his  right  to  buy  in 
and  assert  an  existing  and  outstanding  title  not  affected  by  the 
judgment    We  have  found  but  one  case  in  our  reports  in  which 
t^his  question  is  presented  and  decided.     In  Mills  y.  Withering- 
ton,  19  N".  C.  433,  it  appeared  that  partition  had  been  made 
upon  petition  of  the  defendant  against  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff 
in  the  county  court;  that  the  report  of  the  commissioners  was 
duly  confirmed  and  final  judgment  rendered;  and  the  lessor  of 
the  plaintiff  afterward  obtained  a  grant  from  the  state  for  the 
land  which  had  been  assigned  to  the  defendant  in  severalty,  al- 
leging that  the  same  was  vacant.    In  the  action  of  ejectment 
against  the  defendant,  she  rested  her  right  to  recover  on  the 
grant.    The  defendant  set  up  the  judgment  in  the  partition  pro- 
ceeding as  an  estoppeL    Daniel,  J.,  said:  *'If  the  land  sought 
to  be  recovered  by  the  plaintiff  was  embraced  in  the  report  of  the 
commissioners,  which  report  had  been  confirmed  and  final  judg- 
ment rendered  thereon,  then  we  think  the  lessor  of  the  plain- 
tiff, who  had  been  a  party  to  that  judgment,  was  concluded, 
bound  and  estopped  to  controvert  anything  contained  ^'^^  in  it. 
The  legislature  by  the  act  of  1789  gave  to  tenants  in  common  of 
real  estate  the  petition  for  partition,  in  the  place  of  the  ancient 
writ  of  partition.    The  final  judgment  at  common  law  in  a  writ 
of  partition  runs  thus,  ideo  consideratum  est  quod  parti  tie  prae^ 
dicta  firma  et  stabilis  in  perpetuum  teneatur :  Thomas  Coke,  700. 
And  it  was  conclusive  on  the  parties  and  all  claiming  under 
them.    In  Clapp  v.  Bronagham,  9  Cow.  569,  the  court  says  that 
the  judgment  in  partition,  it  is  true,  does  not  change  the  pos- 
session but  it  establisfies  the  title,  and,  in  an  ejectment,  must 
be  conclusive.    The  judgment  of  the  court  adjudging  a  share 
to  belong  to  one  of  the  parties  and  allotting  it  to  him  to  hold  in 
severalty,  must  be  sufficient  to  authorize  him  to  recover  it  as  to 
all  the  parties  to  the  record,  the  judgment  is  as  to  them  an  es- 
toppel.   The  act  of  1789  gives  the  same  force  to  a  final  judg- 
ment in  a  petition  for  partition  of  real  estate.     It  declares  that 
the  division,  when  made,  shall  be  good  and  effectual  in  law  to 
bind  the  parties,  their  heirs  and  assigns.''    Battle,  J.,  in  his 
note  to  this  case,  says :  **The  doctrine  of  estoppel  as  laid  down  in 
this  case  is  clearly  established.''    Chapter  47  of  the  Code  is  prao* 
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tkallj  a  le-enactmeat  of  the  act  of  1789.  Mr.  Fieemm  in  bb 
work  on  Cotaiancy  cites  this  case  in  support  of  the  propositiGn 
that  one  of  several  hdrs  may  be  bound  by  a  decree  of  paxtitioii, 
not  only  as  to  rights  held  by  him  at  the  time  of  partition^  but 
also  to  the  rights  subseqnaitly  purchased  of  o&er  heirs  vbo 
were  not  parties  to  the  partition,  citing  the  caee  of  Short  ▼. 
Prettyman,  1  Houst.  334,  in  which  it  ww  expresely  held  by  the 
Delaware  court  that  **the  decree  is  binding  and  concliisiTe,  not 
only  as  to  the  rights  which  the  parties  had  in  the  premises 'at 
the  time  of  the  partition,  but  also  as  to  the  rights  which  they 
had  subsequently  acquired  from  other  heirs  of  the  premises^  who 
were  not  parties  ***  to  the  partition  and  were  not  bound  by  the 
admissions  or  the  decree  establishing  it." 

The  supreme  court  of  Missouri,  in  Forder  v.  Davis,  38  Ma 
107,  says :  *TVe  decide  nothing  here,  now,  concerning  the  rights 
of  any  stranger  to  the  partition,  or  of  any  person  not  a  party 
thereto.     But  in  reference  to  this  plaintiff,  we  think  this  judg- 
ment operates  as  a  bar  against  him  at  law,  not  only  in  respect  of 
the  estate  and  title  which  he  then  had,  but  in  respect  of  any 
title  which  he  might  thereafter  acquire.    There  is  here   no 
covenant  of  warranty  by  deed;  but  there  is  such  a  thing  as  an 
estoppel  in  pais  and  by  matter  of  record,  which,  like  an  estoppel 
by  deed,  may  have  the  effect  to  pass  an  after-acquired  title  by 
operation  of  law.    The  partition  establishes  the  title,  severs  the 
imity  of  possession  and  gives  to  each  party  an  absolute  posses- 
sion of  his  portion.    A  partition  is  sometimes  altogether  the  act 
of  the  parties  rather  than  the  act  of  the  law.    The  binding  and 
conclusive  judgment  is,  in  its  very  nature,  very  much  like  the 
old  livery  of  seisin  under  a  feoffment,  which  was  matter  in  pais, 
or  Like  a  fine  or  a  common  recovery  which  was  matter  of  record, 
and  these  ancient  assurances  were  of  that  solemnity  and  high 
character  that  they  not  only  passed  an  actual  estate  and  devested 
what  title  the  party  then  had,  that  operated  by  way  of  estoppel 
to  pass  all  future  estate  and  possibility  of  right  which  he  might 
thereafter  acquire:  Shepherd^s  Touchstone,  2-6,  ^4-206;  Eawle 
on  Covenants  for  Title,  402.    And  we  see  no  good  reason  why 
this  solemn  judgment  in  partition,  which  the  statute  declares 
shall  be  firm  and  effectual  forever,  should  not  be  allowed  to  have 
the  same  operation  against  all  parties  to  the  reoOTd'' :  See,  alsc^ 
Keece  v.  Holmes,  5  Eich.  Eq.  640.    These  autiioritieB  would 
seem  to  establish  the  law  as  laid  down  in  Mills  v.  Withetingtoi^ 
19  N.  C.  433, 
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IThere  it  another  view,  however,  of  the  case  whidi  we  think 
eqixaUy  conclusive.    Mr.  Freeman  says  that  ^^the  preponderance 
'^'^'^  of  the  authorities  is  probably  in  faTor  of  the  theory  that  as 
e&ch  cotenant,  who  has  been  evicted  after  a  compulsory  parti- 
tion, may  call  upon  his  cotenants  to  contribute  their  proportions 
of  his  loss,  each  of  them  is^,  by  his  obligation  of  warranty,  es- 
topped from  asserting  any  independent  adverse  title  to  the  prop- 
erties assigned  to  the  others'^ :  Freeman  on  Cotenancy,  sec.  533. 
l£r.  Washbom  tinxs  states  the  doctrine:  ^Where  piurtition  has 
been  made  by  law,  each  partitioner  becomes  a  warrantor  to  all 
the  others,  to  the  extent  of  his  share,  so  long  as  the  privity  of 
estate  continues  between  theuL    And  inasmuch  as  a  warrantor 
cannot  claim  against  his  own  warranty,  no  tenant,  after  parti- 
tion made,  can  set  up  an  adverse  title  to  the  portion  of  another 
for  the  purpose  of  ousting  him  from  the  part  which  has  been 
parted  off  to  him.    Wiietk  partition  has  been  made,  the  tenant, 
to  whom  a  part  has  been  set  out  is  regarded  in  law  as  a  pur- 
chaser for  value  of  the  same" :  Washburn  on  Beal  Property,  723. 
In  Yenable  y.  Beauchamp,  3  Dana,  321,  28  Am.  Dec.  74,  the 
question  is  discussed  by  Marshall,  J.,  and  a  valuaUe  note  is  at- 
tached by  Mr.  Freeman.    The  learned  justice  says :  *TBut  a  fur- 
ther, and,  as  we  think,  a  conclusive  evidence  of  the  relation  sub- 
sisting after  partition  is  furnished  by  the  universal  acknowledg- 
ment and  assertion  of  the  principle  that  to  every  partition  the 
law  annexes  an  implied  warranty.     The  implied  warranty  which 
the  law  annexes  to  the  partition  is,  it  is  true,  in  many  respects 
special.     It  ia  so,  not  only  with  regard  to  the  person  or  persons 
who  may  take  advantage  of  it,  but  also  with  regard  to  the  amount 
of  the  recompense.  ....  The  principle  being  that  the  loss  shall 
be  equally  borne  by  the  parties  making  the  partition,  and  the 
effect  that  the  losing  party  may  have  a  repartition.    But  al- 
though the  effect  of  the  warranty  is  limited  as  to  the  extent  of 
the  recompense  and  the  manner  in  which  it  is  to  be  made,  it  is 
not  limited  as  to  the  land  *^®  warranted.    It  embraces  the  whole 
of  the  land  allotted  to  the  warrantee  in  the  partition.    As  the 
law  makes  each  partitioner  the  warrantor  of  the  other  as  to  the 
extent  of  the  portion  allotted  to  him,  whether  there  be  an  ex- 
press warranty  in  the  deed  or  not,  and  as  no  principle  is  better 
settled  at  common  law  than  that  a  warrantor  is  barred  or  es- 
topped to  claim  against  his  own  warranty,  it  seems  clearly  to 
follow  that  no  party  to  a  partiti<m  can  be  permitted  to  assert  an 
adverse  title  for  the  purpose  of  ousting  another  party  from 
his  portion,  allotted  to  him  by  the  same  partition,  though  there 


862  American  State  Eeports,  Vol.  101.  [U.  C. 

be  no  express  warranty  in  the  deed/*  We  quote  this  language  tX 
length,  as  it  meets  the  very  ingenious  suggestion  of  iiie  defaid- 
ant's  counsel  that  the  implied  wajranty  should  not  operate  u 
an  estoppel,  because  in  the  event  of  the  eviction  by  a  stranger 
the  defendant  will  only  be  liable  to  the  plaintiffs  for  one  fifty- 
fourth  of  the  value  of  the  whole  land,  therefore  he  should  be 
estopped  only  to  that  extent.  The  effect  of  a  warraniy,  as  an 
estoppel  upon  the  warrantor,  is  so  fully  and  ably  discussed  by 
Mr.  Justice  Walker  in  Hallyburton  v.  Slagle,  132  N".  C.  957,  44 
S.  E.  659,  that  we  deem  it  unnecessary  to  do  more  than  to  refer  to 
his  opinion  in  that  case. 

We  have  examined  with  care  every  case  cited  by  the  defend- 
ant's counsel,  and  while  some  of  them  do  lay  down  the  law  as 
contended  by  him,  they  are  based  upon  constructions  of  statutes, 
as  in  Massachusetts.  Those  not  thus  distinguished  are  not  in 
harmony  with  the  best  considered  authorities  and  decided  cases. 
We  therefore  conclude  that  by  the  judgment  in  the  special  pro- 
ceeding for  partition  the  defendant  is  estopped  to  assert  his  af- 
ter-acquired title  against  the  plaintiffs.  It  is  immaterial 
whether  this  conclusion  is  based  upon  the  first  proposition  or 
the  last,  as  they  bring  us  to  the  same  result  and  are  consistent 
with  each  other.  His  honor  should  have  instructed  the  jury  in 
accordance  with  ^'^  the  plaintiff's  prayer,  and  for  error  in  fail- 
ing to  do  80  there  must  be  a  new  trial. 

dissenting  opinion. 

CLARK,  C.  J.  The  identical  point  now  presented  w«s 
passed  upon  in  the  former  appeal  in  this  case.  Carter  v.  White, 
131  N.  C.  14,  42  S.  E.  442,  and  the  decision  then  made  by  a 
unanimous  court  should  be  the  law  of  this  case.  It  was  there 
said :  *T[n  partition  proceedings  between  tenants  in  common  no 
title  passes,  only  the  unity  of  possession  is  dissolved  and  the 
title  vests  in  severalty,  the  common  source  of  title  resting  un- 
disturbed'' :  Lindsay  v.  Beaman,  128  N.  C.  189,  38  S.  E.  811. 
Land's  interest  never  passed  to  plaintiff  and  was  not  represented, 
nor  was  he  a  party;  therefore  he  was  not  bound  by  the  action  or 
special  proceeding.  As  to  him  they  were  void,  and  he  had  a 
right  of  entry  and  possession  equally  with  the  other  tenants  in 
common,  whomsoever  they  might  be.  By  this  deed  passed  all 
the  right  of  Land  to  the  defendant,  who  then  stood  in  Land's 
shoes,  and  had  all  the  rights  and  remedies  of  Land,  independent 
of  and  notwithstanding  the  judgment  in  said  action  and  decree 
of  partition." 
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Thus  the  identical  point  now  presented  has  been  decided,  and 

ixi  ^this  action  the  matter  is  res  judicata.     It  cannot  be  presented 

\>y    a  second  appeal.    The  remedy,  if  error  was  committed  by 

U^ds  court,  would  have  been  by  a  petition  to  rehear:  Holley  v. 

Smith,  132  N.  C.  36,  43  S.  E.  501 ;  Perry  v.  Western  etc.  E.  R. 

Co.,  129  N.  C.  333, 40  S.  E.  191,  and  cases  there  cited.    Nor  does 

it  vary  this  rule  that  the  former  decision  was  upon  an  appeal  from 

tixe  continuance  of  the  restraining  order  in  this  cause,  and  this 

appeal  comes  up  on  appeal  from  a  final  judgment.     The  present 

appeal  is  solely  upon  exceptions  that  the  judge  charged  in  exact 

accordance  with  the  former  ruling  of  this  court  and  his  refusal 

to  charge  contrary  thereto:  Setzer  v.  Setzer,  129  N.  C.  296,  40 

S*  £i.  62. 

*®^  Besides,  the  former  decision  was  correct.  Richardson  t. 
Cambridge,  2  Allen  (Mass.),  118,  79  Am.  Dec.  767,  is  a  case 
on  all-fours  and  sustains  our  former  ruling:  See  also,  Christy  y. 
Spring  Valley  Waterworks,  68  Cal.  73,  8  Pac.  849. 

In  17  American  and  English  Encylopedia  of  Law,  first  edi- 
tion, 819,  it  is  said :  *'A  party  to  a  partition  who  subsequently  ac- 
quires a  new  and  independent  title  which  was  in  no  way  repre- 
sented by  any  of  the  parties  to  the  suit  may  be  permitted  to  assert 
if    Henderson  v.  Wallace,  72  N.  C.  461,  holds  that  one  not  a 
party  or  privy  to  partition  proceedings  is  in  no  way  affected  by 
the  decree.     To  same  effect,  21  American  and  English  Ency- 
clopedia of  Law,  second  edition,  1186 :  *The  familiar  principle 
that  judgments  and  decrees  bind  only  parties  and  privies  is  as 
applicable  to  judicial  proceedings  in  partition  as  to  other  litiga- 
tion,^^ and  cases  there  cited.    Land  not  having  been  a  party  to 
the  partition  decree  in  1895,  his  interest  was  not  affected  by  it. 
He  could  recover  it  or  sell  it  to  another,  and  the  defendant 
could  acquire  and  assert  it  as  well  as  another.    This  is  not  the 
case  of  "feeding  an  estoppel.*' 

In  Harrison  v.  Ray,  108  N.  C.  215,  23  Am.  St.  Rep.  57, 12  S.  B. 

919, 11  L.  R.  A.  722,  it  is  held  that  in  voluntary  actual  partition 

the  deeds  convey  no  title  but  simply  ascertain  by  metes  and 

bounds  the  interest  of  each.     This  has  been  cited  and  affirmed 

by  Douglas,  J.,  in  Carson  v.  Carson,  122  N.  C.  648,  30  S.  E.  4; 

by  Shepherd,  J.,  in  Fort  v.  Allen,  110  K  C.  192,  14  S.  E.  685  ^ 

and  again  as  recently  as  Harrington  v.  Rawls,  131  N".  C.  40,  42 

S.  B.  461 ;  and  was  stated  also  in  Lindsay  v.  Beaman,  128  N.  C. 

I        189,  38  S.  E.  811.     In  21  American  and  English  Encyclopedia 

of  Law,  1193,  it  is  said  that  *T)oth  in  voluntary  and  judicial 

partition,  the  decree  does  not  create  or  devest  any  title  to,  or 
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other  right  in,  the  property,  but  xnorely  eerers  fiie  unity  of  pos- 
session and  determines  the  share  which  eaeh  tenant  is  entitled  to 
possess  in  sereralty." 

The  title  of  Land  could  not  be  derested  by  tiie  proceeding  to 
vhich  he  was  not  a  party,  and  the  purchase  of  it  by  ****  White, 
after  the  decree^  was  not  the  pnrdiase  of  an  outstanding  encom- 
brance  or  title;,  (mt  the  purchase  of  an  intact  interest  in  the 
property  which  was  not  the  subject  of  the  litigation  and  decree 
to  which  White  had  been  a  party  in  1895.  In  that  proceeding 
he  only  set  up  the  title  to  the  interest  he  then  had.  The  inter- 
est ot  Land  would  be  good  if  now  held  by  him,  and  White  can- 
not be  affected  by  that  decree  as  asaignee  of  Land's  interest  aziy 
more  than  would  be  any  other  purchaser  from  Land. 
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I.    The  Parties  Bound  by  the  Partition. 

a.  Penrans  Siade  Parties  to  tiie  flnit  or  Action.— The  effect  of  a 
judgment  in  partition,  like  that  of  OTery  other  judgment,  most  be  as- 
eertained  by  inquiring  and  determining  (1)  whether  the  court  had 
jurisdiction  of  the  subject  matter  of  the  action,  and,  if  so,  (2)  what 
parties  were  before  the  court  so  as  to  be  bound  by  its  action,  and 
(3)  what  were  the  issues  presented  in  the  proceeding  and  necessarily 
determined  by  the  judgment.  Whether  the  court  had  jurisdiction  of 
the  subject  matter  is  to  be  ascertained  by  examining  the  oonsfcituti« 
and  other  laws  of  the  state  whevein  the  judgment  vaa  pronoanced, 
and  will  not  be  considered  here.  If  the  court  had  jurisdicticm  of  the 
ntbjeot  matter,  then,  as  in  other  easea,  there  eaa  be  no  doubt  that  its 
judgment  bimda  all  persons  who  weipe  n&ade  parties  to  the  aeiioa  or 
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'pv'oceeding  and  who  volnntarilj  appeared  therein  or  on  whom  process 
"wa-s  served  in  som-e  mode  authorized  by  law.    If  a  person  is  so  served, 
i^  IB  not  essential  that  he  be  within  the  territorial  jnrisdietion  of  th« 
«omi*t,  for  eaeh  state  and  nation  has  jnrisdietion    over   all   property 
"^ritliin  its  bonndaries,  and  cannot  be  impeded  in  the  exercise  of  such 
jurisdiction  by  the  fact  that  some  of  the  claimants  or  owners  are 
not,  or  never  have  been,  therein  and  have  not  voluntarily  submitted 
Hiemselves  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court:  Notes  to  Alley  v.  Cas- 
pari,  6  Am.  St.  Bep.  181;  De  La  Montanya  v.  De  La  Montanya,  53 
^m.  8t.  B«p.  179;  Tremblay  v.  Aetna  L.  I.  Co.,  94  Am.  St.  Eep.  550, 
One  case,  and  perhaps  others,  may  be  found  which  it  is  impossible  to 
reeoncile  with  the  rule  as  thus  stated  (KcBain  v.  McBain,  15  Ohio  St. 
337,  86  Am.  Dec.  478),  but  if  they  are  defensible  at  all,  it  must  be 
•on  thB  ground  that  the  courts  whose  judgments  were  in  question  had 
no  jurisdiction  when  proceeding  in  partition  to  do  anything  but  dis- 
solve the  tenancy  in  common,  and  could  not  decide  title  or  create 
any  new  title,  or  do  anything  ''except  to  locate  such  rights  as  the 
parties  mig^t  have  in  distinct  portions  of  the  premises^  and  to  extin- 
guish it  in  others.'' 

1>.    Persons  not  Made  Parties  to  the  Action  or   not   Served   with 

Process. 

1.  The  General  Bule. — ^In  suits  in  partition,  to  even  a  greater  extent 
than  in  other  proceedings,  persons  not  made  formal  parties  may  be 
regarded  as  represented  by  other  parties,  and  therefore  as  bound  by 
the  judgment.  Who  are  so  represented  we  shall  consider  hereinafter. 
Except  as  to  persons  so  represented  by  the  parties  actually  brought 
before  the  court  no  one  is  bound  or  otherwise  prejudiced  by  a  judir- 
ment  or  decree  in  partition  who  was  not  a  party  to  the  action  and 
either  served  with  process  or  voluntarily  appearing  therein;  Sutton 
V.  Read,  176  111.  69,  51  N.  E.  801;  Green  v.  Brown,  14©  Ind.  1,  44 
N.  E.  805;  Fureness  v.  Severtson,  102  Iowa,  322,  71  N.  W.  196;  Savary 
V.  Da  Camara,  60  Md.  139;  Munroe  v.  Luke,  19  Pick.  39;  Hemken 
V.  Brittain,  12  Bob.  46;  Pacific  Bank  v.  Hannah,  32  C.  O.  A.  522, 
90  Fed.  72.  It  is  doubtless  further  essential  that  a  person  sought 
to  be  bound  by  a  judgment  in  partition  because  he  was  a  party  to 
the  action,  should  have  been  a  party  in  the  same  capacity  in  which 
he  is  afterward  sought  to  be  bound,  and  that  the  matters  with  re« 
spcct  to  which  he  is  sought  to  be  estopped  were  in  issue  in  the  former 
proceeding  and  therein  actually  or  impliedly  determined;  Sutton  v. 
Bead,  176  111.  69,  51  N.  E.  801;  Savary  v.  Da  Camara,  60  Md.  139; 
Pacific  Bank  v.  Hannah,  32  C.  C.  A.  522,  90  Fed.  72. 

In  afilrming  that  none  but  the  parties  to  an  action  or  proceed- 
ing are  bound  by  the  judgment  therein,  it  must  always  be  remem- 
bered that  such  parties  cannot  escape  from  the  judgment  or  in  any 
manner  diminish  its  effect  by  a  transfer  of  their  interests  either 
voluntary  or  involuntary.  Hence,  the  effect  of  every  judgment  ex- 
Am.   St.  Rep.,   Vol.   J  01— 55 
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tends  from  the  pftrtics  to  their  privies.  "All  privies  are  in  effect, 
if  not  in  name,  privies  in  estate.  They  are  bound  because  thej 
have  succeeded  to  some  estate  or  interest  which  was  bound  in.  the 
hands  of  its  former  owner;  and  the  extent  of  the  estoppel,  so  f»r 
as  the  privy  is  concerned,  is  limited  to  controversies  affecting  this 
estate  or  interest.  The  manner  in  which  the  estate  was  lawfully 
acquired  neither  limits  nor  extends  the  operation  of  the  estoppel 
created  by  a  former  adjudication,  and  is,  therefore,  immateriaL  It 
is  well  understood,  though  not  usually  stated  in  express  terms  is 
works  upon  the  subject,  that  no  one  is  privy  to  a  judgment  whose 
succession  to  the  rights  of  property  thereby  affected  occurred  pre- 
viously to  the  institution  of  the  suit":  Freeman  on  Judgments,  see. 
162.  The  rules  binding  purchasers  and  other  successors  in  interest 
by  judgments  against  their  grantors  or  predecessors  apply  to  pur- 
chasers under  the  parties  to  suits  in  partition:  Tallnian  v.  McCartj,. 
11  Wis.  401.  Persons  acquiring  interests  from  the  parties  to  a  suit 
for  partition  during  its  pendency  are  subject  to  the  rules  of  lis 
pendens  and  may  have  their  title  defeated,  or  determined  not  to 
exist,  by  the  final  judgment,  or  their  title  changed  from  an  undi- 
vided moiety  to  an  interest  in  severalty:  Freeman  on  Cotenancy  and 
Partition,  sec.  470;  Edwards  v.  Dykoman,  95  Ind.  509;  Partridge  ▼• 
Luce,  36  Me.  10;  Sears  ▼.  Hyer,  1  Paige,  483;  Coble  v.  Clapp,  1  Jones 
Eq.  173;  Welty  v.  Ruffner,  9  Pa.  St.  224;  Baird  v.  Corwin,  17  Pa.  St. 
466. 

2.    Hnsbandfl  or  Wives   of   Parties.— If   a  married  woman    is   an 
owner  of  an  undivided  moiety  of  the  property,  and,  as  such,  is  a 
party  to  the  suit  for  partition,  her  husband,  where  the  common  law 
prevails,  has  a  life  estate  in  the  property,  and  is,  therefore,  a  neces- 
sary party  if  such  interest  is  sought  to  be  affected,  and   a  judg- 
ment to  which  he  is  not  a  party  cannot  affect  his  interest:  Freeman 
on  Cotenancy  and  Partitions,  sec.  477;  Ballard  v.  Johns,  80  Ala.  32; 
Foster  v.  Dungan,  87  Ohio,  106,  31  Am.  I>ec.  432;  Pillsbury  v.  Dugan,. 
9  Ohio,  120,  34  Am.  Dec.  427.    On  the  other  hand,  one  of  the  co- 
tenants  may  be  a  married  man  or  the  successor  in  interest  of  a  mar- 
ried man,  whose  wife  has  an  inchoate  right  of  dower  in  his  moiety. 
Where  such   is  the  case,  this   right   does  not  prevent  the   partition 
of  the  property,  either  voluntary  or  compulsory.     As  a  result  of  the 
partition  ^he  right  becomes  attached  to  the  part  set  off  to  be  held 
in  severalty  to  the  husband  or  his  grantee  holding  the  moiety  sub- 
;iect  to  this  right  of  dower:  Freeman  on  Cotenancy  and  Partition, 
sees.  411,  432.     In  the  absence  of  some  statute  to  the  contrary,  a 
wife  having  an  inchoate  right  of  dower  in  the  premises  which  she 
holds  subv'>rdinate  to  the  right  of  the  cotenants  to  have  them  par- 
titioned is  not  a  necessary  party  to  a  suit  in  partition,  and,  hence,, 
though  not  made  a  party,  is  bound  by  a  judgment  therein:  Leonard 
V.  Motley,  75  Me.  418;  Motley  y.  Blake,  12  Mass.  280;  Huntington 
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'▼'•  Huntington,  9  Civ.  Pro.  Bep.  182;  Matthews  y.  Matthews,  1  Edw. 
Oil.    567;   Bradshaw  ▼.  Callaghan,  8  Johns.  563;   Coles  v.  Coles,  15 
Johns.  159,  8  Am.  Dee.  231;  Wilkinson  v.  Parish,  3  Paige,  658;  Hozsie 
*v.   Sllis,  4  B.  I.  124;  MeClintic  v.  Manns,  4  Munf.  331;  Freofman  on 
Ootenancy  and  Partition,  sec.  472.    In  such  case  she  is  ordinarily 
represented  by  her  husband  and  hoT  right  is  merely  transferred  to 
t>^e  property  set  off  to  him  to  be  held  in  severalty.    Where,  however, 
t\iB  property  is  directed  to  be  sold  for  the  purpose  of  dividing  the 
proceeds,  it  is  evident  that  her  interest  must  be  sacrificed  unless 
sbe  ean  be  awarded  some  part  of  the  proceeds  of  the  sale,  and  no 
power  to  make  such  an  award  seems  to  exist  unless  specially  given 
\>y  statute.    It  is  apparent,  therefore,  that  she  ought  to  have  an  op- 
portunity to  meet  the  issue  as  to  the  necessity  of  the  sale  for  the 
purpose  of  accomplishing  an  equitable  partition.    Perhaps  where  her 
liusband  has  made  a  conveyance  of  her  interest  in  the  property  and 
iSf  therefore,  not  a  party  to  the  suit,  the  judgment  therein  does  not 
bind  her  nor  deprive  her  of  the  right  to  assert  her  claim  to  dower 
upon  his  subsequent  death:  Yerry  v.  Bobinson,  25  Ind.  19,  87  Am. 
Dee.  846.    Unless  an  exception  may  be  regarded  as  established  by 
the  decision  last  cited,  a  wife  having  an  inchoate  right  of  dower 
is  bound  by  a  partition  by  sale  as  well  as  by  a  partition  by  metes 
and  bounds,  though  not  a  party  to  the  suit:  Davis  v.  Lang,  153  Dl.  175, 
38  N.  E.  635;  Haggertv  v.  Wagner,  148  Ind.  625,  48  N.  £.  366,  39  L.  B. 
A.  384;  Williams  v.  Westcott,  77  Iowa,  332,  14  Am.  St.  Bep.  287,  42 
N.  W.  314;  Warren  v.  Twilley,  10  Md.  39;  Lee  v.  Lindell,  22  Mo.  202, 
64  Am.  Dec.  262;  Sire  v.  St.  Louis,  22  Mo.  206;  Matthews  v.  Matthews, 
1  Edw.  Ch.  567;  Van  Gelder  v.  Post,  2  Edw.  Ch.  577;  Jackson  v.  Ed- 
wards, 7  Paige,  391;  Weaver  v.  Gregg,  6  Ohio  St.  547,  67  Am.  Dec.  355; 
Holley  T.  Glover,  36  8.  C.  404,  81  Am.  St.  Bep.  883,  15  S.  E.  605, 
16  L.  B.  A.  776;  contra,  Boyston  y.  Boyston,  21  Ga.  172;  Greiner 
T.  Klein,  28  Mich.  17;  Green  v.  Putnam,  1  Barb.  506;  Wilkinson  v. 
Parish,  3  Paige,  658.    Those    courts  denying  that  a  wife  is  barred 
of  her  right  of  dower  by  a  sale  in  partition  ordered  in  a  proceeding 
to  which  she  is  not  a  party  do  not  doubt  that  if  made  a  party   she 
is  bound  thereby:  Jackson  v.  Edwards,  7  Paige,  386,  22  Wend.  498; 
Jordan  v.  Van  Epps,  19  Hun,  526.    If  the  premises  sought  to  be 
partitioned  are  claimed  as  a  homestead,  the  wife  of  the  claimant  is 
a  necessary  party,  and  in  her  absence  a  judgment  purporting  to  par- 
tition them  cannot  be  binding  upon  her:  De  Uprey  v.  De  Uprey,  27 
Gal.  332,  87  Am.  Dec.  81. 

8.  Encumbrancers. — If  an  encumbrance  or  lien  exists  against  any 
of  the  cotenants,  the  effect  of  the  partition  is  to  transfer  it  to  the 
lot  set  off  to  him  to  be  held  in  severalty.  Hence,  an  encumbrancer 
is  not  a  necessary  party  to  a  suit  in  partition:  Freeman  on  Co- 
tenancy and  Partition,  sec.  478.  This  rule  does  not,  perhaps,  neces- 
tarily  result  in  the  further  rule  that  when  not  made  a  party  he  is 
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was  entitled  was  fixed  by  the  judgment,  and  that  neither  party 
shall  be  heard  to  bring  into  question  the  fact  so  settled  and  de- 
termined, either  by  showing  that  he  then  *'^*  owned  a  larger  in- 
terest or  that  he  has  acquired  an  outstanding  title;  and  second, 
that  there  is  an  implied  warranty  arising  upon  the  partitian, 
which  estops,  by  way  of  rebutter,  the  defendant  from  setting  np 
such  title. 

In  regard  to  the  first  question,  it  is  interesting  to  trace  the 
development  of  the  law  on  this  subject    We  are  thereby  enabled 
to  better  understand  and  distinguish  the  conflicting  decisions. 
It  was  held  at  one  time  "that  a  writ  of  partition  or  a  petition 
for  partition,  which  is  but  a  substitute  for  the  former,  is  a  mere 
possessory  action*'  and  that  judgment  therein  did  not  bar  or 
estop  the  parties  in  an  action  of  higher  dignity  involving  title : 
Freeman  on  Cotenancy,  sec.  529.     Mr.  Freeman  says:  "In  the 
greater  portion  of  the  United  States  actions  for  partition,  like 
actions  in  ejectment,  have  ceased  to  be  merely  possessory  actions 
and  have  come  to  involve  the  right  as  well  as  the  possession." 
He  has  collected  in  the  note  (Nicely  v.  Boyles,  40  Am.  Dec.  638) 
an  interesting  history  of  the  law  and  a  number  of  decided  cases 
upon  the  subject.    It  is  not  necessary,  however,  that  we  go  be- 
yond our  own  reports  to  find  a  strong,  able  and  exhaustive  dis- 
cussion of  this  question.     Judge  Pearson,  writing  for  the  court 
in  Armfield  v.  Moore,  44  N.  C.  157,  not  only  vindicates  the  wis- 
dom in  which  the  law  of  estoppel  is  founded,  "without  which  it 
would  be  impossible  to  administer  law  as  a  system,''  but  applies 
it  to  proceedings  for  partition.     This  case  is  one  of  the  land- 
marks of  our  jurisprudence,  familiar  to  every  lawyer  in  the 
state.     It  is  there  settled  beyond  controversy  that  a  final  decree 
or  a  petition  for  partition  works  an  estoppel  of  record  upon  the 
parties  thereto,  and  that  neither  shall  be  heard  to  say  that  any 
of  the  facts  therein  settled  were  not  true.    He  says :  *^ere  we 
have  facts  agreed  on  by  the  parties,  entered  on  the  record,  par- 
tition and  decree  in  pursuance  thereof,  possession  in  severalty.*' 
....  Mr.  Freeman  says :  "At  the  present  time  *'''*  there  can  be 
no  doubt  that  a  judgment  in  a  proceeding  for  the  partition  of 
land  is  as  conclusive  upon  the  matter  put  in  issue  and  tried,  as 
a  judgment  in  any  other  proceeding,  and  may  be  set  up  as  a  bar 
to  a  writ  of  entry  involving  the  same  question  of  title.     And  a 
suit  for  partition  is  perhaps  the  only  proceeding  known  to  the 
law  in  which  every  possible  question  affecting  the  title  to  real 
estate  may  be  made  an  issue  and  determined":  Freeman  on 
Judgments,  sec.  304.    This  principle  is  in  no  manner  affected  by 
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whAl;  is  said  by  ibis  court  in  Harrison  y.  Bay,  108  N.  C.  216, 
23  Am,  St  Eep.  67,  12  S.  B.  993,  11  L,  E.  A.  722.  That  was 
axi  axrtion  to  correct  one  of  the  deeds  of  partition. 

Tlie  defendant's  counsel  in  his  well-considered  brief  insists 
tiial;  the  estoppel  operates  only  upon  the  title  which  the  parties 
to  the  record  then  owned,  and  does  not  affect  his  right  to  buy  in 
axid  assert  an  existing  and  outstanding  title  not  affected  by  the 
judgment.    We  have  found  but  one  case  in  our  reports  in  which 
this  question  is  presented  and  decided.     In  Mills  v.  Withering- 
ton^  19  N".  C.  433,  it  appeared  that  partition  had  been  made 
upon  petition  of  the  defendant  against  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff 
in  the  county  court;  that  the  report  of  the  commissioners  was 
duly  confirmed  and  final  judgment  rendered;  and  the  lessor  of 
the  plaintiff  afterward  obtained  a  grant  from  the  state  for  the 
land  which  had  been  assigned  to  the  defendant  in  severalty,  al- 
leging that  the  same  was  vacant.     In  the  action  of  ejectment 
against  the  defendant,  she  rested  her  right  to  recover  on  the 
grant.    The  defendant  set  up  the  judgment  in  the  partition  pro- 
ceeding as  an  estoppel.    Daniel,  J.,  said:  '^f  the  land  sought 
to  be  recovered  by  the  plaintiff  was  embraced  in  the  report  of  the 
commissioners,  which  report  had  been  confirmed  and  final  judg- 
ment rendered  thereon,  then  we  think  the  lessor  of  the  plain- 
tiff, who  had  been  a  party  to  that  judgment,  was  concluded, 
bound  and  estopped  to  controvert  anything  contained  ^'^^  in  it. 
The  legislature  by  the  act  of  1789  gave  to  tenants  in  common  of 
real  estate  the  petition  for  partition,  in  the  place  of  the  ancient 
writ  of  partition.     The  final  judgment  at  common  law  in  a  writ 
of  partition  runs  thus,  ideo  coDsideratum  est  quod  parti tio  prae- 
dicta  firma  et  stabilis  in  perpetuum  teneatur :  Thomas  Coke,  700. 
And  it  was  conclusive  on  the  parties  and  all  claiming  under 
them.     In  Clapp  v.  Bronagham,  9  Cow.  569,  the  court  says  that 
the  judgment  in  partition,  it  is  true,  does  not  change  the  pos- 
session but  it  establisfies  the  title,  and,  in  an  ejectment,  must 
be  conclusive.    The  judgment  of  the  court  adjudging  a  share 
to  belong  to  one  of  the  parties  and  allotting  it  to  him  to  hold  in 
severalty,  must  be  sufficient  to  authorize  him  to  recover  it  as  to 
all  the  parties  to  the  record,  the  judgment  is  as  to  them  an  es- 
toppel.   The  act  of  1789  gives  the  same  force  to  a  final  judg- 
ment in  a  petition  for  partition  of  real  estate.     It  declares  that 
the  division,  when  made,  shall  be  good  and  effectual  in  law  to 
bind  the  parties,  their  heirs  and  assigns/^    Battle,  J.,  in  his 
note  to  this  case,  says :  "The  doctrine  of  estoppel  as  laid  down  in 
this  case  is  clearly  established.^'    Chapter  47  of  the  Code  is  pnu> 
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ttcaHy  a  ie-enactm€9it  of  Hie  act  of  173SL  Mr.  Freeman  in  Ui 
work  on  Cot^iancy  cites  this  case  in  support  of  the  propmtiaii 
that  one  of  several  heirs  may  be  bound  by  a  deeree  of  ptartitiaD, 
not  only  as  to  rights  held  by  him  at  the  time  of  partition^  but 
also  to  the  rights  snbseqneatly  purchased  of  ctiier  beiis  vfao 
were  not  parties  to  the  partition,  citing  Uie  ewe  of  Sbort  t. 
Prettyman,  1  HoTist.  334,  in  which  it  iras  exprBBBly  held  by  the 
Delaware  court  that  *Hlie  decree  is  binding  and  concliisiTC,  not 
only  as  to  the  rights  which  the  parties  had  in  the  premises 'at 
the  time  of  the  partition,  but  also  as  to  the  rights  which  they 
had  subsequently  acquired  from  other  heirs  of  the  premises,  who 
were  not  parties  *'^  to  the  partition  and  were  not  bound  by  the 
admissions  or  the  decree  establishing  if 

The  supreme  court  of  Missouri,  in  Forder  v.  Davis,  38  Mo. 
107,  says :  '^e  decide  nothing  here,  now,  concerning  the  rights 
of  any  stranger  to  the  partition,  or  of  any  person  not  a  party 
thereto.    But  in  reference  to  this  plaintiff,  we  think  this  judg- 
ment operates  as  a  bar  against  him  at  law,  not  only  in  respect  of 
the  estate  and  title  which  he  then  had,  but  in  respect  of  any 
title  which  he  might  thereafter  acquire.    There  is  here   no 
covenant  of  warranty  by  deed;  but  there  is  such  a  thing  as  an 
estoppel  in  pais  and  by  matter  of  record,  which,  like  an  estoppel 
by  deed,  may  have  the  effect  to  pass  an  after-acquired  title  by 
operation  of  law.    The  partition  establishes  the  title,  severs  tl^ 
unity  of  possession  and  gives  to  each  party  an  absolute  posses- 
sion of  his  portion.    A  partition  is  sometimes  altogether  the  act 
of  the  parties  rather  than  the  act  of  the  law.    The  hiTi<^iTicr  and 
conclusive  judgment  is,  in  its  very  nature,  very  much  like  the 
old  livery  of  seisin  under  a  feoffment^  which  was  matter  in  pais, 
or  like  a  fine  or  a  common  recovery  which  was  rnatt^  of  record, 
and  these  ancient  assurances  were  of  that  solemnity  and  hi^ 
character  that  they  not  only  passed  an  actual  estate  and  devested 
what  title  the  party  then  had,  that  operated  by  way  of  estoppel 
to  pass  all  future  estate  and  possibility  of  right  which  he  might 
thereafter  acquire :  Shepherd^s  Touchstone,  2-6,  204-206 ;  Bawie 
cm  Covenants  for  Title,  402.    And  we  see  no  good  reason  why 
this  solemn  judgment  in  partition,  which  the  statute  dedarea 
shall  be  firm  and  effectual  f orev^,  should  not  be  allowed  to  have 
the  same  operation  against  all  parties  to  the  record*' :  See,  also, 
Eeece  v.  Holmes,  5  Rich.  Eq.  540.    These  autiiorities  would 
seem  to  establish  the  law  as  laid  down  in  Mills  v.  Withenngton, 
19  N.  C.  433. 
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*There  is  another  vieir^  however^  of  tlie  case  wlikh  we  think 
equally  conelusive.     Mr.  Freeman  says  that  "the  preponderance 
'*''"''  of  the  authorities  is  probably  in  favor  of  the  theory  that  as 
ea^ch  cotenant,  who  has  been  evicted  after  a  compulsory  parti- 
tion, inay  call  upon  his  cotenants  to  contribute  their  proportions 
of  his  loss,  each  of  them  is^  by  his  obligation  of  warranty,  es- 
topped from  asserting  any  independent  adverse  title  to  the  prop- 
erties assigned  to  the  others'^ :  Freeman  on  Cotenancy,  sec.  533. 
Mr.  Washburn  thus  states  the  doctrine:  ^^Where  paji:ition  has 
been  made  by  law,  each  partitioner  becomes  a  warrantor  to  all 
the  others,  to  the  extent  of  his  share,  so  long  as  the  privity  of 
estate  continues  between  them.    And  inasmuch  as  a  warrantor 
cannot  claim  against  his  own  warranty,  no  tenant,  af  t^  parti- 
tion made,  can  set  up  an  adverse  title  to  the  portion  of  another 
for  the  purpose  of  ousting  hiia  frooL  tiie  part  which  has  be^a 
parted  off  to  him.    When  partition  has  been  made,  the  tenant, 
to  whom  a  part  has  been  set  out  is  regarded  in  law  as  a  pur- 
chaser for  value  of  the  same'^ :  Washburn  on  Eeal  Property,  723. 
In  Venable  v.  Beauchamp,  3  Dana,  321,  28  Am.  Dea  74,  the 
question  is  discussed  by  Marshall,  J.,  and  a  valuable  note  is  at- 
tached by  Mr.  Freeman.    The  learned  justice  says :  *^ut  a  fur- 
ther, and,  as  we  think,  a  condnsive  evidence  of  the  relation  sub- 
gisting  after  partition  is  fiimished  by  the  universal  acknowledg- 
ment and  assertion  of  the  principle  that  to  every  partition  the 
law  annexes  an  implied  warranty.    The  implied  warranty  which 
the  law  annexes  to  the  partition  is,  it  is  true,  in  many  respects 
special    It  is  so,  not  only  with  regard  to  the  person  or  persons 
who  may  take  advantage  of  it,  but  also  with  regard  to  the  amount 
of  the  recompense.  ....  The  principle  being  that  the  loss  shall 
be  equally  borne  by  the  parties  making  the  partition,  and  the 
effect  that  iiie  losing  party  may  have  a  repartition.    But  al- 
though the  effect  of  the  warranty  is  limited  as  to  the  extent  of 
the  recompense  and  the  manner  in  which  it  is  to  be  made,  it  is 
not  limited  as  to  tiie  land  ^^^  warranted.    It  embraces  the  whole 
of  the  land  allotted  to  the  warrantee  in  the  partition.    As  the 
law  makes  each  partitioner  the  warrantor  of  the  other  as  to  the 
extent  of  the  portion  allotted  to  him,  whether  there  be  an  ex- 
press warranty  in  the  deed  or  not,  and  as  no  prindpk  is  better 
setUed  at  common  law  than  tiiat  a  warrantor  is  barred  or  es- 
topped to  claim  against  his  own  warranty,  it  seema  clearly  to 
follow  that  no  party  to  a  partition  can  be  permitted  to  assert  an 
adverse  title  for  the  purpose  of  ousting  another  party  from 
his  portion,  allotted  to  him  by  the  same  partition,  though  th«e 
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be  no  express  warranty  in  the  deed."  We  quote  this  language  at 
lengthy  88  it  meets  the  very  ingenious  suggestion  of  the  defend- 
ant's counsel  that  the  implied  warranty  should  not  operate  sg 
an  estoppel,  because  in  the  event  of  the  eviction  by  a  stranger 
the  defendant  will  only  be  liable  to  the  plaintiffs  for  one  fifty- 
fourth  of  the  value  of  the  whole  land,  therefore  he  should  be 
estopped  only  to  that  extent  The  effect  of  a  warranty,  as  an 
estoppel  upon  the  warrantor,  is  so  fully  and  ably  discussed  by 
Mr.  Justice  Walker  in  Hallyburton  v.  Slagle,  132  N.  C.  957,  44 
S.  E.  659,  that  we  deem  it  unnecessary  to  do  more  than  to  refer  to 
his  opinion  in  that  case. 

We  have  examined  with  care  every  case  cited  by  the  defend- 
ant's counsel,  and  while  some  of  them  do  lay  down  the  law  as 
contended  by  him,  they  are  based  upon  constructions  of  statutes, 
as  in  Massachusetts.    Those  not  thus  distinguished  are  not  in 
harmony  with  the  best  considered  authorities  and  decided  cases. 
We  therefore  conclude  that  by  the  judgment  in  the  special  pro- 
ceeding for  partition  the  defendant  is  estopped  to  assert  his  af- 
ter-acquired   title    against    the    plaintiffs.    It    is    immaterial 
whether  this  conclusion  is  based  upon  the  first  proposition  or 
the  last,  as  th^  bring  us  to  the  same  result  and  are  consistent 
with  each  other.    His  honor  should  have  instructed  the  Jury  in 
accordance  with  *''•  the  plaintiflPs  prayer,  and  for  error  in  fail- 
ing to  do  so  there  must  be  a  new  triaL 

dissenting  opinion. 

CLABE,   C.   J.    The  identical  point  now  presented   was 
passed  upon  in  the  former  appeal  in  this  case,  Carter  v.  White, 
131  N.  C.  14,  42  S.  E.  442,  and  the  decision  then  made  by  a 
unanimous  court  should  be  the  law  of  this  case.    It  was  there 
said :  "In  partition  proceedings  between  tenants  in  common  no 
title  passes,  only  the  unity  of  possession  is  dissolved  and  the 
title  vests  in  severalty,  the  common  source  of  title  resting  un- 
disturbed'' :  Lindsay  v.  Beaman,  128  N.  C.  189,  38  S.  E.  811. 
Land's  interest  never  passed  to  plaintiff  and  was  not  represented, 
nor  was  he  a  party;  therefore  he  was  not  bound  by  the  action  or 
special  proceeding.    As  to  him  they  were  void,  and  he  had  a 
right  of  entry  and  possession  equally  with  the  other  tenants  in 
common,  whomsoever  they  might  be.    By  this  deed  passed  all 
the  right  of  Land  to  the  defendant,  who  then  stood  in  Land's 
shoes,  and  had  all  the  rights  and  remedies  of  Land,  independent 
of  and  notwithstanding  the  judgment  in  said  action  and  decree 
of  partition." 
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Thus  the  identical  point  now  presented  has  been  decided,  and 

ixi  this  action  the  matter  is  res  judicata.    It  cannot  be  presented 

l>y   a  second  appeaL    The  remedy,  if  error  was  committed  by 

tlids  court,  would  have  been  by  a  petition  to  rehear:  Holley  v. 

Smith,  132  N.  C.  36,  43  S.  E.  601 ;  Perry  v.  Western  etc.  E.  E. 

Co.,  129  N.  C.  333, 40  S.  E.  191,  and  cases  there  cited.    Nor  does 

it  vary  this  rule  that  the  former  decision  was  upon  an  appeal  from 

tlie  continuance  of  the  restraining  order  in  this  cause,  and  this 

appeal  comes  up  on  appeal  from  a  final  judgment.     The  present 

appeal  is  solely  upon  exceptions  that  the  judge  charged  in  exact 

accordance  with  the  former  ruling  of  this  court  and  his  refusal 

to  charge  contrary  thereto :  Setzer  v.  Setzer,  129  N.  C.  296,  40 

S.  S.  62. 

^*^  Besides,  the  former  decision  was  correct.  Eichardson  v. 
Cambridge,  2  Allen  (Mass.),  118,  79  Am.  Dec.  767,  is  a  case 
on  all-fours  and  sustains  our  former  ruling:  See  also,  Christy  v. 
Spring  Valley  Waterworks,  68  Cal.  73,  8  Pac.  849. 

In  17  American  and  English  Encylopedia  of  Law,  first  edi- 
tion, 819,  it  is  said :  *'A  party  to  a  partition  who  subsequently  ac- 
quires a  new  and  independent  title  which  was  in  no  way  repre- 
sented by  any  of  the  parties  to  the  suit  may  be  permitted  to  assert 
if    Henderson  v.  Wallace,  72  N.  C.  451,  holds  that  one  not  a 
party  or  privy  to  partition  proceedings  is  in  no  way  aflfected  by 
the  decree.     To  same  effect,  21  American  and  English  Ency- 
clopedia of  Law,  second  edition,  1186 :  'The  familiar  principle 
that  judgments  and  decrees  bind  only  parties  and  privies  is  as 
applicable  to  judicial  proceedings  in  partition  as  to  other  litiga- 
tion,'^ and  cases  there  cited.    Land  not  having  been  a  party  to 
the  partition  decree  in  1895,  his  interest  was  not  affected  by  it. 
He  could  recover  it  or  sell  it  to  another,  and  the  defendant 
could  acquire  and  assert  it  as  well  as  another.    This  is  not  the 
case  of  '^feeding  an  estoppel.'* 

In  Harrison  v.  Eay,  108  N.  C.  215,  23  Am.  St.  Sep.  67, 12  S.  E. 
919, 11  L.  E.  A.  722,  it  is  held  that  in  voluntary  actual  partition 
the  deeds  convey  no  title  but  simply  ascertain  by  metes  and 
bounds  the  interest  of  each.  This  has  been  cited  and  affirmed 
by  Douglas,  J.,  in  Carson  v.  Carson,  122  N.  C.  648,  30  S.  E.  4; 
by  Shepherd,  J.,  in  Fort  v.  Allen,  110  N.  C.  192,  14  S.  B.  685 ; 
and  again  as  recently  as  Harrington  v.  Eawls,  131  N.  C.  40,  42 
S.  B.  461 ;  and  was  stated  also  in  Lindsay  v.  Beaman,  128  N.  C. 
189,  38  S.  E.  811.  In  21  American  and  English  Encyclopedia 
of  Law,  1193,  it  is  said  that  *T)oth  in  voluntary  and  judicial 
partition,  the  decree  does  not  create  or  devest  any  title  to,  or 
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other  right  in,  the  property,  but  merely  severs  Vbe  umtj  of  pos- 
sessioii  and  determines  the  share  which  eaeh  tenant  is  entitled  to 
possess  in  soTeralty.'' 

The  title  of  Land  conld  not  be  devested  by  &e  proceeding  to 
vhidi  he  wis  not  a  party,  and  the  purchase  of  it  by  ^^^  White, 
after  the  decree  was  not  the  pordiase  of  an  outstanding  encum- 
brance or  title;,  but  the  purchase  of  an  intact  intereet  in  the 
property  which  was  not  the  subject  of  the  litigation  and  decree 
to  which  White  had  been  a  party  in  1895.  In  that  proceeding 
he  only  set  up  the  title  to  the  interest  he  then  had.  The  inter- 
est of  Land  would  be  good  if  now  held  by  him,  and  WMte  cask- 
not  be  affected  by  that  decree  as  asdgaee  of  Land's  interest^  any 
more  than  would  be  any  other  purchaser  from  Land« 


THE  EFFECT  OF  COMPUIiSOSY  PABTITIOH. 

I.    The  Parties  Bound  by  the  Paxtitiom 

a.  PersQUB  Made  Parties  to  tbe  Salt  or  Aelloiu  864. 

b.  Persons  not  M^e  Parties  to  tlia  Action  or  not  Serred 

with  Prooees. 

1.  The  Oenaral  Bnto,  866. 

2.  Husbands  or  Wives  of  Partlei^  866. 

3.  Eneombrancers,  867. 

4.  Pexsons  not  in  Esse,  Wben  aad  How  Bomd  by,  86i. 
6.    CSdld  ea  Teatre  sa  Mec^  86& 

6.  Holders  of  Continaent  Interasts,  870. 

7.  XT&known  Owners,  870. 

n.    Tbe  Issaes  or  Questions  Settled  by  the  Partition. 

a.  Issaes  InTolved  and  DetenaJned  at  tbe  OsmaioK  LaWp  870. 

b.  Issaes  or  Questions  Settled  in  Statatory  Proceedings  for 

Partition,  871. 

in.    The  Effect  When  the  Titles  or  Some  Part  of  It»  is  not  Bound  by 
the  Judgment. 

a.  Of  the  Bight  to  GontribntiOB,  874. 

b.  The  Effect  of  the  Subsequent  Acq.uisitlon  of  Title  Pan^ 

mount  by  One  of  tiie  Parties,  874. 

I.    The  Parties  Bound  by  the  Partition. 

a.  Persons  Made  Parties  to  ttie  Suit  or  Action.— Tho  effect  of  a 
judgment  in  partition,  like  that  of  OTery  other  judgment,  moat  be  aa- 
certained  by  inquiring  and  determining  (1)  whether  the  court  had 
jurisdiction  of  the  subject  matter  of  the  action,  and,  if  so,  (2)  what 
parties  were  before  the  court  so  as  to  be  bound  by  its  action,  and 
(3)  what  were  the  issues  presented  in  the  proceeding  and  necessarily 
determined  by  the  judgment.  Whether  the  court  had  jurisdiction  of 
the  subject  matter  is  to  be  aseertained  by  examining  the  eonstituticm 
and  other  laws  of  the  state  whevein  the  judgment  was  pronounced, 
and  will  not  be  considered  here.  If  the  court  had  jurisdicticm  of  the 
aubjeot  matter,  then,  as  in  other  easeai,  there  eaa  be  no  doubt  that  its 
judgment  biada  all  persons  who  weare  made  partioa  to  the  action  or 
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>roceediiig>  and  who  voluntarilj  appeared  therein  or  on  whom  process 
wtLB  serve il  in  som«  mode  authorized  by  law.    If  a  person  is  so  served, 
it  is  not  essential  that  he  be  within  the  territorial  jurisdiction  of  the 
fiouTt,  for   each  state  and  nation  has  jurisdiction   over  all   property 
witfhin  its  l>oundarie8,  and  cannot  be  impeded  in  the  exercise  of  such 
Jurisdiction  by  the  fact  that  some  of  the  claimants  or  owners  are 
not,  OT  never  have  been,  therein  and  have  not  voluntarily  submitted 
tbemselves   to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court:  Notes  to  Alley  v.  Gas- 
parly  6  Am.  St.  Rep.  181;  De  La  Montanya  v.  De  La  Montanya,  53 
Am.  8t.  Hep.  179;  Tremblay  v.  Aetna  L.  I.  Co.,  94  Am.  St.  Bep.  550, 
One  case,  and  perhaps  others,  may  be  found  which  it  is  impossible  to 
reconcile  irith  the  rule  as  thus  stated  (McBain  v.  McBain,  15  Ohio  St. 
ZZl,  86  Am.  Dec.  478),  but  if  they  are  defensible  at  all,  it  must  be 
on  the  ground  that  the  courts  whose  judgments  were  in  question  had 
no  jurisdiction  when  proceeding  in  partition  to  do  anything  but  dis- 
solve the   tenancy  in  common,  and  could  not  decide  title  or  create 
any  new  title,  or  do  anything  "except  to  locate  such  rights  as  the 
parties  mi^t  hare  in  distinct  portions  of  the  premises,  and  to  extin- 
guish it  in  others.'' 

1>.    Persons  not  Made  Parties  to  the  Action  or   not   Served   witii 

Process. 

1.     The  General  Bule. — ^In  suits  in  partition,  to  even  a  greater  extent 
than  in  other  proceedings,  persons  not  made  formal  parties  may  be 
regarded  as  represented  by  other  parties,  and  therefore   as  bound  by 
the  judgment.    Who  are  so  represented  we  shall  consider  hereinafter. 
Except  as  to  persons  so  represented  by  the  parties  actually  brought 
before  the  court  no  one  is  bound  or  otherwise  prejudiced  by  a  judfir- 
ment  or  decree  in  partition  who  was  not  a  party  to  the  action  and 
either  served  with  process  or  voluntarily  appearing  therein:  Sutton 
V.  Read,  176  111.  69,  51  N.  E.  801;  Green  v.  Brown,  14€?  Ind.  1,  44 
N.  E.  805;  Fureness  v.  Severtson,  102  Iowa,  322,  71  N.  W.  196;  Savary 
V.  Da  Camara,  60  Md.  139;  Munroe  v.  Luke,  19  Pick.  39;  Hemken 
V.  Brit  tain,  12  Rob.  46;  Pacific  Bank  v.  Hannah,  32  C.  C.  A.  622, 
90  Fed.  72.    It  is  doubtless  further  essential  that  a  person  sought 
to  be  bound  by  a  judgment  in  partition  because  he  was  a  party  to 
the  action,  should  have  been  a  party  in  the  same  capacity  in  which 
^e  is  afterward  sought  to  be  bound,  and  that  the  matters  with  re- 
spect to  which  he  is  sought  to  be  estopped  wore  in  issue  in  the  former 
proceeding  and  therein  actually  or  impliedly  determined:  Sutton  v. 
Head,  176  HI.  69,  51  N.  E.  801;  Savary  v.  Da  Camara,  60  Md.  139; 
Pacific  Bank  v.  Hannah,  32  C.  C.  A.  522,  90  Fed.  72. 

In  affirming  that  none  but  the  parties  to  an  action  or  proceed- 
ing are  bound  by  the  judgment  therein,  it  must  always  be  remem- 
bered that  such  parties  cannot  escape  from  the  judgment  or  in  any 
aanner  diminish   its  effect  by  a  transfer  of  their  interests   either 
t       voluntary  or  involuntary.    Hence,  the  effect  of  every  judgment  ex- 
Am.   St.  Rep.,  Vol.   301-55 
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tends  from  the  parties  to  their  privies.  ''AH  privies  are  in  eSeet, 
if  not  in  name,  privies  in  estate.  Thej  are  bound  because  theT 
have  succeeded  to  some  estate  or  interest  which  was  bound  in.  the 
hands  of  its  former  owner;  and  the  extent  of  the  estoppel,  so  far 
as  the  privy  is  concerned,  is  limited  to  controversies  affecting  this 
estate  or  interest.  The  manner  in  which  the  estate  was  lawfully 
acquired  neither  limits  nor  extends  the  operation  of  the  estoppel 
created  by  a  former  adjudication,  and  is,  therefore,  immateriaL  It 
is  well  understood,  though  not  usually  stated  in  express  terms  is 
works  upon  the  subject,  that  no  one  is  privy  to  a  judgpment  whose 
succession  to  the  rights  of  property  thereby  affected  occurred  pre- 
viously to  the  institution  of  the  suit":  Freeman  on  Judgments,  see. 
162.  The  rules  binding  purchasers  and  other  successors  in  interesst 
by  judgments  against  their  grantors  or  predecessors  apply  to  pur- 
chasers  under  the  parties  to  suits  in  partition:  Tallman  ▼.  McCarty,. 
11  Wis.  401.  Persons  acquiring  interests  from  the  parties  to  a  suit 
for  partition  during  its  pendency  are  subject  to  the  rules  of  lis 
pendens  and  may  have  their  title  defeated,  or  determined  not  to 
exist,  by  the  final  judgment,  or  their  title  changed  from  an  undi- 
vided moiety  to  an  interest  in  severalty:  Freeman  on  Cotenancy  and 
Partition,  sec.  470 j  Edwards  v.  Dykoman,  95  Ind.  509;  Partridge  ▼- 
Luce,  36  Me.  16?;  Sears  v.  Hyer,  1  Paige,  483;  Coble  v.  Clapp,  1  Jones 
Eq.  173;  Welty  v.  Euffner,  9  Pa,  St.  224;  Baird  v.  Corwin,  17  Pa.  St- 
466. 

2.    Husbands  or  Wives   of   Partie8.~If   a  married  woman    is   an 
owner  of  an  undivided  moiety  of  the  property,  and,  as  such,  is  a 
party  to  the  suit  for  partition,  her  husband,  where  the  common  law 
prevails,  has  a  life  estate  in  the  property,  and  is,  therefore,  a  neces- 
sary party  if  such  interest  is  sought  to  be  affected,  and  a  judg- 
ment to  which  he  is  not  a  party  cannot  affect  his  interest:  Freeman 
on  Cotenancy  and  Partitions,  sec.  477;  Ballard  v.  Johns,  80  Ala.  32; 
Foster  v.  Dungan,  87  Ohio,  106,  31  Am.  Dec.  432;  Pillsbury  v.  Dugan, 
9  Ohio,  120,  34  Am.  Dec.  427.     On  the  other  hand,  one  of  the  co- 
tenants  may  be  a  married  man  or  the  successor  in  interest  of  a  mar- 
ried man,  whose  wife  has  an  inchoate  right  of  dower  in  his  moiety. 
"Where  such   is  the  case,  this  right  does  not  prevent  the  partition 
of  the  property,  either  voluntary  or  compulsory.     As  a  result  of  the 
partition  *.he  right  becomes  attached  to  the  part  set  off  to  be  held 
in  severalty  to  the  husband  or  his  grantee  holding  the  moiety  sub- 
ject to  this  right  of  dower:  Freeman  on  Cotenancy  and  Partition, 
sees.  411,  432.     In  the  absence  of  some  statute  to  the  contrary,  a 
wife  having  an  inchoate  right  of  dower  in  the  premises  which  she 
holds  subordinate  to  the  right  of  the  cotenants  to  have  them  par- 
titioned is  not  a  necessary  party  to  a  suit  in  partition,  and,  hence,, 
though  not  made  a  party,  is  bound  by  a  judgment  therein:  Leonard 
V.  Motley,  75  Me.  418;  Motley  v.  Blake,  12  Mass.  280;  Huntington 
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▼.  Huntington,  9  Ciy.  Pro.  Bep.  182;  Matthews  v.  Matthews,  1  Edw. 
Ch.   567;    Bnidshaw  T.  Gallaghan,  8  Johns.  563;   Coles  v.  Coles,  15 
Johns.  159,  8  Am.  Dec.  231;  Wilkinson  v.  Parish,  3  Paige,  658;  Hoxsie 
▼.  Ellis,  4  B.  I.  124;  McClintic  v.  Manns,  4  Munf.  331;  Freeman  on 
Cotenancy   and  Partition,  sec.  472.    In  such  case  she  is  ordinarily 
represented  by  her  husband  and  her  right  is  merely  transferred  to 
the  property  set  off  to  him  to  be  held  in  severalty.    Where,  however, 
the  property  is  directed  to  be  sold  for  the  purpose  of  dividing  the 
proceeds,   it  is  evident  that  her  interest  must  be  sacriileed  unless 
she  can  be  awarded  some  part  of  the  proceeds  of  the  sale,  and  no 
power  to  make  such  an  award  seems  to  exist  unless  specially  given 
by  statute.     It  is  apparent,  therefore,  that  she  ought  to  have  an  op- 
portunity to  meet  the  issue  as  to  the  necessity  of  the  sale  for  the 
purpose  of  accomplishing  an  equitable  partition.    Perhaps  where  her 
husband  has  made  a  conveyance  of  her  interest  in  the  property  and 
is,  therefore,  not  a  party  to  the  suit,  the  judgment  therein  does  not 
bind  her  nor  deprive  her  of  the  right  to  assert  her  claim  to  dower 
upon  his  subsequent  death:  Yerry  v.  Bobinson,  25  Ind.  19,  87  Am. 
Dee.  346.     Unless  an  exception  may  be  regarded  as  established  by 
the  decision  last  cited,  a  wife  having  an  inchoate  right  of  dower 
is  bound  by  a  partition  by  sale  as  well  as  by  a  partition  by  metes 
and  bounds,  though  not  a  party  to  the  suit:  Davis  v.  Lang,  153  111.  175, 
38  N.  E.  635;  Haggertv  v.  Wagner,  148  Ind.  625,  48  N.  E.  366,  39  L.  R. 
A.  384;  Williams  v.  Westcott,  77  Iowa,  332,  14  Am.  St.  Bep.  287,  42 
N.  W.  314;  Warren  v.  Twilley,  10  Md.  39;  Lee  v.  Lindell,  22  Mo.  202, 
64  Am.  Dec.  262;  Sire  v.  St.  Louis,  22  Mo.  206;  Matthews  v.  Matthews, 
1  Edw.  Ch.  567;  Van  Gelder  v.  Post,  2  Edw.  Ch.  577;  Jackson  v.  Ed- 
wards, 7  Paige,  391;  Weaver  v.  Gregg,  6  Ohio  St.  547,  67  Am.  Dec.  355; 
Holley  ▼.  Glover,  36  S.  C.  404,  81  Am.  St.  Bep.  883,  15  S.  E.  005, 
16  li.  B.  A.  776;  contra,  Boyston  v.  Boyston,  21  Ga.  172;  Greiner 
V.  Klein^  28  Mich.  17;  Green  v.  Putnam,  1  Barb.  506;  Wilkinson  v. 
Parish,  3  Paige,  658.    Those    courts  denying  that  a  wife  is  barred 
of  her  right  of  dower  by  a  sale  in  partition  ordered  in  a  proceeding 
to  which  she  is  not  a  party  do  not  doubt  that  if  made  a  party   she 
is  bound  thereby:  Jackson  v.  Edwards,  7  Paige,  386,  22  Wend.  498; 
Jordan  v.  Van  Epps,  19  Hun,  526.    If  the  premises  sought  to  be 
partitioned  are  claimed  as  a  homestead,  the  wife  of  the  claimant  is 
a  necessary  party,  and  in  her  absence  a  judgment  purporting  to  par- 
tition them  cannot  be  binding  upon  her:  De  Uprey  v.  De  Uprey,  27 
Cal.  332,  87  Am.  Dec.  81. 

3.  Encmnbrancers. — ^If  an  encumbrance  or  lien  exists  against  any 
of  the  cotenants,  the  effect  of  the  partition  is  to  transfer  it  to  the 
lot  set  off  to  him  to  be  held  in  severalty.  Hence,  an  encumbrancer 
is  not  a  necessary  party  to  a  snit  in  partition:  Freeman  on  Co- 
tenancy and  Partition,  sec.  478.  This  rule  does  not,  perhaps,  neces- 
tarily  result  in  the  further  rule  that  when  not  made  a  party  he  is 
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boimd  bj  thA  HaaI  jad|pneixt.  It  may  be  th^l  thA  part  set  aside  to 
be  held  in  seyeraltj  to  which  hie  lien  is  sooght  to  be  confined  is  of 
much  lesg  value  thaa  was  the  moiety  to  which  it  attached  in  its  in- 
ception, la  such  an  event  it  would  appear  to  be  reaaonaJblA  tbat  he 
should  be  allowed  to  attack  the  partition  in  some  mode  for  the  pur- 
pose of  rebutting  the  presamption  that  it  had  not  operated  in- 
equitably upon  him  and  of  obtaining  some  adequate  relief  in  the 
event  of  hU  success  in  his  attack:  Oolton  v.  Smith,  11  Piek.  314^ 

22  Am.  Dec  375;  Monroe  v.  Luke,  19  Pick.  40;  Bradley  v.  Fuller, 

23  Pick.  4.  But  even  where  a  sale  of  the  property  is  sought  for 
the  purpose  of  partitioning  it,  encumbrancers  are  not,  in  the  abaenee 
of  some  statute  to  that  effect,  necessary  parties  to  the  suit:  Free- 
man on  Cotenancy  and  Partition,  sec.  479;  Inman  v.  Prout,  90  Ala. 

362,  7  South.  842;  Thurston  v.  Minke,  32  Md.  574;  Owsley  v.  Smith, 
14  Mo.  155;  Matter  of  Harding,  3  Ired.  (25  N.  G.)  322.     The  rea- 
sons given  for  these  decisions,  namelyj  that  eocumbranears  are  not 
affected  by  a  sale^  imply  that  they  are  not  prejudiced  by  the  jndg- 
ment  and  may,  notwithstanding^  enforce  their  liens  in  aome   man- 
ner, unless  paid  from  the  proceeds  of  the  sale  or  otherwise.     In  many, 
and   perhaps  all,    of    the   states    statutes    have    been    enacted    pro- 
viding for  the  making  of  encumbrancers  parties    (Freeman  on  Co- 
tenancy and  Partition,  sec.  479;  Kingsbury  v.  Buckner,  70  111,  514; 
Metcali  V.  Hoopingardner,  45  Iowa,  510;  Eberts  v.  Fisher,  44  Mich. 
551,  7  N.  W.  211;   Harbeson  v.  Sanford,  90  Mo.  477,  3  8.  W.   20; 
Whitten  v,  Whitten,  36  N.  H.  127,  75  Am.  Dec.  163),  and  where 
such  is  the  case,  they  are  doubtless  not  bound  by  a  judgment  ualess 
made  parties,  and,  on  the  other  hand,  if  made  parties  and  served 
with  process,  must  present  their  claims  to  the  consideration  of  the 
court,  and  are  bound  by  its  decision  refusing  to  recognize  or  provide 
for  them:  Barnard  v.  Onderdonk,  98  N.  Y.  164. 

4.    Peisons  not  la  East,  Wlioi  auA  How  Boond  17«— l^rsons  not 
in  being  when  jn^gn^^^  in  partition  are  rendered  may  unquestion- 
ably be  boand  by  them,  and  this  without  any  publication  of  no- 
tice to  bring  in  unknown  owners.    We  need    not  proceed  to  con- 
sider precisely  what  persons  must  be  before  the  court  nor  what 
proceedings  must  be  taken  to  bind  persons  not  yet  in  being.    It  is 
sufficient  for  our  present  purpose  to  state  that  there  iM  little,  if  any, 
dissent  from  the  preposition  that  persons  not  in  esse  may  be  bound 
by  judicial  proceedings   taken  against  others  who,  in  contemplation 
of  law,  represent  them:    Freeman  on  Judgments,  sec  806;    Freeman 
on  Cotenancy  and  Partition,  stc  482;  Qavin  v.  Curtin,  171  HI.  640, 
49  N.  E.  523,  40  L.  11.  A.  776?;  Loring  v.  Hildreth,  170  Mass.  328, 
64  Am.  St.  Rep.  301,  49  N.  E.  652,  40  L.  B.  A.  127;  Dunham  v.  Dope- 
mus,  55  N.  J.  Eq.  511,  37  AtJ.  62;  Kent  v.  Church  of  St.  Michael, 
136  N.  Y.  10,  32  Am.  St.  Eep.  093,  32  N.  E.  704,  18  L.  R.  A.  331; 
Goebel  v.  IfOa,  48  Hun,  21;  Irwin  v.  Clark,  98*  N.  a  437,  4  S.  £.  30; 
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Ttidley   v.  Halliday,  106  Tenn.  607,  S2  Am.  St.  Rep.  ©02,  61  S.  W. 

1025,  63  li.  E.  A.  477;  Harrison  v.  Wahon,  95  Va.  721,  6*4  Am.  St. 
Eep.  830,  30  S.  E.  372,  4J  L.  R.  A.  703,  and  this  rnle  is  as  appUcable 

to  proceedings  for  partition  as  to  other  suits:  Mayer  v.  Hover,  81 
Ga.  30S,  7  8.  E.  562;  Reinders  v.  Koppelmann,  68  Mo.  482,  30  Am. 
Bep.  B€r2;  Mead  r.  MiteheH,  17  N.  Y.  210,  72  Am.  Dec.  455;  Clemens 
▼.  Clemens,  37  K  Y.  59;  Freeman  v.  Freeman,  9  Heisk.  301;  Carneal 
V.  Xiyndi,  91  Va.  114,  50  Am.  St.  Rep.  819,  20  8.  B.  959.  But  in 
order  to  bind  the  interests  of  persons  not  in  esse  the  proceedings 
mnart  l>e  adapted  to  that  purpose.  If  no  mention  is  made  of  such  in- 
terests, and  the  pleadings  and  judgment  are  founded  upon  the 
theory  that  the  persons  in  being  before  the  court  are  the  only  per- 
sona having  any  estates  or  interests  in  the  property,  then  no  in- 
terests are  affected  except  those  vested  in  the  parties  before  the 
court.  'Whenever  it  is  sought  to  bind  the  interests  of  persons  not 
then  in  being,  the  judgment  must  be  one  which  "provides  for  and 
protects  such  interests  by  substituting  the  fund  derived  from  the 
sale  of  this  land  in  place  of  the  land,  and  preserving  it  to  the  ex- 
tent necessary  to  satisfy  such  interests  as  they  arise":  Barnes  v. 

Iiuther,  77  Hun,  234,  28  N.  Y.  Supp.  400;  Monarque  v.  Monarque, 
80  N.  Y.  326. 

5.     Child  en  Ventre  sa  Mere. — Some  doubt  may  arise  as  to  when 
a  child  becomes  in  esse  so  as  not  to  be  bound  by  a  judgment  against 
its  parents  or  others  ordinarily  authorized  to  represent  the  interests 
of  x>er8ons  not  in  being.    For  some  purposes  a  child  must  be  treated 
as.  in  being  from  the  moment  of  its  conception,  provided  it  is  sub- 
sequently born  alive.     A  petition  in  partition  alleging  that  the  prop- 
erty in   question  had  belonged  to  J.  M.  G.,  who  had  died  leaving 
one  child  and  heir,. and  that  it  is  believed  there  is  another  en  ventre 
sa  mere,  does  not  show  such  a  legal  existence  of  an  unborn  child 
as  to  give  the  court  jurisdiction  to  order  a  sale  or  division  between 
it  and  the  other  child  named  in  the  petition:  Gillespie  v.  Nabors, 
59  Ala,  441,  31  Am.  Rep.  20.    This  does  not  necessarDy  imply  that 
the  iBterests  of  a  child  en  ventre  sa  mere  may  not  be  cut  off  by  a 
partition  had  before  its  birth.     In   Illinois,  it  has  been   said   that 
such  cannot  he  the  ease  (but  the  suit  was  net  in  partition)  where 
its  title  on  its  birth  was  not  derived  from  or  under  any  party  to 
the  suit:  Detrick  v.  Migatt,  1^  UL  146,  6d  Am.  Dec.  584.    In  South 
CaroUna,  the  courts  at  one  time  declined  to  proceed  with  a  suit  to 
partitien  the  property  of  a  decedent  until  twelve  months  after  his 
death,  so  as  to  av(»d  the  possibility  ef  entering  a  judgment  which 
might  conflict  with  the  title  of  a  subsequently  bom  heir,  and  after 
this  pxiketice  was  discontinued,  it  was  held  that  a  chJUd  en  ventre 
sa  mere  must  be  regarded  as  a,  person  in  being  whe  could  not  foe 
hound  by  a  judgment  in  partition  to  which  he  was  not  a  party:  Pear- 
•on  ▼.  Carlton,  18  S.  €.  47.    It  is  believed,  however,  that  this  rule 
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cannot  prevail,  and  that  such  a  cbild  mast  be  regarded  aa  not  in 
being  for  the  purpose  of  the  suit  and  as  being  represented  by  the 
parties  before  the  court,  if  it  has  before  it  all  who,  bj  the  facts 
then  known,  appear  to  have  any  interest  in  the  property:  Knotts 
V.  Steams,  91  TJ.  8.  638. 

6.  Holden  of  Oontlngent  Interests.— Where  estates  are  dependent 
on  a  contingency  and  persons  are  in  being  in  whom  such  estates  may 
vest  on  the  happening  of  the  contingency  in  their  lifetime,  it  is  ob- 
vious that  no  part  of  the  property  can  be  set  aside  to  them  while  it 
remains  uncertain  whether  the  contingency  will  occur,  and  this  has 
been  held  to  be  a  sutticient  reason  for  proceeding  in  their  absence 
and  for  holding  them  bound  by  the  result  of  the  proceeding:  Thomas 
V.  Poole,  19  8.  C.  323.  The  weight  of  authority  is  in  opposition  to 
this  view,  and  maintains  that  every  contingent  remainderman  or  bene- 
ficiary of  a  trust,  who,  upon  the  happening  of  a  known  contingency, 
may  become  entitled  to  the  property  or  some  interest  therein,  must, 
if  in  being,  be  made  parties  to  the  suit.  Otherwise,  they  are  not 
bound  by  the  judgment:  Moore  v.  Appleby,  108  N.  Y.  237,  15  N. 
E.  377  J  Miller  v.  Wright,  109  N.  Y.  194,  16  N.  E.  205;  CampbeU  ▼. 
Btokes,  66  Hun,  381,  21  N.  Y.  Supp.  493;  affirmed,  142  N.  Y.  23,  36 
N.  E.  811;  Levy  v.  Levy,  79  Hun,  290,  29  N.  Y.  Supp.  384^  31  Abb. 
N.  C.  468;  Donahue  v.  Fackler,  21  W.  Va.  124. 

7.  Unknown  Owners. — The  statutes  of  many  of  the  states  author- 
ize the  process  in  suits  for  partition  to  be  directed  to  unknown  own- 
ers or  to  all  owners  and  claimants,  known  and  unknown,  in  certain 
contingencies  therein  designated,  and  to  be  served  by  the  publica- 
tion thereof  or  of  some  notice  requiring  all  persons  to  appear  and 
disclose  and  assert  their  claims  to  the  property.  Wherever  snch 
statutes  exist  and  have  been  complied  with,  the  proceeding  becomes 
one  in  rem,  and  is  conclusive  against  all  persons  irrespective  of  the 
character  or  extent  of  their  title:  Baylis  v.  Bussey,  5  Greenl.  153; 
Foxcroft  V.  Barnes,  29  Me.  128;  Cook  v.  Allen,  2  Mass.  467;  Foster 
v.  Abbott,  8  Met.  598;  Cole  v.  Hall,  2  Hill,  €27;  Rogers  v.  Tucker,  7 
Ohio  St.  428;  Nash  v.  Church,  10  Wis.  303,  78  Am.  Dec.  678;  Marvin 
V.  Titsworth,  10  Wis.  320;  Kane  v.  Eock  River  C.  Co.,  15  Wis,  179. 

n.    The  Issues  or  Qnestions  Settled  by  the  Partition. 

a.  Issnes  InvolTed  and  Determined  at  the  Common  Iaw. — ^Th« 
principle  controlling  the  effect  as  res  judicata  of  a  judgment  or  d»- 
^  cree  in  partition  is  precisely  the  same  as  that  controlling  other  judg- 
ments or  decrees,  namely,  the  issues  presented  and  necessarily  in- 
volved are  conclusively  determined  and  settled  (Foxcroft  v.  Barnes, 
29  Me.  128-;  Flagg  ▼.  Thurston,  11  Pick.  431;  Burghardt  v.  Van 
Deusen,  4  Allen,  375;  Dixon  v.  Warters,  8  Jones  (53  N.  C.  ),  450;  Herr 
V.  Herr,  5  Pa.  428,  47  Am.  Dec.  416),  while  issues  not  so  presented 
and  involved  cannot  be  determined  or  settled.    At  common  law,  an 
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action   in.  partition  was  a  possessory  action;  and  the  resulting  jndg- 
saent   liad    no  greater  effect  than  judgments  in  other  possessory  ae- 
tions  relating  to  real  property:  Avery  v.  Akins,  74  Ind-  284;  Utter- 
bach  V.  Terhune,  76  Ind.  363;  Fleenor  v.  DriscoU,  97  Ind.  27;  Pierce 
V.    Oliver,    13  Mass.  212;  Nash  v.  Cutler,  16  Pick.  500;  Richman  ▼. 
Baldwin,  1  Zab.  398;  Goundie  v.  Northanoton  W.  Co.,  7  Pa.  St.  238; 
Nicely  v.  Boyles,  4  Humph.  777,  40  Am.  Dec.  63&;  "Whitlock  v.  Hale, 
10  Humpli.  64;  Mallet  v.  Foxcroft,  1  Story    (C.  C),  475,  Fed,  Cas. 
No.    8989.     A    petition    for    partition    necessarily    tenders  an  issue 
^whether  the  plaintiff  and  the  defendant  hold  the  property  described 
therein  as  cotenants,  and  if  such  issue  is  confessed  by  the  defendants, 

and,  Tvhether  confessed  or  not,  is  established  by  the  judgment  of  the 
court  finding  the  co-ownership  and  directing  partition  in  accordance 
there^with,  and  by  a  final  judgment  in  which  a  partition  so  made  is 
declared   effectual,  none  of  the  parties  can  subsequently  deny  the 
existence  of  such  holding  or  that  they  were  not  the  cotenants  thereof 
as  found  by  the  interlocutory  judgment:  Oliver  v.  Montgomery,  39 
Iowa,  601;  Burghardt  ▼.  Van  Deusen,  4  Allen,  374;  Edson  v.  Munsell, 
12  Allen,  €00;  Cole  v.  Hall,  2  Hill,  627.    Nor  have  we  been  able  to 
discover  anv  decision  holding  that  either  of  the  parties  can  afterward 
maintain  that,  though  there  was  a  possession  as  co-owners,  he  held 
a  title  in  severalty,  or,  if  not  in  severalty,  that  he  had  some  greater 
interest  assertible  therein  than  that  affirmed  by  the  judgment  in  parti- 
tion. 

b.    Issues  or  Qaestions  Settled  In  Statutory  Proceedings  for  Parti- 
tion.— ^Yery  generally  statutes  have  been  enacted  in  the  several  states 
by  which  proceedings  in  partition  have  been  broadened  so  as  to  in- 
volve questions  of  title  and  various  other  questions,  and  where  such 
is  the  case,  the  effect  of  the  final  judgment  is  necessarily  extended  so 
as  to  harmonize  with,  and  accomplish,  the  purposes  of  the  statute. 
Hence,  the  effect  in  each  state  of  a  final  judgment  in  partition  must  be 
determined  by  inquiring  what  were  the  issues  which  the  parties  pre- 
sented and  were  authorized  to  present  under  the  statute  then  in  force. 
For  all  issues  so  presented,  and  determined,  either  expressly  or  by 
necessary  implication,  are  conclusively  and  finally  settled  by  the  judg- 
ment.   Thus,  if ,  as  in  West  Virginia,  the  statute  authorizes  a  court 
of  equity  in  a  partition  case  to  pass  on  all  questions  of  law  touching 
the  legal  title  of  anyone  claiming  to  share  in  the  partition  to  the  in- 
terest he  claims,  if  his  interest  be  such  as,  if  valid,  will  make  him.  a 
«o-owner  in  the  common  subject  with  the  plaintiff  as  holding  under 
the  same  right  or  title  under  which  the  partition  is  to  be  made,  the 
judgment  of  the  court,  while  it  must  be  conclusive  as  to  the  questions 
npon  which   it  is  thus  authorized  to  pass,  cannot   affect   a  stranger 
claiming  under  an  adverse  title,  nor  can  it  be  made  to  involve  a  de- 
termination of  such  title  by  bringing  him  in  as  a  party  to  the  suit: 
Davis  V.  Settle,  43  W.  Va.  17,  26  a  E.  557.    If,  by  the  statutes  of 
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tke  ftaie^  fnurtUioai  is  ref^arded  solely  as  a  procaediiig  in  law,  tlie  jadg- 
m«nt  Uiersin  eannoi  affeet  or  bs  eoncl««iy6  vpoii  «av  equiinble  titls 
held  by  aayoiM  of  tbe  parties:  Greenup  v.  SeweU,  18  lU^   53.     The 
general  policy  of  the  Americaa  statutes,  especially  those  of  a  com* 
paratiyely  recent   datei  is  to  permit   the   parties  in  proceedings    for 
partition  to  present  and  have  determiired  every  material    question 
relating  to  the  title,  so  that,  as  the  result  of  the  proceeding,  each  per- 
bon  having  an  allotment  made  to  him,  and  each  purchaser  aequiriii^ 
title  under  a  decree  of  saloy  may  rest  assured  that  he  has  acquired 
the  title  and  interest  of  every  person  who  has  been  before  the  court* 
All  issues  may  be  presented  and  determined  which  are  necessary  te 
the  accomplishment  of  this  result,  and  the  determination,  when  made,, 
is  final  and  conclusive,  and  none  of  the  parties  can  maintain   any 
subsequent  action  or  proceeding  inconsistent  with  the  determination 
thus  made:  Irvin  v.  Buckles,  14S  Ind.  389,  47  N.  £.  822;  Finley  t.. 
Gathcarty  149  Ind.  470,  G3  Am.  St.  Bep.  292,  48  N.  E.  586;  Bobb  v. 
Graham,  89  Mo.  200,  1  a  W.  90;  Lindell  £.  £.  Co.  ▼.  Lindell.  142  Mo. 
61,  43  a  W.  368;  Whittemore  V.  I^iaw,  8  N.  H.  397;  Olapp  v.  BromAg' 
ham,  9  Cow.  530;  Butler  ▼.  Butler,  58  N.  Y.  Sapp.  1094,  41  App.  Diw, 
477;  Morrill  v.  Morrill,  20  Or.  96,  23  Am.  St.  Bep.  95,  25  Pac.  362,  11 
L.  B.  A.  155;  Beese  v.  Holmes,  5  Bich.  £q.  540;  Edgerton  v.  Muse, 
Dud.  £q.  179.    Even  in  the  states    where  this  rule  confessedly  pre- 
vails, courts  have  inadvertently,  and  without  giving  proper  attention 
to  what  they  were  saying,  employed  language  appropriate  only   to 
partition  at  the  common  law,  as  where  they  have  stated  that:  ''It 
is  well  settled  that  a  decree  or  judgment  in  partition  has  no  other 
effect  than  to  sever  the  unity  of  possession,  and  does  not  vest  in  either 
of  the  cotenants  any  new  or  additional  title*':  Wade  v.  Deray,  SO 
Cal.  380;  Mound  City  etc.  Assn.  v.  Phillip,  64  CaL  495,  2  Pac.  270; 
Christy  v.  Spring  Valley  W.  W.,  68  Cal.  75,  8  Pac.  849;  Kenney  v. 
PhilUpy,  91  Ind.  511.     This,  if  true  at  all,  can  only  be  so  when,  from 
the  state  of  the  issues,  it  is  clear  that  no  question  was  presented  for 
consideration,  the  decision  of  which  might  operate  to  create  some  new 
title.     To  illustrate,  it  may  happen  that  the  plaintiff  and   certain 
other  persons  alleged  to  be  cotenants  had  no  title  whatever  to  the 
property,  and  that  another  person  made  a  party  defendant  was  the 
owner  thereof  in  fee  by  an  adverse  title,  and,  nevertheless,  either 
through  the  failure  to  present  his  claim  or  from  some  error  of  law 
or  fact  on  the  part  of  the  court,  such  claim,  though  presented,  was 
adjudged  to  be  unfounded,  either  in  express  terms  or  by  implication, 
by  a  judgment  declaring  the  property  to  belong  to,  and  requiring  the 
partition  to  be  made  among,  the  other  parties.    If  so,  then  for  all 
practical  purposes,  the  result  of  the  proceeding  is  that  the  title  which^ 
before  its  commencement  was  vested  in  one  person,  has  by  the  judg- 
ment become  vested  in  others,  for,  as  against  them,  he  w^o  was  the 
true  owner  has  become  estopped  from  asserting  his  ownership,  and 
they  to  whom  the  property  was  awarded  in  partition  may  thereafter 
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bold  it  as  mgs^mst  ids  iiftle:  M«(reiMtit  v.  Higuera,  32  Cal.  290;  De  La 
T«ga  T.  Ijeague,  04  Tei.  217;  Kioimt  t,  JMdi^,  10  Wash.  621,  S9 
F^..S2»,  a;^ U  B.  ▲.  67X 

Doubtless,  courts  may  not  at  aU  times  agree  as  to  whetlier  the  is- 
sues in  a  suit  for  partition  were  such  that  the  effect  of  the  judgment 
must  be  Teatricted  to  tite  common-law  rule.    If  the  complaint  alleges 
that  the  plaintiff  and  certain  designated  defendants  are  the  owners 
of  the  property  as  tenants  in  C(H&mon,  and  t^at  eertain  other  per- 
80IUS  also  made  defendants,  make  some  cQaim  of  title  to  it,  this  is 
equiTaleat  to  alleging  that  the  latter  ha^e  no  title,  and  they  must 
meet  the  issue  thus  presented,  and  a  judgment  awarding  the  whole 
of  the  property  to  others  is  a  eonelnsive  and  final  determination  that 
only  they  have  any  title.     Various  incidental  questions  may  be  pre- 
sented in  suits  for  partition,  such  as  that  some  of  the  eotenants  have 
made  expenditures  on  account  of  the  eommoo,  property  for  which 
they  are  entitled  to  be  compensated  either  in  money  or  by  having 
set  aside  to  them  the  part  on  which  such  expenditures  were  made.    If 
any  claim  of  this  character  is  made  in  the  pleadings,  the  judgment 
finally  entered  must  be  conclusive  upon  it;  but  what  is  the  effect  of 
a  final  judgment  when  a  claim  of  this  character  is  not  presented  by 
the  pleadings,  and  hence,  apparently  not  subjected  to  the  considera- 
tion of  the  court  t    With  respect  to  any  claim  fer  owelty,  this  is 
necessarily  precluded  from  any  further  consideration  by  the  final 
judgment^  for  the  division  made  among  the  eotenants  by  it  neces- 
sarily affirms  that  the  shares  allotted  to  each  is  equivalent  in  value 
to  his  own  interest  in  the  property,  and  to  permit  him  to  subse- 
quently prosecute  any  claim,  on  the  ground  that  the  partition  was 
unequal,  would  be  to  suffer  a  relitigation  of  the  question  necessarily 
determined  against  him  by  the  judgment:  Burger  v.  Beste,  98  Mich. 
156,  57  N.  W.  99.    It  is  not  clear  that  a  claim  for  improvements 
must  be  presented  in  a  suit  for  partition,  but  as  it  is  a  material  ques- 
tion and  might  affect  the  mode,  and  perhaps  the  equality  of  the 
partition,  we  believe  that  a  cotenant  who  does  not  present   this  ques- 
tion cannot  afterward  claim  compensation  in  any  independent  suit: 
Spitts  V.  Wells,  18  Mo.  468.    If  any  of  the  defendants  has  a  Hen  on 
the  property,  he  should  present  it.    If  the  decision  is  in  his  favor,  the 
existence  of  the  lien  is  established  and  cannot  be  subsequently  con- 
troverted by  any  of  the  parties:  Lloyd  v,  Davis,  123  Cal.  348,  55 
Pac.  1003.    If,  on  the  other  hand,  the  decision  is  against  the  lien,  either 
expressly  or  by  requiring  such  a  disposition  of  the  property  as  neces- 
sarily ignores  it>  the  claimant  cannot  have  any  redress  unless  by  ap- 
peal where  the  lien  is  recognized,  it  cannot  be  afterward  asserted 
except  subject  to  the  rights  declared  in  the  judgment  of  partition. 
If  the  property  is  sold,  satisfaction  of  the  lien  must  be  sought  out 
of  the  proceeds  of  the  sale  (Thompson  v.  Frew,  107  HI.  478;  Mac- 
gregor  v.  Malarkey,  96  HI.  App.  421;  Arnold  v.  Butterbaugh,  92  Ind. 
403;  Tinley  r.  Babin,  12  La.  Ann.  236),  and  if  the  property  is  allotted 
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to  the  various  tenants  in  common,  the  lien  can  be  asserted  only  againafc 
the  allotment  made  to  the  person  against  whose  moiety  it  attached 
when  created:  Rochester  L.  ft  B.  Co.  ▼.  Morse,  181  HI.  64,  54  N.  E. 
628;  Diamond  ▼.  Diamond,  27  La.  Ann.  125. 

nL    The  Sffeet  Where  the  Title,  or  Some  Part  of  1%,  is  not  Bound 

by  the  Judgmeiit. 

a.    Of  the  Bii^t  to  Ck>ntxibation. — Confessedly,  neither  a  Judgment 
in  partition  nor  any  other  judicial  proceeding  can  bind  persons  who, 
in  contemplation  of  law,  were  not  parties  to  it.    It  follows  that  a 
stranger  to  the  suit  remains  entitled  to  assert  his  rights  to  the  same 
extent  as  if  it  had  not  been  instituted.    As  between  one  another, 
the  different  parties  to  the  suit  will  not  be  permitted  to  allege  that 
any  of  them  held  any  title  capable  of  being  asserted  therein  in  addi- 
tion to  that  there  found  in  him,  but  either  may,  for  some  purposes, 
show  that  there  existed  a  third  party  not  bound  by  the  judgment,  and 
thaty  because  of  this  fact,  it  has  not  vested  perfect  title  in  the  whole 
or  in  some  part  of  the  property,  and  the  other  parties  may  be  required 
to  do  what  in  equity  ought  to  be  done  in  consideration  of  this  fact 
Thus,  a  title  not  affected  by  the  partition  may  extend  to  some  only 
of  the  allotments  made,  in  which  event  it  will  appear  that  the  per- 
sons receiving  such  allotments  h<^ve  acquired  no  title,  or  a  title  less 
in  extent  than  that  which  they  rightfully  expected  to  receive,  while 
the  title  of  the  other  allottees  is  perfect.    By  the  common  law,  and 
Engli^  statutes,  enacted  so  early  that  they  may  be  regarded  in  this 
country  as  a  part  of  it,  every  cotenant  who,  after  compulsory  parti- 
tion, was  evicted  by  title  paramount,  had  the  right  of  recompense 
for  the  part  lost,  which  right,  however,  was  not  available  to  his 
grantees  (Jones  v.  Bigstaff,  95  Ky.  395,  44  Am.  St.  Rep.  245,  25  S. 
W.  889;  Dugan  v.  HoUins,  4  Md.  Ch.  147;  Marvin  v.  Marvin,  52  How. 
Pr.  97;  Nixon  v.  Lindsay,  2  Jones  Eq.  230;  Walker  v.  Hall,  15  Ohio 
St.  362,  86  Am.  Dec.  482;  Ketchin  v.  Patrick,  32  S.  C.  443,  11  S.  E. 
301;  Sawyers  v.  Caton,  8  Humph.  256^  47  Am.  Dec.  608;  Grigsby  v. 
Peak,  68  Tex.  235,  2  Am.  St.  Eep.  487,  4  S.  W.  474;  Harris  v.  Hicks 
<Tex.  Civ.  App.),  49  S.  W.  110;Westem  v.  Skiles,  35  Fed.  674),  but 
was  said  to  be  enforceable  against  alienees  of  the  persons  the  title 
to  whose  allotment  was  perfect  as  well  as  against  such  persons  them- 
selves: Sawyers  v.  Cator,  8  Humph.  256,  47  Am.  Dec.  608w 

b.  The  Effect  of  the  Subseauent  Acquisition  of  Title  Paramoont 
by  One  of  the  Parties. — ^Whero  title  paramount  exists,  a  party  to  the 
partition,  instead  of  seeking  indemnity  by  an  action  for  contribu- 
tion, may  acquire  such  title  and  undertake  to  assert  it  against  his 
former  cotenants  or  their  alienees.  The  person  who  held  such  title 
when  the  judgment  in  partition  was  rendered  was  certainly  not  bound 
by  it,  because  not  a  party  thereto,  nor  can  any  alienee  of  his  be 
bound  by  the  judgment  under  the  rules  of  res  judicata,  for  it  mast 
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>e  conceded  that,  by  those  rules,  a  party  to  judicial  proceeding  is 
lot  estopped  to  assert  rights  and  titles  subsequently  acquired:  Free- 
nan   on   Judgpcnents,  sees.  Z02,  329.    This  rule  applies,  as  we  have 
ibo^vm,  to   suits  for  partition,  for,  unless  the  parties  to  those  suits 
irere  permitted  to  show,  notwithstanding  the  judgment  therein,  that 
bbere  were   adverse  paramount  titles  not  affected  thereby,  it  would 
be   impossible  for  them  to  maintain  suits  for  contribution  on  the 
ground  that  the  title  of  the  allotment  made  to  them  had  wholly  or 
partly  failed.     If,  therefore,  a  party  to  a  partition  suit  subsequently 
acquiring  paramount  title  is  estopped  to  assert  it,  this  is  not  because 
of  anything   which  has  been  adjudged   or  determined  in  the  suit, 
but  for  the  reason  that  the  judgment  confirming  the  allotments  in  par- 
tition must  be  taken  to  operate  as  a  conveyance  to  each  of  the  allot- 
tees from  all  the  others,  carrying  with  it  an  implied  warranty  of  title. 
Where  x>&rtition  is  made  voluntarily  by  conveyance  executed  by  the 
supposed  tenants  in  common,  it  is,  in  some  states,  affirmed  (Freeman 
on  Cotenancy  and  Partition,  sec.  410;  Tewksbury  v.  Provizzo,  12  Cal. 
25;  Bogers  v.  Turley,  4  Bibb,  356;  Jones  v.  Bigstaff,  95  Ky.  395,  44 
Am.  St.  Rep.  425,  25  8.  W.  889;  Venable  v.  Beauchamp,  3  Dana,  321, 
28  Am.  Dec.  74),  and  in  others  denied  (Freeman  on  Cotenancy  and 
Partition,  sec.  409;  Boane  v.  Willcutt,  5  Gray,  32&,  66  Am.  Dec.  369; 
Picot  V.  Page,  26  Mo.  422;  Carpenter  v.  Schermerhom,  2  Barb.  Ch. 
322;  Dawson  v.  Lawrence,  13  Ohio,  546,  42  Am.  Dec.  210),  that  an  im- 
plied warranty  exists  as  in  cases  of  compulsory  partition,  with  the 
weight  of  authority  and  reason  slightly  inclining  to  the  latter  view. 
"Where  the  former  rule  prevails,  it  may  well  be  clramed  that  a  final 
judgment  in  partition  must  operate  as  fully  as  might  a  conveyance 
of  the  same  date  executed  by  all    the  parties  to  the  action,  and  if 
such  a  conveyance  would  have  carried  the  title  involved  in  the  sub- 
sequent controversy,  so  must  such  a  judgment.    Upon  reasoning  like 
this,  it  was  held  that  a  title  acquired  by  a  party  to  a  suit  in  parti- 
tion during  its  pendency  and  after  his  answer  was  filed  therein,  but 
before  the  rendition  of  the  judgment,  though,  strictly  speaking,  an 
after-acquired  title  not  capable  of  being  asserted  in  the  suit  under 
th€  pleadings  as  they  stood  when  judgment  was  pronounced,  never- 
theless vested  in  the  allottees,  because  it  would  so  have  vested  had 
ill  the  parties  executed  a  conveyance  on  the  date  on  which  the  judg^ 
ment  was  rendered:  Christy  v.  Spring  Valley  W.  W.,  68  Cal.   73, 
8  Pac.  849.    In  this  case,  it  will  be  observed,  it  was  not  necessary 
to  affirm  tliat  the  judgment  carried  an  after-acquired  title  on  the 
ground  of  the  implied  warranty,  for  a  conveyance  executed  at  the 
date  of  the  judgment,  though  by  quitclaim  only,  would  have  trans- 
ferred to  the  allottees  the  titlQ^n  question. 

The  statute  of  Henry  VIII,  which  was  understood  to  extend  to 
other  cotenants  a  right  theretofore  existing  in  favor  of  a  coparcener 
^ho,  after  partition,  was  evicted  under  title  paramount,  provided 
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"that  eTery  of  the  said  joint  te»aatf  or  tenanti  in  eonunon,  and  their 
heirs,  after  sveh  partition  nade,  shall  and  maj  have  aid  <if  tte 
others,  or  of  their  heirs,  to  the  inteat  to  deraiga  tb»  waxraatj  pan- 
mount,  and  to  recover  for  the  rate  as  is  used  between  eopareeBen 
after  partition  made  by  the  order  of  the  eonunon  law«"    We  see  nefck- 
ing  on  the  face  of  this  statute  implying,  Btrictly  i^eakin^,  aay  wtr- 
ranty  in  faror  of  one  eotenaat  and  against  the  others^  but  merely  s 
recognition  of  the  right  to  recover  contribution  when   an  allottee 
lost  his  allotment  by  title  paramount,  as  against  other  allottees  who, 
in  the  allotments  to  them,  had  had  the  benefit  of  hia  moiety  in  the 
part  of  the  premises  the  title  to  which  had  not  failed.    The  reealt  of 
the  proceeding  authorized  by  the  statute  was  to  place  the  parties  as 
nearly  as  possible  in  the  position  in  which  they  would  have  bees 
placed  by  the  partition  had  it  then  been  hnown  that  their  title  did 
not  extend  to  the  whole  of  the  premises.    Beyond  this  there  wss  so 
warranty  of  title  and  no  right  recognized  or  created  by  virtue  of 
which  any  of  the  parties  could  msi stain  any  action  against  another 
on  the  establishment  of  title  paramount  in  a  stranger  to  the  action  to 
the  whole  of  the  property.    Where,  under  such  circumstances,  one 
of  the  allottees  or  his  successor  in  interest  acquires  title  paramount, 
it  may  be  that  he  ought  to  be  held  to  have  acquired  it  for  the  benefit 
of  the  others  if  they  choose  to  participate  in  the  cost  of  the  acqoifii* 
tion,  as  would  be  the  case  had  it  been  acquired  by  any  of  the  co- 
tenants  before  partition:  Freeman  on  Cotenancy  and  Partition,  seca 
154-156.    If  it  is  equitable  to  permit  a  cotenant  before  partition  to 
acquire  and  assert  a  paramount  title  unless  his  cotenants  will  assume 
their  share  of  the  expense  of  the  acquisition,  it  is  equally  equitable 
to  permit  an  allottee,  after  partition,  to  protect  his  title  by  acquir- 
ing title  paramount  and  asserting  it  until  such  time  as  the  other 
parties  in  interest  make,  or  offer  to  make,  what  must  be  regarded  si 
an  equitable  contribution.    This  view  of  the  question  has  not,  so  fu^ 
as  we  are  aware,  been  presented  to  or  considered  by  the  conrta 
After  ourselves  reconsidering  the  subject,  we  reach  the  conclusion 
that  the  weight,  both  of  reason  and  of  authority,  notwithstanding  the 
decision  in  the  principal  case,  does  not  estop  a  party  to  a  partition 
suit  from  subsequently  acquiring  title  from  one  not  a  party  to  sack 
suit  and  enforcing  it  against  the  other  parties  and  their  suceesson 
in  interest:  Avery  v.  Akins,  74  Ind.  283;  Kenney  v.  Phillipy,  91  Ind. 
511;  Bichardson  v.  Cambridge,  2  Allen,  118,  79  Am.  Dec.  767;  Tapley 
V.  McPike,  60  Mo.  592;  Woodbridge  v.  Banning,  14  Ohio  St.  330; 
contra,  Doe  ex  dem.  Short  v.  Prettyman,  1  Houst.  (Del.)  334;  Ven- 
able  V.  Beauehamp,  3  Dana,  325,  28  Am.  Dec.  84;  Mills  v.  Withering- 
ton,  2  Dev.  &  B.  433;  Carter  v.  White,  134  N.  C.  466,  ante,  p.  853,  46 
S.  K  983.    Necessarily  this  must  be  true  when  a  party  to  the  action 
has  some  inchoate  right  or  interest  which  cannot,  under  the  rule  of 
practice  there  prevailing,  be  asserted  in  the  suit  or  recognized  and 
provided  for  in  the  judgment,  as  where  one  of  the  parties  had  an  in* 
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choate  ri^bt  of  dower  whicli  Bvbflfiquentlj  to  the  partiiien  became 
perfect  by  the  death  of  her  husband,  and  which  by  the  law  in  force 
is  not  destroyed  by  the  judgment.  In  such  a  case  she  remains  entitled 
to  dowser,  which  may  afterward  be  assigned,  contribution  being  de- 
creed in  favor  of  the  parties  who  suffer  loss  by  reason  of  the  assign- 
ment: Walker  t.  Hall^  15  Ohio  St.  365,  8/%  Am.  Dee.  485. 


RODMAN  V.  ROBINSON. 

[134  N.  C.  503,  47  S.  B.  19.] 

8FEOIFI0     FEBFOBMAKCE — C<mtract     to     Oo&Tey—Dower 
EigSita. — A  husband  eannot  avoid  a  decree  for  the  specific  perform- 
ance of  his  contract  to  oonvey  land  to  which  his  wife  is  not  a  party, 
on  the  ground  that  she  is  entitled  to  dower  in  the  land.     (p.  878.) 

SUNDAY  OONTKAOTS. — A  contract  for  the  conveyance  of 
land  entered  on  Sanday  is  valid  and  not  opposed  to  public  policy, 
(p.  884.) 

OONTBACTS  to  CSonVey  Land — ^Breach  of  Election  of  Berne- 
dies. — Upon  a  breach  of  a  contract  to  convey  land,  the  purchaser 
may  sue  for  specific  performance,  and  is  not  bound  to  bring  an  action 
at  law  for  damages,     (p.  886.) 

8PECIFI0  FEBFOBMAKCE — Contract  to  Convey  Land. — ^If 
no  Fiaud  or  Mistake  is  alleged,  the  fact  that  the  vendor  made  a  bad 
trade  does  not  release  him  from  specific  performance  of  his  contract 
to  convey  land.     (p.  886.) 

SPECIFIC  FEBFOBMANCE — Contract  to  Convey.— Descrip- 
tion of  the  land  by  metes  and  bounds  is  sufficient  in  a  suit  for  the 
specific  performance  of  a  contract  to  convey  land.     (p.  886.) 

Connor  &  Coniuor  and  E.  K.  Bryan,  for  the  plaintiffs. 

J.  D.  Kerr,  P.  R.  Cooper  and  Shepherd  &  Shepherd,  for  the 
defendant 

*^  CLAEK,  C.  J.  On  Sun-day,  September  14,  1902,  the  de- 
fendant,  who  then  was  and  still  is  the  owner  in  fee  and  in  pos- 
session of  the  land  described  in  the  complaint,  contracted  in 
writing,  dated  September  13,  1902,  with  plaintiff  Rodman  to 
sell  him  said  land,  possession  to  be  given  the  1st  of  Jannary, 
1903,  and  deed  to  be  delivered  the  1st  of  April,  1903,  at  which 
time  the  purchase  money  was  to  be  paid.  In  December,  1902, 
defendant  informed  Bodman  that  he  would  not  deliyer  posses- 
sion nor  accept  the  purchase  money  and  repudiated  the  con- 
tract, nevertheless  Eodman  did  tender  the  four  thousand  two 
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hundred  dollars^  the  agreed  price,  in  money  on  the  1st  of  April, 
1903,  or  as  soon  thereafter  as  defendant  could  be  found,  and 
demanded  the  deed,  but  defendant  refused  to  accept  the  money 
or  deliver  the  deed.  The  contract  is  admitted  in  the  answer, 
and  judgment  for  specific  performance  was  rendered  upon  the 
pleadings  and  defendant  appealed. 

The  first  assignment  of  error  is:  because  it  appears  from 
the  answer  that  defendant  was  at  the  time  of  signing  said 
alleged  contract  to  convey  a  married  man,  and  his  wife  is  still 
living  and  entitled  to  dower  and  homestead  right  in  said  land, 
and  the  judgment  does  not  sufSciently  guard  and  protect  such 
right.'*    The  wife  has  an  inchoate  right  of  dower,  but  she  has 
no  present  right  to  the  property  nor  to  its  possession^  nor  any 
dominion  over  it,  she  has  only  a  right  therein  ***  contingent 
upon  surviving  her  husband,  which  may  not  happen:  Gatewood 
V.  Tomlinson,  113  N.  C.  312,  18  S.  E.  318.    The  Code,  section 
2103,  expressly  provides  that  upon  the  death  of  the  husband 
the  widow  shall  be  entitled  to  dower.    Besides,  this  is  an  objec- 
tion which  the  plaintiff  alone  could  make.     The  wife  is  not  a 
party  to  this  action  and  the  decree  in  no  wise  affects  her  con- 
tingent interest.     Having  taken  the  contract  without  the  wife's 
signature,  the  plaintiff  could  not  obtain  a  decree  compelling 
her  to  join  in  the  deed:  Farthing  v.  Rochelle,  131  N.  C.  563, 
43  S.  E.  1 ;  Fortune  v.  Watkins,  94  N".  C.  304.    The  Code,  sec- 
tion 2106,  recognizes  the  right  of  the  husband  to  alien  without 
the  joinder  of  the  wife,  the  conveyance  having  no  effect  upon 
the  wife's  contingent  right  of  dower:  Fleming  v.  Graham,  110 
N.  C.  374,  14  S.  E.  922 ;  Scott  v.  Lane,  109  N.  C.  154,  13  S. 
E.  772;  Hughes  v.  Hodges,  102  N.  C.  236,  9  S.  E.  437;  Mayho 
V.  Gotten,  69  N.  C.  289.     As  to  the  homestead  right,  it  was  not 
necessary  for  the  wife  to  join  in  the  contract,  because  the  an- 
swer admits  that  no  homestead  had  been  allotted  in  this  land: 
Mayho  v.  Cotten,  69  N.  C.  289,  approved,  Joyner  v.  Sugg,  132 
N.  C.  689,  44  S.  E.  122.    Besides,  the  answer  further  admits 
the  solvency  of  the  defendant,  that  there  is  no  judgment  dock- 
eted against  him,  and  that  he  owns  other  lands  more  than  suffi- 
cient in  value  for  the  allotment  of  the  homestead:  Hughes  v. 
Hodges,  102  N.  C.  236,  9  S.  E.  436.    The  conveyance  or  con- 
tract is  valid,  subject  to  the  contingent  right  of  dower:  Gate- 
wood  V.  Tomlinson,  113  N.  C.  312,  18  S.  E.  318;  Scott  v.^Lan^ 
109  N".  C'  154,  13  S.  E.  772.     The  wife  is  not  a  party  to  this 
action  and  not  estopped  by  the  judgment  if  the  above  admis- 
sions should  prove  untrue.     The  wife  not  being  a  party,  the 
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exception  that  her  "rights  are  not  protected  by  the  decree*'  has 
no  place  here. 

The  second  assignment  of  error  is :  "Because  the  contract  to 
convey  was  entered  into  and  signed  upon  Sunday,  and  no  con- 
sideration being  passed,  and  the  defendant  having  *^^^  repu- 
diated the  contract  the  week  following,  said  contract  is  not  en- 
forceable and  the  judgment  should  have  declared  said  contract 
to  be  void/*  The  promise  to  pay  four  thousand  two  hundred 
dollars  purchase  money  was  a  sufficient  consideration:  Puffer 
V.  Lucas,  101  N.  C.  284,  7  S.  E.  734;  Worthy  v.  Brady,  91  N. 
C.  265,  108  N.  C.  440,  12  S.  E.  1034;  Clark  on  Contracts,  149, 
169;  9  Cyc.  323,  The  contract  having  been  accepted  by  plain- 
tiff the  attempted  repudiation  thereof  by  the  defendant  with- 
out the  consent  of  the  plaintiff  has  no  effect :  Paddock  v.  Daven- 
port, 107  N.  C.  710,  12  S.  E.  464;  Ryan  v.  United  States,  136 
TJ.  S.  68,  10  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  913,  34  L.  ed.  447.  So  this  excep- 
tion hinges  upon  the  question  whether  the  contract  is  invalid 
because  entered  into  and  signed  on  Sunday. 

This  point  has  been  settled  in  this  state  by  repeated  decisions. 
A  contract  entered  into  on  Sunday  is  not  invalid  at  common 
law :  Clark  on  Contracts,  393 ;  Drury  v.  De  Fontaine,  1  Taunt. 
131  (in  which  it  was  held  that  a  vendor  could  recover  the  price 
of  a  horse  sold  on  Sunday)  ;  Benjamin  on  Sales,  sec.  552.  Our 
statute  (Code,  section  3782)  is  copied  almost  verbatim  from  the 
first  part  of  the  statute,  29  Charles  II,  chapter  17  (1678).  The 
other  part  forbidding  service  of  process  on  Sunday  is  omitted 
from  our  statute,  which  merely  provides  that  ^*on  the  Lord^s 
Day,  commonly  called  Sunday,  no  tradesman,  artificer,  planter, 
laborer  or  other  person  shall  ....  do  or  exercise  any  labor, 
business  or  work  of  his  ordinary  calling,  ....  upon  pain  that 
every  person  so  offending  ....  shall  forfeit  and  pay  one  dol- 
lar.'*  This  part  was  construed  by  Lord  Mansfield  in  Drury  v. 
De  Fontaine,  1  Taunt.  131,  not  to  invalidate  a  sale  of  a  horse 
on  Sunday  when  the  sale  was  not  a  part  of  the  vendor's  ordinary 
calling.  This  statute  is  the  foundation  of  nearly  all  the  Sunday 
legislation  in  this  country. 

It  is  not  alleged  in  the  answer  that  this  contract  was  made 
and  entered  into  by  either  the  plaintiff  Rodman  or  the  de- 
fendant ^^^  Robinson  in  pursuance  by  either  of  his  ordinary 
calling. 

In  Melvin  v.  Easley,  62  N".  C.  356,  the  court  said:  "The 
statute  in  its  operation  is  confined  to  manual,  visible  or  noisy 
labor,  such  as  is  calculated  to  disturb  other  people,  for  ex- 
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ample,  keeping  of&x  shop  or  voddng  at  &  blackamith's  anvil 
The  legislature  has  power  to  prohibit  labor  of  thia  kxnd  on 

Sunday  on  the  gponnd  of  public  decency Bvt  when  it 

goes  further  and  ....  prohibits  labor  which  is  dime  in  prLvate 
the  power  is  exceeded,  and  the  statute  is  void/'  In  that  ctae 
it  was  held  thst  selling  a  horse  on  Sunday  was  not  forbidden  hf 
the  statute,  as  dealiBg  in  horns  was  not  lleiTin'a  ''ordiMij 
calling/^  Again,  it  is  said  in  State  ▼.  Eicketts,  74  N.  C.  192: 
''In  this  state  every  act  may  lawfully  be  done  on  Suzkday  vhidi 
zray  lawfully  be  done  on  any  other  day,  unless  there  is  some 
statute  forbidding  it  to  be  done  on  that  day/'  This  has  beeo 
cited  and  approved  in  White  v.  Morris,  107  N.  C.  99,  12  S.  E. 
60  (in  which  Davis,  J.,  calls  attention  to  tiie  fact  that  prior  to 
the  code  civil  process  could  not  legally  be  served  oil  Sunday, 
but  now  tiie  restriction  applies  only  to  forbid  arrests  in  civil 
actions  on  that  day),  approved  also  in  State  v.  Penley,  107  If. 
C.  808,  12  S.  E.  465,  Ashe,  J.,  in  State  v.  McGimsey,  80  N.  C. 
377,  30  Am.  Rep.  90,  and  State  ▼.  Howard,  82  N.  C.  626,  Mer- 
rimon,  C.  J.,  in  State  v.  Moore,  IW  N.  C.  749,  10  S.  K  183, 
Taylor  v.  Ervin,  119  N.  C.  276,  25  S.  E.  876— *11  these  last 
holding  that  it  was  not  illegal  to  hold  court  tax  Sunday  if  the 
judge  deemed  it  necessary,  though  out  of  consideratioDS  of 
propriety  it  ought  not  to  be  done  unless  necessary. 

In  State  v.  Brookbanks,  28  K  C.  73,  Ruffin,  C.  J.,  held  that 
it  was  not  indictable  to  sell  goods  in  open  shop  on  Sunday,  and 
in  State  v.  Williams,  26  N.  C.  400,  the  court  through  the  same 
judge  held  it  not  indictable  to  work  on  Sunday,  it  not  being 
indictable  either  at  common  law  (citing  *^^®  Rex  v.  Brotherton, 
1  Str.  702;  Rex  v.  Cox,  Burr.  785),  or  by  our  statute,  adding 
(page  400) :  "It  is  clear  that  the  making  of  bargains  on  Stm- 
clay  was  not  a  crime  against  the  state,  for  c(m tracts  made  on 
til  at  day  are  binding.  It  has  often  been  so  ruled  in  tids  state, 
and  after  elaborate  argument  and  time  to  advise.^'  Covington 
v.  Threadgill,  88  N.  C.  189,  is  obiter  merely,  and  Waters  v. 
Richmond  etw.  R.  R.  Co.,  108  N.  C.  349,  12  S.  E.  950,  is  a 
construction  of  section  1632  of  the  General  Statutes  of  South 
Carolina,  which  is  a  part  of  the  statute,  29  Charles  II,  which 
has  been  omitted  in  our  statute. 

Counsel  for  defendant  contend  that  Christianity  is  a  part 
of  the  law  of  the  land,  and  hence,  independent  of  any  statute, 
the  contract  is  invalid.  If  the  observance  of  Sunday  were 
commanded  by  statute  as  an  act  of  religion  or  worship,  such 
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statute  WDTxId  be  absolutely  foibiddeiL    The  founder  of  the 
Christian  religion  said  that  his  ^Kingdom  ms  not  of  this 
vorid,^  and  under  our  constitutions^  both  state  and  federal, 
no  act  can  be  required  or  forbidden  by  statute  because  sudi 
act  may  be  in  accordance  irith  fyc  against  the  religious  yiews 
of    anyone.    The   first  amendment  to   the  federal   oonstitu- 
tion   proyides:  ^Congress  shall  make  no  law  respecting  an 
establishment   of   religion   or   prohibitiBg   the   free   exercise 
thereof/'  and  the  constitution  of  this  state,  article  1,  section 
2S,  reads:  ''All  men  have  a  natural  and  unalienable  right 
to  worship  Almighty  Ood  according  to  the  dictates  of  their 
own  consciences,  and  no  human  authoiity  should  in  any  case 
whatever  control  or  interfere  with  the  right  of  conscience/' 
If,  therefore,  the  cessation  of  labor  or  tiie  prohibition  or  per- 
formance of  any  act  were  provided  by  statute  (for  religious 
reasons  the  statute  could  not  be  maintained.    The  Seventh 
Day  Baptists  and  some  others,  as  well  as  the  Hebrews,  keep 
Saturday  and  the  Hahommedans  observe  Friday.    To  com- 
pel them  or  anyone  else  to  observe  Sunday  for  religious  reasons 
would  be  contrary  to  our  fundamental  law.    The  ■^  only 
ground  upon  whidh  ^Sunday  laws''  can  be  sustained  is  that 
in  pursuance  of  the  police  power  the  state  can,  and  ought  to, 
require  a  cessation  of  labor  upon  specified  days  to  protect  tiie 
masses  from  being  worn  out  by  incessant  and  "wrrflmittiug  toil. 
If  such  days  happen  to  be  those  upon  whidi  the  laiger  part  of 
the  }>eopIe  observe  a  cessation  of  toil  for  religious  reasons,  it 
is  not  an  objection  'but  a  conveniaiceL    Yet  such,  statute  cannot 
be  construed  beyond  its  terms  so  as  to  make  the  signing  of  a 
contract  on  Sunday  invalid  when  the  words  prohibit  only  ^labor, 
business  or  work  of  one's  ordinary  calling." 

It  is  incorrect  to  say  that  Christianity  is  a  pert  of  the  com- 
mon law  of  the  land,  however  it  may  be  in  England  where  there 
is  a  union  of  church  and  state,  which  is  forbidden  here.  The 
beautiful  and  divine  precepts  of  the  Nazarene  do  influence  the 
conduct  of  our  people  and  individuals,  and  are  felt  in  legisla- 
tion and  in  every  department  of  activity.  They  profoundly 
impress  and  shape  our  civilization.  But  it  is  by  this  influence 
that  it  acts,  and  not  because  it  is  a  part  of  the  organic  law  which 
expressly  denies  religion  any  place  in  the  supervision  or  control 
of  secular  alFairs.  As  a  contemporary  construction  of  the  fed- 
eral constitution,  it  may  be  well  to  recall  that  one  of  the  first 
treaties  of  peace  made  by  the  United  States— that  with  Trip- 
Am.  St  Bep.,  VoL  101—56 
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oli — ^which  was  sent  to  the  Senate  with  the  signature  of  Qeoige 
Washington^  who  had  been  president  of  the  convention  which 
adopted  the  United  States  constitution,  began  with  these  words: 
'^As  the  goyemment  oi  the  United  States  is  not  in  any  sense 
founded  on  the  Christian  religion.''  This  treaty  was  rati- 
fied by  the  Senate.  If  it  was  presumption  in  Uzza  to  put 
forth  his  hand  to  stay  the  tottering  Ark  of  God  at  the  thr^« 
ing  floor  of  Chidon,  it  is  equally  forbidden  under  our  seyerance 
of  church  and  state  for  the  ciyil  power  to  enforce  cessation  of 
work  upon  the  Lord's  Day  in  maintenance  of  ^^^  any  religious 
views  in  regard  to  its  proper  obseryance.  That  must  be  left  to 
the  consciences  of  men,  as  they  are  seyerally  influenced  by  tiieir 
religious  instruction.  Churches  differ  widely,  as  is  well  known, 
on  this  subject,  the  yiews  of  the  Soman  Catholics  and  Presby- 
terians, for  instance,  being  divergent^  and  the  yiews  of  other 
churches  differing  from  both. 

£yen  if  Christianity  could  be  deemed  the  basis  of  our  goy- 
emment, its  own  organic  law  must  be  found  in  the  New  Testa- 
ment, and  there  we  shall  look  in  yain  for  any  requirement  to  ob- 
senre  Sunday,  or  indeed  any  day.  The  Mastei^s  references  to 
the  Sabbath  were  not  in  support  but  in  derogation  of  the  ex- 
treme obseryance  of  the  Mosaic  day  of  rest  indulged  in  by  the 
Pharisees.  The  Old  Testament  commanded  the  obseryance  of 
the  Sabbath,  but  that  was  an  injunction  laid  upon  the  Hebrews, 
and  it  designated  Saturday,  not  Sunday,  as  the  day  of  rest,  pre- 
scribing a  thoroughness  of  abstention  from  labor  which  few 
obserye,  eyen  of  ilie  people  to  whom  the  command  was  giyen. 

Sunday  was  first  adopted  by  the  Christians  in  lieu  of  Satur- 
day long  years  after  Christy  in  commemoration  of  the  Bes- 
urrection.  The  first  ^'Sunday  law''  was  enacted  in  the  year  321 
after  Christ,  soon  after  the  Emperor  Constantine  had  adjured 
paganism,  and  apparently  for  no  different  reason  than  the  Chris- 
tian obseryance  of  the  day.  It  is  as  follows:  **Let  all  judges 
and  city  people  and  all  tradesmen  rest  upon  the  yenerable  isy 
of  the  Sun.  But  let  those  dwelling  in  tiie  coimtry  freely  and 
with  full  liberty  attend  to  the  culture  of  their  fields,  since  it 
frequently  happens  that  no  other  day  is  fo  fit  for  the  sowing  of 
grain  or  the  planting  of  vines;  hence  the  faTorable  time  should 
not  be  allowed  to  pass  lest  the  provisions  oT  lioavcn  be  losf': 
Codex,  Justin,  lib.  3,  tit  12, 1,  3.  Evidently  Constantine  wai 
still  something  of  a  heathen.  As  late  as  the  year  409  two 
rescripts  of  the  Emperors  Honorius  and  TheoJoaiiis  inJicata 
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that  ChristianB  ****  then  still  generally  observed  the  Sabbath 
(Saturday  not  Sxinday).  The  curious  may  find  these  set  ant  in 
full.  Codex  Just.,  lib.  1,  tit.  9,  Cx.  13.  Not  till  near  the  end  of 
the  ninth  century  was  Sunday  subetituted  by  law  for  Saturday 
BB  the  day  of  rest  by  a  decree  of  the  Emperor  Leo :  Leo  Cons. 
54.  The  subsequent  development  of  Sunday  laws  will  be  found 
iu  Lewis'  "Sunday  Legislation.*'  This  legislation  has  differed 
in  different  Christian  countries  and  still  differs,  and  the  divert 
g^nce  is  very  great  even  in  the  legislation  of  the  states  of  this 

ITnion. 

The  Saxon  laws  under  Ine  (about  A.  D.  700)  forbade  work- 
ing on  Sunday,  but  under  Alfred  (A.  D.  900)  and  Athelstane 
(A.  D.  924)  the  prohibition  was  merely  against  marketing  on 
Sunday,  and  there  seems  to  have  been  no  statute  against  working 
on  Sunday  (whatever  the  church  may  have  enjoined)  until  the 
above-cited  statute,  29  Charles  II,  chapter  7  (1678);  the  first 
part  of  which  is  almost  verbatim  our  statute.  Code,  section  3783 : 
See  4  Blackstone's  Commentaries,  63.  Indeed,  it  appears  from 
the  records  of  Merton  College,  Oxford,  that  at  its  manor  of 
Ibstone,  in  the  latter  part  of  the  thirteenth  century,  contracts 
with  laborers  provided  for  cessation  from  work  on  Saturdays 
and  holidays,  but  it  was  stipulated  that  work  should  be  done  in 
regular  course  on  Sunday:  Thorold  Rogers'  Work  and  WagCB^ 
c.  1.  Indeed,  it  seems  that  this  was  usual  in  England  till  the 
time  of  the  commonwealth  and  the  rise  of  the  Puritans  to  power, 
but  the  change  was  not  enacted  into  law  till  the  above-dted 
statute  of  Charles  II  in  1678. 

The  first  Simday  law  in  this  country  was  enacted  in  Virginia 
m  1617  (three  years  before  the  landing  at  Plymouth),  and 
punished  a  failure  to  attend  church  on  Sunday  with  a  fine  pay- 
able in  tobacco.  This  was  re-enacted  in  1623 :  Henning^s  Stat- 
utes at  Large,  Va.,  1619-60,  vol.  1,  p.  123.  Plymouth  colony 
(Records,  volume  11,  p.  214)  made  it  punishable  **^  by  im- 
prisonment in  the  stocks  to  go  to  sleep  in  church,  and  on  June 
10, 1650,  the  same  colony  made  it  punishable  by  whipping  to  do 
"any  servile  work  or  any  such  like  abuse"  on  the  Lord's  Day. 
"So  any  sin  committed  with  an  high  hand,  as  the  gathering  of 
sticks  on  the  Sabbath  day,  may  be  punished  with  death,  when  a 
lesser  punishment  might  serve  for  gathering  sticks  privily  and 
in  need" :  Records  of  Massachusetts  Bay,  vol.  2,  p*  93.  Pub- 
licity did  not  then  have  the  virtue  attributed  to  it  as  now,  but 
the  reverse.    Hutchinson's  History  of  Massachusetts,  volume  1« 
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pige  390,  aajs:  'QDiveiB  otliAr  o&Bfles  vtra  miide  ci^ial,  m> 
prslftniiig  thie  JjtaA^s  Day  ia  a  careless  or  Bcomful  ni^glfid  or 
coaiempt  thereof:  NmnbeiB   xv:   30-36."    Tke   New   HaTen 
Colony  Secards  of  1653-55^  page  606,  contain  a  similar  pFovision 
that  pro&nii^  the  Lerd^  Day  by  '^sinful  servile  word  or  unlaw- 
fnl  sport,  leereation  or  otherwise,  whether  wiUf nlly  or  in  a  care- 
less neglect,  shall  be  duly  pnmshed  by  fine,  impriaounent,  or 
corporally,  aoeording-  to  the  nature  and  measure  of  such  sin  and 
offense'^ ;  providing  further,  that  if  ''the  sin  was  proudly,  pre- 
sumptuously and  with  a  high  hand  committed'^  such  person 
^^riuiU  be  put  to  death.''    On  May  19,  1668,  after  the  union  of 
New  Haven  and  Oooinecticat  in  ene  \»>lony,  unnecessary  travel 
er  playing  oil  Sunday,  or  keeping  out  of  the  meeting-house,  was 
made  punishable  by  impriscMunent  in  the  stocks  adding  ''and 
the  oonfitables  in  the  several  plantations  are  hereby  required 
to  make  search  for  all  offenders  against  this  law  and  make 
return  tiiexeof:  Cok>nial  Becords  of  Connecticut    1665-67,  p 
88*    Similar  laws  but  of  less  severity,  were  enacted  in  some 
ether  provinces.    While  the  statutes  of  the  several  states  still 
differ  om  the  sid>ject  of  Sunday  legislation,  all  of  these  enact- 
ments are  now  based  upon  the  police  power,  that  some  rest  may 
be  guaranteed  to  the  workers  and  to  avoid  offense  by  the  noise 
and  tumult  of  traffic  and  labor  to  ***  the  great  majority  who 
desire  a  day  of  quiet  and  peace  for  their  devotional  services: 
Bishop  on  Contracts,  sea  536,  says:   "It  is  abundantly  settled 
tiiat  a  Sunday  contract  is  good  when  it  does  not  come  in  conflict 
with  any  statute.^'    We  do  not  deny  the  constitutionality    of  a 
Sunday  law  based  on  the  police  power,  which  is  well  settled: 
Judefind  v.  Stat^  78  Md.  510,  28  AU.  405,  22  L.  H.  A.  721, 
and  notes.    We  hold  tiial  our  statute  does  not  make  void  the 
contract  here  sued  on.    In  the  language  of  CaldweU,  J.,  in 
Swan  V.  Swan,  21  Fed.  305 :  "It  would  be  downright  hypocrisy 
for  a  court  to  affect  to  believe  that  the  moral  sense  of  the  com- 
munity would  be  shocked  by  compelling  a  man  to  pay  a  note 
given  for  an  honestdebt  because  it  was  executed  on  the  Lord's 
Day/'    And  the  s  ame  is  true  of  the  enforcement    of    any 
contract  which  is  not  forbidden  by  statute  to  be  made  on 
Simday. 

Among  the  authorities  elsewhere  whiA  hold  in  accordance 
with  our  decisions  that  a  note  or  cantract  made  on  Sunday  is 
valid,  are  Barrett  v.  Aplingfcon,  Pei  Cas.  No.  1045 ;  More  v. 
Clymer,  12  Mo.  App.  11;  Glover  v.  Cteatiiam,  19  Mo.  App.  656; 
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Sanders  v.  Johnson,  29  Qa.  626 ;  Dorongh  t.  Equitable  Mtg.  Co., 
118  Ga.  178,  45  S.  B.  22 ;  Ray  y.  Cattel,  61  Ky.  632 ;  Hazzard 
.V.  Day,  14  Allen  (Mass.),  487,  92  Am.  Dec.  790;  Oecr  ▼.  Put- 
nam, 10  Mass.  312 ;  Kauf maim  t.  Hamm,  30  Mo.  388  (which 
held  yalid  a  promissoiy  noie  made  on   Sunday) ;    Foater   ▼. 
Wooten,  67  Miss.  540,  7  South.  501;  Horaoek  w.  Keller,  5 
Neb.  365;  Fitzgerald  ▼.  AndiewB,  15  Neb.  62,  17  N.  W.  370; 
Switcher  v.  Willituns,  Wright  (Ohio),  754;  Bloom  y.  Eidiarda, 
2  Ohio  St  387;  Hellams  y.  Abercrombie,  15  8.  C.  110,  40  Am. 
Sep.  684  (which  holds  a  mortgage  executed  on  Sunday  to  be 
valid) ;  Mills  y.  William%  16  S.  G.  593;  Lucas  y.  Larkins,  85 
Tenn.  355,  3  S.  W.  647  (privy  «Eamination  on  Sunday  valid) ; 
Gibbe  etc.  Mfg.  Co.  y.  Brucker,  111  TJ.  S.  597,  4  Sup.  Ct.  Eep. 
572,  28  L.  ed.  534;  Allen  y.  Oftrdner,  7  B.  I.  22;  Moore  ▼. 
Murdock,  26  GaL  514;  Jdmacn  y.  Brown,  ^^^  13  Kan.  529; 
Birks  y.  French,  21  Kan,  238;  Boynton  y.  Page,  13  Wend.  425; 
Miller  y.  Boessler,  4  K  D.  Smith,  234;  Balsord  y.  Eveiy,  44 
Barb.  618;  Mcrritt  v.  Earle,  29  N.  T.  115,  86  Am.  Dec.  292; 
Eberle  y.  Mehebach,  55  N.  T.  682;  Amis  y.  Kyle,  2  Yerg. 
(Tenn.)  31,  24  Am.  Dec  463;  Behan  y.  Ohio,  76  Tex.  87,  12 
S.  W.  996;  Schneider  y.  Sansom,  62  Tex.  201,  50  Am.  Kep. 
521;  Bichmond  y.  Moore,  107  IlL  429,  47  Am.  Eep.  445;  Main 
y.  Johnson,  7  Wash.  321,  35  Pac.  67;  Eaines  v.  Watson,  2  W. 
Va.  371 ;  Glark  on  Gantracts,  395,  and  there  are  others  to  same 
purport.    There  are  decisions  to  the  ccmtrary,  but  they  will  be 
found  almost  entirely  in  states  where  the  statute,  unlike  ours» 
is  not  restricted  to  ^^aboi;,  business  or  work  done  in  one's  or- 
dinary callin^'^  but  is  extended  in  its  terms  so  as  to  embrace  the 
prohibition  of  contracts  of  all  kinds  on  Sunday.    In  such  cases, 
as  is  said  in  Swan  y.  Swan,  21  Fed.  299^  ''contracts  made  on  the 
Lord's  Day  are  not  void  on  religious  or  moral  grounds,  but  upon 
Ihe  familiar  and  established  doctrine  that  when  a  statute  inflicts 
a  penalty  for  doing  an  act — ^no  matter  what  that  act  may  be — ^a 
court  of  justice  wiH  not  enforce  a  contract  made  in  violation  of 
such  statute."    The  execution  of  a  will  on  Sunday  seems  to  be 
held  valid  everywhere.    The  Pennsylvania  court  in  1850  was 
evenly  divided  on  the  question  whether  *'a  marriage  contract 
executed  on  Sunday  was  such  worldly  employment  or  business 
as  was  forbidden  on  that  day^:    In  re  Gongwere's  Estate,  14 
Pa.  417,  53  Am.  Dec.  664 ;  but  better  advised  later,  in  1882  they 
held  that  a  contract  of  marriage  entered  into  on  Sxmday  was 
valid:  Markley  v.  Kessering,  2  Pennyp.  187. 
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To  sum  up  the  whole  matter^  fhe  validity^  in  the  courts,  of 
any  act  done  on  Sunday  depends  not  upon  religious  views  but 
ttpon  the  statute  of  each  particular  state^  and  our  statute  only 
forbidding  "labor,  work  or  business  of  one^s  ordinary  calling^ 
does  not  invalidate  a  contract,  as  here,  which  was  ***^  not  an  act 
idone  as  a  part  of  the  plaintifiPs  usual  busiQess  or  calling: 
Xishop  on  Contracts,  sec.  538,  and  cases  cited.  As  was  said  in 
State  V.  Ricketts,  74  N.  C.  172 :  ''What  religion  and  moralily 
permit  or  forbid  to  be  done  on  Sunday  is  not  within  our  province 
to  decide." 

The  third  exception  is  that  the  agreemait  to  convey  wag  void 
because  without  consideration  and  against  pubUc  policy.  Both 
these  points  have  been  disposed  of :  See,  also.  Dowdy  v.  White, 
128  N.  C.  17,  38  S.  B.  129,  as  to  mutual  promises  being  suflS- 
cient  consideration,  and  on  puhlic  policy,  see  note  at  end  of 
opinion  in  Swan  v.  Swan,  21  Fed.  308. 

The  fourth  and  last  exception  is  that  the  decree  is  ''for  8i)ecific 
performance,  while  the  plaintiff  at  most  is  entitled  only  to  dam- 
ages for  breach  of  contract'*  In  Bryson  v.  Teak,  43  N.  C.  310, 
it  is  held:  "In  case  of  breach  of  contract  of  sale,  the  injured 
party  is  entitled  at  his  election  to  a  bill  for  specific  perform- 
ance, and  is  not  bound  to  bring  an  action  at  law  for  damages.'' 
To  same  purport:  Springs  v.  Sanders,  62  N.  C.  67;  Young  v. 
Griffith,  84  N.  C.  715;  Hargrove  v.  Adcock,  111  N.  C.  166,  16 
fi.  R  16;  Stamper  v.  Stamper,  121  N.  C.  261,  28  S.  E.  20; 
Whitted  V.  Puquay,  127  N.  0.  68,  37  S.  E.  141 ;  Hennessy  v. 
Wolworth,  128  U.  S.  138,  9  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  109,  32  L.  ed.  600. 

The  allegation  that  the  defendant  made  a  bad  trade,  tiiere 
being  no  fraud  or  mistake  alleged,  does  not  exempt  him  from 
specific  performance:  Stamper  v.  Stamper  121  N".  C.  251,  28 
S.  B.  20;  Whitted  v.  Fuquay,  127  N.  C.  68,  37  S.  E.  141;  Moore 
V.  Beed,  37  N.  C.  580.  If,  as  the  defendant  admits,  he  is  liable 
to  damages  for  the  dilSerence  between  the  contract  price  and 
the  value  of  the  land,  then  he  is  not  hurt  because  he  would 
have  to  pay  the  difference,  and  there  would  be  no  reason  for  a 
refusal  to  decree  specific  performance. 

There  is  no  fraud  or  mistake  as  alleged.  The  land  is  de- 
scribed by  metes  and  bounds,  and  that  is  sufficient :  Laws  1891, 
e.  465;  Carson  v.  Bay,  52  N.  C.  609,  78  Am.  "«  Dec.  267; 
Fortescue  v.  Crawford,  105  N.  C.  29,  10  S.  B.  910;  Farthing 
jr.  EocheUe,  131  N.  C.  563,  43  S.  B.  1. 
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The  decree  should  have  directed  the  defendant  to  make  rea- 
sonable effort  to  get  his  wife  to  sign  the  deed :  Swepson  v.  John- 
ston, 84  N.  C.  449;  Welbom  v.  Sechrist,  88  K  C.  292;  but 
"that  was  error  against  the  plaintiffs,  who  are  not  appealing. 

No  error. 

I 

Walker,  J.,  concurs  in  resxdt. 

•Connor,  J.,  having  been  of  counsel,  did  not  sit  on  the  hear- 
ing of  this  case. 


Contracts  Made  on  Sunday  in  matters  of  business,  other  than  such 
are  prohibited  by  statute,  are  valid.  A  deed  of  trust  executed 
on  Sunday  is  not  void  under  a  statute  simply  prohibiting  work  and 
labor  on  that  day:  Eoberts  v.  Barnes,  127  Mo.  405,  30  8.  W.  113, 
48  Am.  St.  Eep.  640,  and  see  the  cases  cited  in  cross-reference  note 
thereto.  For  other  authorities  on  the  validity  of  Sunday  contracts, 
see  Acme  Elec.  etc.  Co.  v.  Van  Derbeck,  127  Mich.  341,  89  Am.  St. 
Bep.  476,  86  N.  W.  786;  Cook  v.  Forker,  193  Pa.  St.  461,  74  Am. 
St.  Rep.  699,  44  Atl.  560;  Stewart  v,  Thayer,  168  Mass.  519,  60  Am. 
St.  Bep.  407,  47  K  E.  420;  monographic  note  to  Henry  Christian 
etc.  Assn.  y.  Walton,  59  Am.  St.  Bep.  641-644. 
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APPBI1LA.TB  FBAOnoE — State  M  AppeUant— Appeal  Bond. 
If  the  probate  court,  in  tlte  wttlement  of  a  deoedmt'a  'estate,  de- 
cides the  liability  of  a  devise,  legacy,  bequest  or  inheritance  to  pay 
a  collateral  inheritance  tax  as  provided  by  statute,  aji  appeal  may 
be  taken  from  such  judgment  as  authorized  by  statute,  and  if  the 
state  takes  such  appeal,  it  may  be  done  without  giving  an  appeal 
bond  or  filing  a  written  notice  of  intention  to  appeal,     (pp.  889,  890.) 

INHEBITANOE  TAXES— Liability  of  Foreign  Goiporatioiis 
for. — Charitable  societies  and  auxiliaries  thereto,  incorporated  and 
organized  under  the  laws  of  other  states  are  not  within  the  provisions 
of  an  inheritance  tax  statute  which  exempts  from  the  payment  of 
such  tax,  gifts,  bequests,  devises,  etc.,  ''to  or  for  the  use  of  any 

institution  in  said  state  for  purposes  of  purely  public  charity,  or 
other  exclusively  public  purposes,"  and  if  such  foreign  corporations 
are  entitled  to  receive  property  within  the  state  of  such  statute^  by 
gift,  bequest  or  devise,  they  are  liable  to  such  inheritance  tax,  al- 
though some  of  their  charitable  work  and  enterprises  are  carried  on 
within  the  state,     (p.  894.) 

OONSxix  u  TiONAIt  IiAW— -Inheritance  Tax— Foreign  Corpora- 
tions.— ^A  statute  of  a  state  imposing  an  inheritance  tax  upon  foreign 
charitable  corporations  operating  to  some  extent  within  the  state  as 
to  property  received  by  them  therein  by  gift,  bequest,  or  devise,  is 
not  unconstitutional  as  an  unlawful  discrimination  against  them  or 
as  denying  them  the  equal  protection  of  the  law.      (p.  898w) 

L.  Maxwell,  Jr.,  J.  E.  Humphreys  and  J,  S.  Graydon,  for 
the  plaintiffs  in  error. 

Hoffheimer,  Morris  &  Sawyer,  for  the  defendants  in  error. 

*"  PBICE,  J.  It  is  said  in  the  opening  of  the  brief  for 
plaintiffs  in  error,  that  this  proceeding  involves  two  questions  of 
law:  "1.  Whether  the  appeal  from  the  probate  court  to  the  court 

(888) 
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of  common  pleas  was  duly  taken;  2.  Whether  the  legades  are 
taxable/^ 

1.  The  right  to  appeal  in  cases  like  tiie  present  is  conferred 
by  section  2731-13  of  the  Bevised  Statutes,  which  is:  "The 
court  of  probate,  having  either  principal  or  auxiliary  jurisdic- 
tion of  the  settlement  of  the  esi^te  of  the  decedent,  shall  have 
jurisdiction  to  hear  and  determine  all  questions  in  relation  to 
said  tax  that  may  asise,  affecting  any  devise,  legacy  or  inherit^ 
ance  under  this  act>  subject  to  appeal  as  in  other  cases,  and  the 
prosecuting  attorney  shall  represent  the  interests  of  the  state 
in  any  such  proceedings/' 

It  is  claimed  for  plaintiffs  in  error  that  the  words  ''subject 
to  appeal  as  in  other  cases'^  mean  that  the  remedy  of  appeal 
must  be  exercised  according  to  the  general  rule  provided  for 
appeal  from  the  probate  to  the  court  of  common  pleas,  which 
is  found  in  section  6408  of  the  Revised  Statutes.     That  section 
provides,  in  substance,  that  the  person  desiring  to  take  an  ap- 
peal, shall,  within  twenty  days  after  the  making  of  the  order, 
decision  or  decree  from  which  he  desires  to  appeal,  give  a 
written    undertaking    to    the    ^*    adverse    party,    vdth    one 
or  more  suflBcient  sureties,  to  be  approved  by  the  probate  judge, 
and    conditioned,  etc.    But    when    the    person    appealing  is 
a  party  in  a  fiduciary   capacity  in  which   he  has   given  bond 
within  this  state,  and  he  appeals  in  the  interest  of  the  trust, 
he  shall  not  be  required  to  give  bond  but  shall  be  allowed  the 
appeal,  by  giving  written  notice  to  the  court  of  his  intention 
to  appeal  within  the  time  limited  for  giving  bond. 

It  is  conceded  in  this  case  that  no  bond  was  given,  4>y  either 
the  state  or  by  the  prosecuting  attorney  in  behalf  of  the  state; 
and  it  is  manifest  on  the  record  that  the  only  notice  of  appeal 
was  given  by  journal  entry  as  follows :  ''The  prosecuting  attor- 
ney gives  notice  of  appeal  from  so  much  of  said  order  as  finds 
that  an  inheritance  tax  is  not  payable  upon  the  legacies  to  the 
following  legatees,  viz. :  American  Bible  Society ''  et  al.,  naming 
each  of  the  o&er  religious  societies  and  boards,  receiving  lega- 
cies. 

But  is  the  mode  of  appeal  governed  by  section  6408  of  the 
Revised  Statutes?  In  such  a  proceeding  before  the  probate 
court,  it  cannot  be  correctly  stated  that  either  the  state  or  the 
prosecuting  attorney  acts  in  a  fiduciary  capacity.  On  the  con- 
trary, the  state  is  a  sovereign  and  such  is  its  relation  to  the 
controversy.  It  is  provided  in  section  213  of  the  Eevised  Stat- 
utes: "No  undertaking  or  security  is  required  on  behalf  of  the 
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state  or  of  any  officer  thereof  in  the  prosecution  or  defense  of 
any  action,  writ,  or  proceeding;  nor  is  it  necessary  to  verify 
the  pleadings  on  the  part  of  the  state  or  any  officer  thereof  in 
any  such  action,  writ,  or  proceeding/' 

It  is  under  this  section  that  the  state  or  its  c^^r  is  relieved 
from  giving  hond  for  an  appeal,  and  not  '''*  under  section  6408, 
supra.  And  the  state  or  the  prosecuting  attorney,  not  sustain- 
ing a  fiduciary  relation  to  the  proceeding,  the  notice  of  appeal 
in  behalf  of  the  state  need  not  be  in  writing  as  provided  in  the 
latter  section;  for  it  is  only  where  that  relation  exists,  that 
such  written  notice  is  required  under  its  provisions. 

We  are  of  opinion  that  section  6411  of  the  same  chapter  and 
title  furnishes  the  guide  in  this  case.  "That  provisions  of  law 
governing  civil  proceedings  in  the  court  of  common  pleas  shall, 
so  far  aa  applicable,  govern  like  proceedings  in  the  probate 
court,  when  there  is  no  provision  on  the  subject  in  this  title.'* 
We  have  seen  that  the  other  provisions  of  the  title  do  not 
apply  to  this  class  of  proceedings.  We  therefore  look  to  the 
manner  of  appeal  from  the  court  of  common  pleas  as  found  in 
section  6227  of  the  Revised  Statutes,  which  is:  ''A  party  de- 
siring to  appeal  his  cause  to  the  circuit  court  shaU,  within 
three  days  after  the  judgment  or  order  is  entered,  enter  on 
the  records  notice  of  such  intention,'*  This  was  the  law  at  the 
time  of  the  appeal  in  this  case. 

Notice  of  intention  to  appeal  was  entered  on  the  records  of 
the  probate  court  in  conformity  with  the  above  rule,  and  we 
think  it  is  sufficient.     The  appeal  was  properly  sustained. 

2.  Whether  the  legacies  are  subject  to  the  collateral  inherit- 
ance tax,  depends  on  the  construction  of  section  2731-1  of  the 
Revised  Statutes.  The  statute  in  its  present  form  was  enacted 
April  6,  1900:  See  94  Ohio  Laws,  101.  This  act  provides  in 
part:  "That  all  property  within  the  jurisdiction  of  this  state, 
and  any  interests  "^^  therein,  whether  belonging  to  inhabitants 
of  this  state  or  not,  and  whether  tangible  or  intangible,  which 
shall  pass  by  will  or  by  the  intestate  laws  of  this  state,  or  by 
deed,  grant,  sale  or  gift,  made  or  intended  to  take  effect  in  pos- 
session or  enjojrment  after  the  death  of  the  grantor,  to  any  per- 
son in  trust  or  otherwise,  other  than  to  or  for  the  use  of  the 
father,  mother,  husband,  wife,  brother,  sister,  niece,  nephew, 
lineal  descendant,  adopted  child  ....  or  the  lineal  descend- 
ants of  any  adopted  child,  the  wife  or  widow  of  a  son,  the  hus- 
band of  the  daughter  of  a  decedent,  shall  be  liable  to  a  tax  ot 
five  per  centum  of  its  value,  above  the  sum  of  two  hundred  dol- 
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l&Ts,  seyenty-fiye  per  centum  of  such  tax  to  be  for  the  use  o7 
the  state,  and  twenty-five  per  centum  for  the  use  of  the  county 
wherein  the  same  is  collected.  •  •  •  • 

"But  the  provisions  of  this  act  shall  not  apply  to  property  or 
interests  in  property  transmitted  to  the  state  of  Ohio  imder 
tlie  intestate  laws  of  this  state,  or  embraced  in  any  bequest,  de- 
vise, transfer  or  conveyance  to   or  for  the  use  of  the  state  of 
Ohio,  or  to  or  for  the  use  of  any  municipal  corporation  or 
other  political  subdivision  of  said  state  for  exclusively  public 
purposes,  or  public  institutions  of  learning,  or  to  or  for  the 
use  of  any  institution  in  said  state  for  purposes  of  purely  public 
charity,  or  other  exclusively  public  purposes;  and  the  property 
or  interests  in  property,  so  transmitted  or  embraced  in  any  such 
devise,  bequest,  transfer  or  conveyance  is  hereby  declared  to  be 
exempt  from  all  inheritance  and  other  taxes,  while  used  exclu- 
sively for  any  of  said  purposes/' 

The  words  in  the  exemption  clause,  "to  or  for  the  use  of  any 
institution  in  said  state  for  purposes  of  ''^  purely  public 
charity  or  other  exclusively  public  purposes,''  are  the  subject  of 
the  present  controversy. 

The  first  lines  of  the  act  are  comprehensive  and  would  em- 
brace the  legacies  named  and  subject  them  to  the  inheritance 
tax,  unless  they  are  ^  saved  by  the  above  exemption  clause. 
Therefore  counsel  have  discussed,  and  we  are  called  upon  to 
consider,  the  scope  of"  the  language  quoted  when  applied  to  the 
facts  of  the  present  case.     What  are  the  material  facts? 

It  is  shown  by  the  record  that  all  the  legatee  societies  and 
boards  who  are  plaintiflEs  in  error,  save  the  Woman's  Home 
Missionary  Society,  are  incorporated  in  states  other  than  Ohio, 
and  while  they  are  not  organizations  for  profit,  but  for  the  pur- 
pose of  advancing  the  cause  of  religion  aud  dispensing  charity, 
tliey  are,  nevertheless,  foreign  corporations.  Some  were  char- 
tered under  the  laws  of  New  York,  and  others  under  the  laws  of 
Pennsylvania. 

The  Woman's  Home  Missionary  is  an  auxiliary  to  the  Board 
of  Home  Missions,  and  the  Woman's  Foreign  Missionary  So- 
ciety is  auxiliary  to  the  Board  of  Foreign  Missions.  The  par- 
ent of  all  these  societies  and  boards  seems  to  be  the  General 
Assembly  of  the  Presbyterian  Church  in  America^  incorporated 
in  another  state,  which  is  the  central  and  supreme  authority, 
and  where  the  subordinate  societies  and  boards  became  incor- 
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ptyrated^  it  was  done  nnder  ihe  direction  of  iiie  General  Asem- 

The  American  Tract  Society  has  colportemB  in  almost  if 
not  all  the  states  of  the  XTnion^  and  other  agencies  for  the  dis- 
trifaution  of  idigions  literature.  The  aim  of  the  American 
Bible  Society  is  the  distribution  of  the  Holj  Smptures,  trans- 
lated into  numerous  Ismguages,  amwjg  the  people  generally, 
^^  and  especially  among  the  destitute  and  needy  dasses.  While 
foreign  corporati<His,  or  auxiliaries  thereto,  it  is  true  that  the 
work  laid  out  for  each  board  and  society  is  carried  on  in  all  the 
states  through  local  and  subordinate  agencies^  and  it  may  be 
admitted  that  theirs  are  works  of  charity  in  the  broad  sense, 
that  the  uplifting  of  men,  women  and  children  to  the  standard 
of  life  taught  in  the  Scriptures  is,  indeed,  a  work  of  charity, 
the  greatest  of  the  three  Christian  graces.  The  funds  to  carry 
forward  these  religious  enterprises,  imder  the  various  names 
and  organizations,  are  raised  by  church  and  other  collections 
and  largely  aided  by  devises  and  legacies. 

The  testatrix,  Isabella  Brown,  no  doubt  was  a  devout  member 
of  the  Presbyterian  church,  and  of  her  bounty  she  liberally  gave 
to  these  several  societies  and  boards,  believing  they  could  best 
employ  her  gifts  in  advancing  the  cause  of  lie  church  of  her 
choice. 

The  work  of  the  Board  of  Missions  for  'Freedmen  lies  mostlv 
in  our  southern  states.  But  it  must  be  stated  as  a  fact  appear^ 
ing  in  the  record,  that  while  legatees,  who  are  plaintiflEs  in  er- 
ror, through  auxiliary  and  subordinate  agencies,  are  diligent 
in  every  state  of  the  Union,  the  higher  authority  to  which  they 
must  account  resides  beyond  the  jurisdiction  of  this  state,  and 
hence  the  question  recurs,  Are  they  "institutions  in  this  state 
for  purposes  of  purely  publio  charity,  or  otiier  exclusively  pub- 
lic purposes*'? 

We  are  urged  to  conclude  that  because  the  work  of  these  so- 
cieties and  boards  is  in  progress,  in  greater  or  less  degree,  and 
their  influence  felt  in  this  state  through  the  various  subordinate 
agencies  employed,  the  institutions  themselves  are  in  this  state 
within  the  meaning  of  the  statute.  If  this  is  true  of  Ohio, 
^^  it  is  true  of  every  other  state,  and  we  have  these  institutions, 
not  only  in  the  state  where  they  are  chartered,  but  omnipresent 
and  in  all  the  states-  In  other  words,  they  would,  as  institu- 
tions exist  in  any  state  where  any  of  their  charitable  or  religious 
enterprises  are  projected  and  carried  on,  no  matter  in  what  de- 
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^ree.  Such  a  conatruction  of  the  facts  and  the  law,  we  think, 
is  not  permissible,  if  the  statute  is  valid,  of  which  we  shall 
Bpeak  later  in  this  opinion* 

It  se^ns  to  be  true  that  some  of  these  societies  and  boards 
liave  an  office  in  Ohio  in  charge  of  a  representative,  the  better 
ix>  conduct  the  affairs  of  that  church  agency.  So,  also,  have 
railway,  insurance,  telegraph,  telephone,  and  other  foreign  cor- 
porations; but  that  is  to  further  their  business  enterprises. 
Such  companies  are  not  '^institutions  in  this  state,^^  because 
they  have  traffic  and  conduct  business  here.  They  are  still  cor- 
porations and  institutions  of  the  state  where  chartered  and  or- 
ganized. 

Learned  coimsel  for  plaintiff  in  error  ask  in  their  brief, 
**"Where  are  these  institutions  if  not  in  Ohio?  Where  were  the 
institutions  before  charters  were  granted?  For  they  were  in 
existence  long  prior  to  the  dates  of  the  charters.'^ 

It  is  perhi^  true  that  these  institutions  now  operating  under 
charters  may  have  had  another  form  of  existence  prior  to  the 
date  of  the  charters,  but  in  the  wisdom  of  the  General  Assem- 
bly of  the  church  it  was  decided  to  organize  them  under  dhjar- 
tcrs,  and  it  selected  the  state  under  whose  laws  it  should  be 
done.  It  is  not  a  new  proposition  that  the  home  of  the  cor- 
poration is  the  state  of  its  incorporation,  and  when  so  incor- 
porated under  the  laws  of  a  state  selected  for  that  purpose  it 
has  also  selected  its  abiding  place,  and  no  longer  can  be  recog- 
nized as  ^^  homeless,  or  as  abiding  in  every  state  where  they 
have  agencies  carrying  forward  their  work  of  benevolence  and 
charity.  We  think  this  view  is  abundantly  supported  by  the 
authorities. 

The  will  of  Mrs.  Brown,  who  was  a  resident  of  Cincinnati, 
gave  no  directions  to  her  executor  or  her  legatees  as  to  the  place 
where  the  money  should  be  expended,  nor  does  it  undertake 
to  control  the  time  or  place  of  the  expenditure.  Once  in  the 
possession  of  these  institutions,  it  may  be  disbursed  as  they 
deem  prop^,  and  all  of  it  may  be  disbursed  in  communities 
beyond  our  borders.  So  we  do  not  find  that  we  are  adopting  a 
narrow  construction  of  our  statute  if  it  appears  that  it  under- 
takes to  tax  the  right  of  the  foreign,  though  charitable,  institu- 
tions to  receive  and  so  absolutely  control  the  disposition  of  prop- 
erty owned  by  the  testatrix  in  this  state.  We  think  these  lega- 
tees are  not  '^institutions  in  this  state''  within  the  meaning  of 
tiie  statute^ 
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The  doctrine  we  maintain  is  happily  expressed  by  .Tiistioe 
Field  in  Paul  v.  Virginia,  8  Wall.  181,  19  L.  ed.  357,  as  fol- 
lows: "Now,  a  grant  of  corporate  existence  is  a  grant  of  spe- 
cial privileges  to  the  corporators,  enabling  them  to  act  for  cer- 
tain designated  purposes  as  a  single  individual,  and  exempting 
them    (unless    otherwise    specially  provided)   from  individual 
liability.     The  corporation  being  the  mere  creation  of  local  law, 
can  have  no  legal  existence  beyond  the  limits  of  the  sovereignty 
where  created.     As  said  by  this  court  in  Bank  of  Augusta  v. 
Earle,  13  Pet  619,  10  L.  ed.  274 :  It  must  dweU  in  the  place 
of  its  creation  and  cannot  ihigrate  to  another  sovereignty.'     The 
recognition  of  its  existence,  even  in  other  states,  and  the  en- 
forcement of  its  contracts  made  therein,  depend  purely  upon 
the  comity  of  those  states — ^a  comity  which  is  never  extended 
®®  where  the  existence  of  the  corporation  or  the  exercise  of  itii 
powers  are  prejudicial  to  their  interests  or  repugnant  to  their 
policy They  may  exclude  the  foreign  corporation  en- 
tirely ;  they  may  restrict  its  business  to  particxilar  localities,  or 
they  may  exact  such  security  for  the  performance  of  its  con- 
tracts with  its  citizens  as  in  their  judgment  will  best  promote 
the  public  interest    The  whole  matter  rests  in  their  discretion.'* 
Again,  in  speaking  of  the  assent  of  the  other  states  to  transact 
business  within  their  borders,  the  learned  justice  adds,  "that 
such  assent  may  be  granted  upon  such  terms  and  conditions  as 
those  states  may  think  proper  to  impose.'' 

We  have  from  this  high  authority  a  definition  of  the  situs  of 
corporations  and  their  relation  to  states  other  than  where  char- 
tered; and  we  find  no  distinction  in  this  respect  between  busi- 
ness corporations  and  those  not  for  profit,  or  for  religious  or 
charitable  purposes.  Quotation  from  other  authorities  we  think 
superfluous  and  it  seems  clear  that  these  charitable  and  religious 
institutions,  being  corporations  foreign  to  the  state,  are  not 
"institutions  in  this  state,''  and  are,  therefore,  not  within  the 
exemption  provided  in  the  inheritance  statutes. 

Applying  the  doctrine  in  a  practical  manner,  we  have  nu- 
inerous  decisions,  many  of  which  are  cited  in  the  brief  for  de- 
fondants  in  error.  We  will  occupy  space  in  citing  and  difr» 
cussing  but  few  of  thorn,  and  only  such  as  may  serve  as  fairly 
representative  oT  t!io  many  others. 

In  People  v.  JSoo  man's  Fric^nd  Soc,  87  111.  246,  it  appears  that 
tiie  sodety  was  inrorporated  under  the  laws  of  Ohio.  It  had 
ft  building  in  Chicago  ***  in  charge  of  a  superintendent,  where 
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seamen^  dockmea^  were  solicited  to  meet    for    religious  and 
moral  instruction,  and  lodging  was  provided  for  needy  cases* 
■X^e  object  of  the  society,  as  declared  in  the  act  of  incorpora- 
idon,  is  ^^for  disseminating  moral  and  religions  instruction,  and 
other  charities,  among  sailors  and  laborers  doiag  business  on 
our  western  waters/'    This  institution  resisted  the  collection 
of  a  tax  on  the  Chicago  premises,  on  the  ground  that,  being  a 
place  where  charity  is  dispensed,  it  was  exempt.    The  court, 
on  page  249,  say:  *TBut  if  a  broader   construction   could   be 
given  to  the  statute,  and  it  could  be  held  to  embrace  all  institu- 
"tions  that  dispense  charity,  whether  public  or  private,  and  the 
property  used  exclusively  for  that  purpose,  there  is  still  a  valid 
xeason  why  the  property  in  this  case  is  not  exempt  from  its  just 
proportion  of  taxation.    The  statute  must,  in  any  event,  be  un- 
derstood to  have  exclusive  reference  to  institutions  or  corpora- 
tions created  by  the  laws  of  this  state,  and   not   to    foreign 
corporations  that  may  choose  to  locate  branches  in  this  state. 
It  is  only  by  the  comity  that  exists  between  states  that  foreign 
corporations  are  permitted  to  transact  in  this  state  the  business 
for  which  they  were  created.    The  General  Assembly  has  man- 
ifested no  intention  to  relieve  the  property  situated  in  this  state, 
belonging  to  such  corporations,  no  matter  what  their  objects 
may  be,  whether  charitable  or  otherwise,  from  the  burdens  of 
taxation.'' 

We  further  illustrate  the  application  of  the  statute  by  ref- 
erence to  another  leading  case,  decided  by  the  court  of  appeals 
cf  New  York:  Matter  of  Estate  of  Prime,  136  N.  Y.  347,  32 
If.  B.  1091,  18  L.  R.  A.  713.  Prime,  a  resident  of  that  state, 
died  in  the  city  of  New  York  on  April  7,  1891,  leaving  a  will 
disposing  ®*  of  real  and  personal  property.  He  gave  legacies 
to  collateral  relatives  and  also  to  two  foreign  corporations — the 
American  Board  of  Commissioners  for  Foreign  Missions  and 
the  Presbyterian  Board  of  Belief  for  Disabled  Ministers.  The 
taxing  authorities  exacted  a  collateral  inheritance  tax  on  the 
legacies  to  those  corporations,  as  well  as  on  the  legacies  to  the 
collateral  heirs.  These  legatees  appealed,  and  the  controversy 
finally  reached  the  court  of  appeals.  Other  questions  were  in 
the  case,  as  to  the  condition  of  the  statutes  of  that  state  upon 
the  subject,  which  are  not  relevant  here  and  they  are  omitted. 
We  quote  from  the  able  opinion  of  Andrews,  C.  J.,  as  follows  r 
*The  claim  that  the  test  of  liability  of  foreign  corporations  to 
a  legacy  tax  is  the  liability  of  a  domestic  corporation  of  the 
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same  character  to  the  payment  of  such  tax,  and  Hiat  if  one  k 
exempt^  the  ofiier  is  exempt  also^  has^  we  think,  no  fonndaiioiL 
In  hoth  cases  the  qnestion  is  Vbe  same — ^Has  the  statute  jubAb 
the  legacy  taxahle?  •  •  •  .  The  aargnnient  that  gifts  for  the  pio^ 
motion  of  charity^  education  and  religion  should  be  encnoxfliged 
and  shonid  not  he  diminished  by  exactions  of  the  state,  pres^its 
a  moral  and  political  rather  than  a  judicial  question.  It  is  the 
duty  of  courts  in  the  interpretation  of  statutes,  to  declare  the 
law  as  it  is,  and  the  intereds  of  society  are  best  subserved  by 
a  close  adherence  by  courts  to  what  th^  find  to  be  tieir  plain 
meaning,  neither  narrowing  the  application  on  one  hand,  nor 
extending  the  meaning  on  the  other,  to  meet  a  case  not  speci- 
fied, which  may  be  within  the  reason  of  the  law It  le 

the  policy  of  society  to  encourage  benevolence  and  charify. 
But  it  is  not  the  proper  function  of  a  state  to  go  outside  its  awn. 
•*  limits  and  devote  its  resources  to  support  the  cause  of  re- 
ligion, education  or  missioss  for  the  benefit  of  mankind  at 
large.**  The  opinion  (from  which  the  above  was  quoted  was 
unanimous. 

The  same  court  had  before  it  another  inheritance  tax  case, 
which  is  found  in  Matter  of  BaJlds,  144  N.  Y.  132,  38  N.  B. 
1007,  where  the  Prime  case  was  eonsidned  and  its  principles 
unanimously  approved.  It  was  held  that  "bl  statute  of  a  state 
granting  powers  and  privileges  to  corporations  must,  in  the  ab^ 
sence  of  plain  indications  to  the  contrary,  be  held  to  apply  only 
to  corporations  created  by  the  state  and  over  which  it  has  the 
power  of  visitation  and  control  The  legislature  in  such  cases 
is  dealing  with  its  own  creations,  whose  rights  and  obligations 
it  may  limit,  define  and  controL'* 

The  Prime  case  was  considered  as  a  valuaible  authority  in 
United  States  v.  Perkins,  163  TJ.  S.  625, 16  Sup.  Ct  Eep.  1073, 
41  L.  ed.  287,  and  it  is  quoted  from,  as  we  have  done,  with  ap- 
proval, and  adds,  as  found  on  page  629  of  163  U.  S. :  "Such 
a  tax  (inheritance  tax)  was  also  held  by  this  court  to  be  free 
from  any  constitutional  objection  in  Mager  v.  Grima,  8  How. 
490-493,  12  L.  ed.  1168,  Mr.  Justice  Taney  remarking  that 
'the  law  in  question  is  nothing  more  than  an  exercise  of  the 
power  which  every  state  and  sovereignty  possesses,  of  regulatiiig 
the  manner  and  terms  within  which  property,  real  and  persona^ 
within  its  dominion  may  be  transferred  by  last  will  and  testa^ 
ment,  or  by  inheritance;  and  of  prescribing  who  shall  and  who 
shall  not  be  capable  of  taking  it  •  •  •  •  If  a  state  may  deny 
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the  privilege  altogether,  it  follows  that  when  it  grants  it,  it  may 
annex  to  the  grant  any  conditions  which  it  supposes  to  be  re^ 
quired  by  its  interests  or  policy.'  We  think  **  that  it  follows 
fi^oin  this  that  the  act  in  question  is  not  open  to  the  ohjectioa 
that  it  is  an  attempt  to  tax  the  property  of  the  United  Statea 
(a  legatee  of  personal  property),  since  the  tax  imposed  npon 
the  legacy  before  it  reaches  the  hands  of  the  government.  The 
legacy  becomes  the  property  of  the  United  States  only  after  it 
has  suffered  a  diminution  to  the  amount  of  the  tax,  and  is  only 
upon  this  condition  that  the  legislature  assents  to  a  bequest 
of  it.« 

The  same  doctrine  is  found  in  Eidman  v.  Martinez,  184  U.  S« 
578,  22  Sup.  Ct.  Eep.  515,  46  L.  ed.  697;  Horn  Silver  Min. 
Co.  V.  New  York,  143  U.  S.  305,  12  Sup.  Ct.  Eep.  403,  36  L. 
ei  164. 

From  the  foregoing  cases  we  see  that  the  exemptions  of  char- 
itable institutions  would  relate  only  to  domestic  institutions  of 
that  class,  even  if  the  words  "in  the  state"  had  been  omitted 
from  the  statute.  It  is  not  a  tax  upon  property,  but  upon  the 
right  to  receive  property  and  have  it  transferred.  Our  statute 
does  not  impose  the  tax  upon  the  property  directly,  because  it 
provides  that  "all  administrators,  executors  and  trustees  .... 
shall  be  liable  for  all  such  taxes,  with  lawful  interest,  as  here- 
inafter provided.^' 

However,  it  is  argued  that  our  construction  of  the  statute 
place  it  in  conflict  with  section  2  of  our  fiill  of  Rights;  and 
also  in  conflict  with  the  fourteenth  amendment  to  the  constitu- 
tion of  the  United  States.  We  will  consider  these  guaranties 
together.  That  part  of  section  2  of  our  Bill  of  Eights  which 
is  germane  to  the  argument  is:  "And  no  special  privileges  or 
immunities  shall  ever  be  granted  that  may  not  be  altered,  re- 
voked, or  repealed  by  the  general  assembly."  That  portion  of 
the  so-called  fourteenth  amendment  to  the  constitution  of  the 
tinited  States  which  is  pertinent  now  is:  ®*  "No  state  shall 
make  or  enforce  any  law  which  shall  abridge  the  privileges  or 
immunities  of  citizens  of  the  United  Staies;  ....  nor  deny 
to  any  person  the  equal  protection  of  the  laws.'' 

Very  much  that  we  have  already  said  and  quoted  bears  upon 
the  interposition  of  these  provisions,  and  we  still  fail  to  see 
how  the  statute  under  consideration  discriminates  against  the 
institutions  complaining  here.  Section  2  of  the  Bill  of  Eights^ 
bterdicts  the  conferring  special  privileges  and  immunities  be<« 
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yond  the  power  of  the  general  assembly  to  alter,  revoke  or  re- 
peal. There  is  nothing  occult  or  mysterions  about  this  lan- 
guage in  our  declaration  of  fundamental  principles. 

Our  constitution  was  adopted  by  the  people  of  Ohio  as 'their 
charter  of  rights  and  restraints,  and  it  is  not  charged  with 
the  care  of  nonresident  persons  or  corporations;  and  the  statute 
in  question  creates  no  privileges  or  immunities  in  favor  of  char- 
itable institutions  within  the  state,  which  the  general  assembly 
may  not  alter,  revoke  or  repeal;  and  surely  it  is  competent  for 
it  to  exempt  the  property  of  institutions,  corporations,  which 
it  has  created,  which  property  is  devoted  to  purely  religious  or 
charitable  purposes.  There  are  no  Ohio  institutions  here  com- 
plaining of  any  discrimination  against  them.  Nor  do  we  see 
any  help  for  plaintiff  in  error  in  the  fourteenth  amendment  to 
our  federal  constitution.  The  statute  we  are  considering  does 
not  abridge  the  privileges  or  immunities  of  citizens  of  other 
states,  nor  does  it  deny  to  any  person  the  equal  protection  of 
the  laws. 

Within  the  meaning  of  this  clause  a  foreign  corporation  is 
not  a  citizen  and  cannot  invoke  its  protection.  ®*  By  judicial 
construction  of  tiie  constitution  of  the  United  States  and  the 
{federal  judiciary  act,  a  corporation  is  a  citizen  for  the  purposes 
of  federal  jurisdiction  of  the  state  by  which  its  charter  has  been 
granted,  and  this  without  reference  to  the  residence  of  the  mem- 
bers or  shareholders  who  compose  the  corporation.  When  a 
corporation  chartered  by  or  created  under  the  laws  of  a  foreign 
state  is  sued  in  a  state  court,  it  may  remove  the  cause  to  the 
circuit  court  of  the  United  States  in  like  manner  as  a  nonresi- 
dent citizen  may^  without  regard  to  residence  of  its  members 
or  shareholders.  But  it  is  a  settled  principle  of  constitutional 
law  that  a  corporation  is  not  a  citizen  within  the  meaning  of 
that  clause  of  the  constitution  of  the  United  States  which  de- 
clares that  ^^the  citizen  of  each  state  shall  be  entitled  to  all  the 
privileges  and  immunities  of  citizens  of  the  several  states'' :  10 
Cyc.  150;  Ducat  v.  Chicago,  48  111.  172,  96  Am.  Dec.  629;  Ta-^ 
tern  V.  Wright,  23  N.  J.  L.  429 ;  Ducat  v.  Chicago,  10  WaQ. 
410,  19  L.  ed.  972. 

In  Pembina  Consolidated  Silver  Min.  etc  Co.  v.  Pennsyl- 
vania, 126  U.  S.  181,  8  Sup.  Ct.  Eep.  737,  31  L.  ed.  660,  ihe 
supreme  court  of  the  United  States  says  in  the  syllabus :  ''Cor- 
porations are  not  citizens  within  the  meaning  of  the  clause  of 
the  constitution  declaring  that  the  citizens  of  each  state  shalt 
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be  entitled  to  all  privileges  and  immunities  of  citizens  in  the 
Bcveral  states :  Const,  art.  4,  sec.  2,  cl.  1.  A  private  corporation 
is  included  under  the  designation  of  ^rson'  in  the  fourteenth 
amendment  to  the  constitution,  section  1.  The  provisions  in  the 
fourteenth  amendment  to  the  constitution,  section  1,  ^that  no 
Btate  shall  deny  to  any  person  within  its  jurisdiction  the  equal 
protection  of  the  laws/  do  not  prohibit  a  state  from  requiring 
®''  for  the  admission  within  its  limits  of  a  corporation  of  an* 
other  state   such  conditions  as  it  chooses.'^ 

This  doctrine  was  fully  reviewed  and  indorsed  in  Horn  Silver 
Min.  Co.  V.  New  York,  143  U.  S.  305, 12  Sup.  Ct  Eep.  403,  36 
L.  ed.  164. 

It  seems  unnecessary  to  cite  other  decisions  by  state  courts, 
since  the  highest  tribunal  in  the  land  has  thus  expounded  these 
constitutional  provisions. 

There  is  another  reason  why  the  alleged  discriminations 
against  nonresident  institutions  is  without  foundation.  The 
legislature  has  the  right,  in  laying  taxes,  to  classify  corpora- 
tions, as  has  been  done  in  this  state  in  recent  years  and  which 
has  been  upheld  by  this  court  as  within  the  constitutional  power 
of  the  general  assem'bly.  Bailroad  companies  are  reached  by 
one  mode  of  appraisal  and  assessment  for  taxes;  telegraph, 
telephone,  and  express  companies  by  other  methods;  and  more 
private  corporations  by  still  another  mode.  No  discriminationa 
can  be  tolerated  in  favor  of  or  against  one  of  the  corporations 
of  the  same  class ;  but  there  is  no  valid  objection  in  the  fact  that 
one  class  is  required  to  share  in  the  common  burden  of  taxa- 
tion in  a  different  way  and  even  in  a  different  degree,  from 
those  in  other  classes:  Lee  v.  Sturges,  46  Ohio  St.  163,  19  N. 
B.  560 ;  Hagerty  v.  State,  55  Ohio  Si  613,  45  N.  E.  1046. 

If  resident  corporations,  the  creatures  of  our  own  laws,  can- 
not justly  complain  of  such  classification,  how  can  foreign  cor- 
porations be  heard  to  find  fault  when  they  may  be  subjected 
to  any  reasonable  condition  for  their  admission  to  operate  in  this 
state,  and  ®^  even  may  be  excluded  altogether,  unless  engaged 
in  interstate  commerce? 
The  judgment  of  the  lower  court  is  sound,  and  it  is  affirmed. 

Spear,  C.  J.,  Davis,  Shauck,  Crew  and  Summers,  JJ.,  concur. 

On  the  TawatUmof  Property  Held  for  Oharitahle  purposes,  generally, 
see  St.  Louis  ▼.  Wenneker,  145  Mo.  230,  68  Am.  St.  Bep.  561,  47  S.  W. 
105.  As  to  what  property  is  exempt  from  taxation  as  a  ''charitable 
institution''   or  a  ''public   charity/'   see  Philadelphia  v.   Masonic 
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Home,  160  Pa.  St.  572,  40  Am.  St.  Bep.  736,  2a  All.  954,  23  Iju  B.  A. 
546;  Hib«niiiiit  Ben.  Soc.  ▼.  Kelly,  28  Or.  173,  52  Ajn.  St.  Kcp.  769, 
42  Pae«  3,  30-  U  B.  A.  167;  County  of  Henepin  t.  Bzoth^iiood  of 
GethMman^,  27  Minn.  460,  36  Am.  Bop.  29B,  and  note. 

Corj^OfXitUmM,  either  foreign  or  domestic,  are  not  entitled  to  the 
privileges  of  citizens  in  a  constitutional  sense,  save  in  the  matter 
of  jmiadiction  to  enable  them  to  appear  in  the  courts:  State  ▼. 
Hammond,  110  La.  180,  34  South.  368,  98  Am.  St  Bep^  459,  and  cases 
cited  in  the  croMrreference  note  thereto.  A  state  has  a  zi^ht  to 
classify  foreign  corporations  doing  business  within  it  in  a  separata 
class,  and  tax  them  more  and  on  a  ^Kfferent  basis  from  domestic 
corporations:  State  v.  Hammond  Packini;  Co.,  110  La.  180,  d8  Ajd. 
St.  Bep.  459,  34  South.  368.  See,  too.  Northwestern  Mut.  Life  Ins. 
Co.  ▼.  Lewis  and  Clarke  County,  28  Mont.  484,  72  Pae.  982,  98  Am. 
St.  Bop.  672,  and  cases  cited  ia  the  erois-ref erence  note  theretOL 


GIBBONS  V.  EBBING. 

[70  Ohio  St.  298,  71  N.  B.  20.] 

TS  A  8  K  M  K  M  T— Ways  OSreated  by  Deed—- Enf orcement. — ^A  reser- 
vation in  a  deed  of  a  specific  part  of  granted  premises  to  be  used 
as  a  driveway  in  common  by  the  grantees,  and  adjoining  owners  of 
land,  creates  an  easement  in  the  property  granted  appurtenant  to 
the  adjoining  land  of  the  grantor,  and  binding  on  that  conveyed  to 
the  grantee,  which  passes  with  the  land  to  all  subsequent  grantees, 
and  which  may  be  protected  or  enforced  at  law  or  in  equity,     (p.  901.) 

BAHRMTnra»— Ways— Bight  to  Olose  wlfh  Gates  or  Bax& — ^If 
a  right  of  way  is  created  by  reservation  in  a  deed,  the  grantee  ac- 
quires the  property  subject  only  to  such  right  and  may  use  the  land 
for  all  purposes  not  inconsistent  with  it,  and  in  the  absence  of  any- 
thing^ in  the  deed  or  in  the  circumstances  under  which  the  way 
was  aequired  or  used,  showing  that  it  was  to  be  open,  the  grantee 
may  put  gates  or  bars  across  it,  unless  they  would  unreasonably 
interfere  with  its  use.     (p.  902.) 

Ooulder,  Holding  &  Masten,  for  thid  plaintiff  a  in  error. 

Kermish,  Chapman  &  Kemnsli,  for  tiie  defendants  in  error. 

^^  SUMMERS^  J.  Wliat  right  or  eaa^nmt^  if  any,  in  the 
twelve  feet  driveway  the  owners  of  the  lota  cwiv^ed  to  Southern 
had  prior  to  his  conveyance  to  the-  plaintiffs  in  ^ror,  it  is  not 
necessary  to  determine.  From  his  deed  to  the  plaintiffs  in  error 
it  is  apparent  that  Southern  intended  therein  to  create  or  re- 
serve a  right  to  himself  and  to  the  owners  of  lots  on  Willson 
avenue  a  twelve  feet  strip  for  a  driveway  to  use  in  common 
with  the  grantee^  amd  so  was  created  an  eaaemeat  in  the  land 
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granted  appurtenant  to  ihe  land  for  the  benefit  oT  which  it  was 
created  and  ihen  owned  'bj  him. 

In  Whitney  v.  TTnion  I^.  Co.,  11  Gray,  3^59, 1363,  71  Am.  Dec 
715,  Bigelow,  J.,  says:  '^Every  owner  of  real  property  has  the 
right  to  80  deal  wiQi  it  as  to  restrain  its  nse  hy  liis  grantees 
within  ffoch  Emfts  a»  to  prevent  its  appropriation  to  purposes 
which  win  impair  the  value  or  diminish  the  pleasure  of  the 
enjoyment  of  the  land  which  he  retains.    The  only  restriction 
cm  this  right  is,  that  it  shall  be  exercised  reasonably,  with  a 
due  regard  to  public  policy,  and  without  creating  any  unlaw- 
ful reBtraint  of  trade.    Nor  can  there  be  any  doubt  that  in 
whatever  form  such  a  restraint  is  placed  on  real  estate  by  the 
terms  of  a  grant,  whether  it  is  in  the  technical  form  of  a  con- 
dition or  covenant,  or  of  a  reservation  or  exception  in  the 
*^  deed,  or  by  words  which  give  tJ  the  acceptance  of  tlae 
deed  by  the  grantee  the  force  and  effect  of  a  parol  agreement, 
it  is  binding  as  between  the  grantor  and  the  immediate  grantee, 
and  can  be  enfoTCed  against  him  by  suitable  process,  both  in 
law  and  equity.*^ 

And  in  Coudert  v.  Sayre,  46  N.  J.  Eq.  386,  395,  19  AtL 
190,  Van  Tleet,  vice-chancellor,  states  the  following  as  his  con- 
elusions  from  an  examination  of  a  number  of  .authorities :  ''The 
doctrine  now  in  force  on  this  subject  I  understand  to  be  this : 
That  when  it  appears  by  the  true  construction  of  the  .terms  of 
a  grant  fliat  it  was  the  well-understood  purpose  of  the  parties 
to  create  or  reserve  a  right,  in  the  nature  of  a  servitude  or 
casement,  in  the  property  granted,  for  the  benefit  of  other  land 
owned  by  the  grantor,  no  matter  in  what  form  such  purpose 
may  be  expressed,  whether  it  be  in  the  form  of  a  condition, 
or  covenant,  or  reservation,  or  exception,  such,  right,  if  not 
against  public  policy,  will  be  held  to  be  appurtenant  to  the 
land  of  flie  grantor,  and  binding  on  that  conveyed  to  the  gran- 
tee, and  the  right  and  burden  thus  created  and  imposed  will 
pass  wifli  the  lands  to  "all  subsequent  grantees.     And  any  grantee 
of  the  land  to  which  such  right  is  appurtenant    acquires,  by 
bis  grant,  a  right  to  have  the  servitude  or  easement,  or  right 
of  amenity,  a^  it  is  sometimes  called,  protected  in  equity,  not- 
withstanding that  his  right  may  not  rest  on  a  covenant  which, 
as  a  matter  of  low,  runs  with  the  title  to  his  land,  and  not- 
withstanding that  it  may  also  be  true  that  he  may  not  be  able 
to  inATnt,||iTi  311  action  at  law  for  Sie  ^vindication  of  his  ri^ht/' 
It  follows  that  the  circuit  court  was  right  in  concluding 
*^  that  the  plaintiff  below,  by  her  deed,  acquired  an  easement 
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to  the  driveway  over  the  twelve-foot  strip,  and  that  she  iraa 
entitled  to  an  injunction  protecting  her  in  the  right  to  use  it» 
hut  upon  what  ground  the  plaintiffB  in  error  were  enjoined 
from  inclosing  it  hy  a  gate  is  not  apparent. 

There  is  nothing  in  the  language  of  the  reservation  of  the 
right  to  use  the  twelve  feet  as  a  driveway  that  indicates  that 
it  was  to  be  either  open  or  public  On  the  contrary,  it  is  re- 
served to  be  used  in  common  by  the  owners  of  property  on  Will- 
son  avenue  adjoining  the  driveway,  and  by  the  grantees.  The 
property  of  plaintiffs  in  error  is  not  bounded  on  the  east  by 
a  public  way  or  street,  but  by  a  beer  garden,  it  is  said,  and 
the  court  expressly  finds  that  the  driveway  is  also  used  by  tres- 
passers who  commit  nuisances  therein,  and  that  the  rental  yalue 
of  plaintiff's  property  is  reduced  thereby. 

"Where  a  right  of  way  is  created  by  reservation,  the  grantee 
acquires  the  propertv  subject  only  to  this  right,  and  may  use 
the  land  for  all  purposes  not  inconsistent  with  it.  The  only 
limitations  upon  the  right  of  the  grantee  are  such  aa  are  neces- 
sary to  the  proper  use  of  the  right  of  way;  nothing  which  is 
not  expressly  reserved  vrill  be  regarded  as  an  incident  to  the 
reservation  except  that  which  is  necessary  for  such  reasonable 
enjoyment  and  use/  Accordingly  it  was  held  that  the  erection 
of  gates  or  bars  at  the  termini  of  the  way  was  not  an  unreaaon^ 
able  interference  with  its  use.'* 

^The  rule  is  general  that  the  land  owner  may  put  gates  and 
bars  across  a  way  over  his  land,  which  another  is  entitled  to 
enjoy,  unless,  of  course,  there  is  something  in  the  instrument 
creating  the  way,  or  *^^  in  the  circumstances  under  which  it 
has  been  acquired  or  used,  which  shows  that  the  way  is  to  be 
an  open  one.  The  easement  of  way  is  for  passage  only.  The 
land  remains  the  property  of  the  owner  of  the  servient  estate 
and  he  is  entitled  to  use  it  for  any  purpose  that  does  not  inter- 
fere with  the  easemenf:  Jones  on  Easements,  sees.  407,  413; 
Washburn  on  Easements,  255 ;  Methodist  Prot.  Church  v.  Laws, 
4  Ohio  Cir.  Dec.  662,  7  Ohio  C.  C.  Hep.  211. 

The  decree  of  the  circuit  court  is  modified  to  the  extent  that 
it  allowed  an  injunction  against  the  erection  and  maintenance 
of  a  gate,  and  as  so  modified,  is  affirmed* 

Spear,  C.  J.,  Davis,  Shauck,  Price  and  Crew,  JJ.,  concur. 

If  a  Right  of  Way  is  Reserved,  but  not  speciiieally  defined,  the  way 
need  only  be  such  as  is  reasonably  nocessary  and  eonvenient  for  the 
purpose  for  which  it  was  granted:  Grafton  v.  Voir,  130  N.  Y.  465, 
27  Am.  St.  Eep.  533,  29  N.  E.  974.    The  owner  of  land  which  it 
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subject  to  a  right  of  way  has  the  right  to  use  his  land  in  any  way 
not  inconsistent  with  the  easement:  Herman  ▼.  Boberts,  119  N.  Y. 
87,  16  Am,  St.  Eep.  800,  23  N.  E.  442,  7  L.  B.  A.  226;  Grafton  ▼. 
Moir,  130  K.  Y.  465,  27  Am.  St.  Bep.  533,  29  N.  E.  974.  See,  also, 
Iiott  V.  Payne,  82  Miss.  218,  100  Am.  St.  Bep.  632,  33  South.  948. 
That  covenants  creating  easements  may  ran  with  the  land,  see  the 
monographic  note  to  Geiszler  ▼.  De  Graaf,  82  Am.  St.  Bep.  674. 
The  rights  and  obligations  of  parties  to  private  ways  is  the  subject 
of  a  monographic  note  to  Dudgeon  v.  Bronson,  95  Am,  St.  Bep.  318* 
330. 
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STONE  V.  MARSHALL  OIL  COMPANY. 

[208  Pa.  St.  85,  57  Atl.  183.] 

CONFUSION  OF  OOODS  is  the  Willful  and  Fraudulent  inter- 
mixture of  the  chattels  of  one  person  with  the  chattels  of  another, 
without  the  consent  of  the  latter,  in  such  a  way  that  tfhey  cannot  be 
separated  and  distinguished,     (p.  908.) 

CONFUSION  OF  OOODS— Doctrine  and  Effect. — Although 
such  a  term  as  "confusion  of  goods"  is  generally  used,  there  is  in 
fact,  properly,  no  such  doctrine  as  a  "confusion  of  goods."  There 
is  a  fact  of  confusion  of  goods,  which  if  committed  with  a  fraudu- 
lent motive,  subjects  the  transaction  to  an  inflexible  rule,  that  the 
wrongdoer  shall  not  profit  by,  nor  the  innocent  person  suffer  from, 
the  wrong,     (p.  911.) 

CONFUSION  OF  OOODS.— If  a  Natural  Gas  Company  fraudu- 
lently commingles  gas  from  leased  property  with  gas  from  other 
properties  under  its  control,  keeping  no  account  thereof,  it  is  bound 
to  account  to  the  owner  of  the  leasehold,  who  is  entitled  to  one-fourth 
of  the  profits  therefrom,  for  one-fourth  of  the  profits  from  the  whole 
gas  confused,     (p.  91^) 

A.  L.  Weil,  J.  W.  Lee,  John  Chapman,  B.  B.  Stone  and 
Charles  M.  Thorp,  for  the  appellants, 

Johns  McCleave  and  B.  W.  Cmnmins,  ifor  the  appellce. 

®^  DEAN,  J.  Akin,  one  of  the  plaintiffs,  on  November  13, 
1885,  leased  from  Grimes  the  oil  and  gas  under  the  latter's  one 
hundred  and  fifty  acre  farm  in  Washington  county,  for  the 
term  of  three  years  or  as  long  as  oil  and  gas  should  be  found  in 
paying  quantities.  Akin  as  a  consideration  was  to  give  one- 
eighth  the  oil  if  oil  were  found,  and  in  case  gas  was  struck  in 
paying  quantities,  was  to  pay  Grimes  $700  annually  for  each 

(904) 
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ik3L    One  meil  wts  to  be  campleied  yn&in  m  year,  and  Akin 
was  to  pay  $160  azmnally  in  quarterly  paymezitB  until  a  well 
was  eompleted;  the  lease  was  acknowledged. and  rooorded  July 
22,  1SS6.     On  December  2,  1886,  Akin  assigned  ane-half  his 
lease  to  C.  W.  Stone,  R  B.  Stone  and  A.  J.  Hazeltine,  the  other 
three  plaintiffs  to  this  suit;  this  afisiginnent  was  recorded  tiie 
same  day.    They  drilled  no  well,  but  made  the  quarterly  pay- 
ments ta  Qrimes  who  accepted  them.    On  August  19, 1887,  they 
executed  a  lease  of  fifty  acres  of  the  farm  to  the  Marshall  Oil 
Company,  subject  to  all  the  stipulations  of  the  original  lease 
from  Grimes  io  Akin,  all  of  which  stipulations  were  to  be  kept 
and  performed  by  the  oil  company.    The  oil  company  was  to 
bsTe  the  right  to  drill  and  operate  for  oil  and  gas  for  one  year 
and  as  much  longer  as  oil  and  gas  should  be  found  in  paying 
quantities;  the  company  was  to  drill  four  wells,  to  be  com- 
pleted within  four,  eight,  twelve  and  sixteen  months  respec* 
tively.    ••  Part  of  the  consideration  is  embodied  in  this  pro- 
vision:  ^'The  said  party  of  the  second  part  (the  oil  company) 
for  itself,  its  eucoessors  and  assigns  agrees  to  give  to  said  parties 
of  the  first  part  (Akin,  Stones  &  Hazeltine),  one-fourth  of  all 
petroleum,  one-eighth  to  credit  of  John  Grimes  and  one-eighth 
to  the  lessors  of  this  lease.    It  is  also  agreed  that  in  case  gas 
shall  be  discovered  and  conducted  off  the  premises  for  use  or 
sale,  the  said  parties  of  the  first  part  in  the  proportionate  in- 
tere^  aforesaid  shall  receive  one-fourth  of  the  profits  thereof 
above  cost   bonms  of  $700  to  the  original  lessor.^'    This  lease 
is  dated  August  19,  188V,  and  was  recorded  the  next  day.     On 
December  25,  1887,  this  lease  was  supplemented  by  another  of 
thirty  acres  more  of  the  farm  on  the  same  terms,  but  provid- 
ing that  of  the  four  wells;  none  of  which  had  yet  been  drilled, 
two  should  be  compldied  within  four  months,  one  on  the  fifty- 
acre  tract  and  one  on  the  tiiirty  acre  tract,  and  that  as  to  all 
«il  or  gas  produced  on  either  tract  the  royalty  should  be  the  same 
as  that  fixed  for  the  fifty  acres.    The  Marshall  Oil  Company 
&en  drilled  one  well,  a  very  strong  gas-well ;  the  Marshall  Oil 
Company  did  not  utilize  it  itself,  but  sold  it  to  the  Washing- 
ton Oil  Company,  another  of  defendants.    Then,  on  June  19, 
1888,  the  Marshall  Oil  Company  induced  Grimes  to  lease  to  it 
fflrectly  the  whole  farm  for  oil  and  gas  purposes.    The  terms 
of  the  lease  were  substantially  the  same   as  those  in  the  lease 
from  Grimes  to  Akin  except,  that  instead  of  $700  per  annum, 
&e  price  for  each  gas-well  was  to  be  $600,  but  the  price  for 
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the  well  completed  was  to  remain  $700.  Then  by  a  separate 
agreement  Grimes  reduced  the  price  per  well  to  $500.  Then 
by  agreement  dated  July  6,  1888,  the  Marshall  Oil  Com- 
pany leased  an  additional  fifteen  acres  to  the  Washington  Oil 
Company  subject  to  the  same  terms  as  its  first  lease  to  the 
same  company  dated  the  previous  June.  The  Washington  Oil 
Company  tubed  the  first  well,  piped  the  gas  and  sold  it  from 
August,  1888,  to  September,  1889,  then  by  bill  of  sale  trana* 
ferred  the  gas  to  the  Taylorstown  Natural  Gas  Company  whidi 
has  been  disposing  of  it  ever  since.  This  last  company  waa, 
practically,  a  selling  company  for  the  Washington  Oil  Company. 
The  first  well  was  a  remarkably  strong  and  productive  well; 
even  after  nine  years  there  is  no  perceptible  diminution  in  the 
pressure  or  in  the  volume  of  gas. 

»*  After  its  contract  with  Grimes  of  June  19, 1888,  the  Mar- 
shall  Oil  Company  and  Washington  Oil  Company  drilled  other 
wells  on  the  Grimes  farm  and  the  gas  from  them,  as  well  as 
from  the  first  well  drilled,  was  conducted  into  a  main  pipe  and 
from  that  pipe  conducted  and  distributed  to  consumers  who 
desired  to  purchase  it.  The  defendants  refused  to  account  to 
plaintiflEs  for  their  share  of  the  profits  of  the  Grimes  well  and 
this  bill  was  filed  in  July,  1893,  for  discovery  and  for  an  ac- 
count and  decree  of  their  share  of  the  profits  of  that  welL 

Defendants  set  up  defense  that  the  lease  from  Grimes  to 
Akin  and  from  the  latter  to  the  Stones  and  Hazeltine  were  not 
the  subject  of  assignment;  that  the  covenant  for  share  of  the 
profits  was  a  mere  personal  covenant  of  the  Maxshall  Oil  Com- 
pany and  not  binding  on  its  assignees ;  that  there  had  been  de- 
fault in  payment  to  Grimes  which  avoided  the  lease,  and  that 
plaintiffs  had  an  adequate  remedy  at  law. 

The  late  Judge  White,  then  sitting  as  chancellor,  after  a  full 
hearing  on  the  evidence,  in  an  elaborate  opinion  filed,  decreed  in 
February,  1898,  that  defendant  should  accoimt  and  sent  the  case 
to  a  master  to  state  an  account  of  the  profits  of  the  Grimes  welL 
From  this  decree  defendants  appealed  and  it  was  affirmed  by 
this  court  on  the  opinion  of  the  court  below  November  14,  1898, 
and  now  after  five  years  more  with  many  and  prolonged  hear- 
ings before  the  master  and  the  court  below,  we  have  this  appeal 
by  plaintiffs.  Judge  White,  in  his  opinion  decreeing  the  ac- 
counting, held  that  ''it  was  very  evident  that  the  Marshall 
Oil  Company  in  procuring  the  lease  from  Grimes  (of  the  whole 
farm)  June  19,  1888,  acted  in  bad  faith  and  was  guilty  of  a 
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legal  fraud  upon  the  plaiiitiffs/'  and  that  this  was  for  two  pur- 
poses, one  to  get  clear  of  drilling  another  well,  and  second  to 
get  clear  of  paying  to  plaintiffs  the  share  of  one-fourth  of  the 
profits  on  the  sale  of  gas.  He  further  held :  '^A  share  of  the  gas 
stands  on  the  same  footing  as  a  share  of  the  oil.  A  share  of 
the  oil  may  be  delivered  at  the  well  or  in  pipe  lines;  as  a  share 
of  gas  could  not  be  delivered  in  specie  at  the  well  or  elsewhere, 
the  only  way  of  sharing  it  would  be  to  share  in  the  proceeds  of 
sale.'^ 

The  master  then,  very  properly,  brushed  aside  much  of  the 
rubbish  brought  into  the  case  by  defendants  to  shield  them 
from  fully  accounting,  and  as  he  was  bound  to  do^  treated  two 
•*  questions  as  res  adjudicata:  1.  Defendants  were  bound  to 
account  for  one-fourth  the  profits  from  the  Grimes  gas-well; 
2.  To  get  at  their  share  of  the  profits  they  were  bound  to  show 
with  approximate  accuracy  plaintifPs  money  share  of  the  profits 
by  showing  the  quantity  of  gas  produced  from  that  well.    But 
defendants  alleged  the  gas  from  the  Grimes  well  was  indiscrim- 
inately blended  and  mixed  by  defendants  with  that  from  a 
number  of  other  wells  of  theirs,  and  it  is  impossible  now  to 
tell  the  quantity  received  from  that  particular  well.    As  to 
this  plea  the  master  answers :  *'It  is  true  they  admit  they  were 
unable  to  determine  with  accuracy  how  much  gas  came  from  the 
Grimes  well,  but  they  say,  having  failed  to  keep  such  account, 
what  more  can  we  do  than  we  have  done  ?    This  might  answer 
very  well  if  they  had  innocently  erred,  but  if  the  failure  to 
keep  an  account  is  not  the  result  of  innocent  error,  but  of  a 
fixed  purpose  to  secure  for  themselves  the  profits  of  the  Grimes 
lease,  the  case  is  a  very  different  one.    The  testimony  discloses 
the  fact  that  the  defendant  companies  have  acted  with  their 
eyes  open  and  with  full  knowledge  of  the  claim  of  plaintiffs  to 
one-fourth  the  profits  from  the -sale  of  gas  from  the  Grimes 
well.'* 

The  master  might  very  well  find  that  they  had  acted  with 
•  their  eyes  open;  not  only  were  the  lease  to  Akin  and  the  assign- 
ment of  half  interest  by  him  to  the  other  three  plaintiffs  be- 
fore  them,  but  they  had  actual  notice  from  R.  B.  Stone  of  plain- 
tiffs' contract  and  claim  of  right  under  it.  In  1893  this  bill 
was  filed,  yet  no  attempt  for  nearly  ten  years  was  made  to  keep 
any  account  of  this  particular  well.  The  master  finds  that 
there  was  a  well-known  system  of  measurement  which  might, 
with  but  little  trouble,  have  been  adopted  and  approximate  ac- 
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ctrraqr  of  quantiiy  obtained.  Eaviiig  made  no  effort  to  ke^ 
an  account^  with  a  full  knowledge  of  iheir  moral  and  legal  ob- 
ligation, they  mingled  the  production  of  this  well  ^with  thcai 
other  wells,  so  that;  it  is  now  impossible  to  osoertain,  with  even 
approximate  certainty,  the  quantity.  That  it  was  very  large. 
that  it  was  in  volume  persistent  and  under  high  pressure^  la  not 
questioned. 

The  master  having  stated  the  facts  of  the  confusion  of  plain- 
tiffs' property  with  that  of  defendants  and  the  fraudulent  pur- 
pose in  defendants^  conduct,  and  after  finding  as  a  fact  from 
**  the  evidence  that  it  was  impossible  to  separate  with  even 
approximate  accuracy  as  to  quantity  i^  product  of  the  Giimes 
well  from  the  product  of  defendants'  other  welk,  finds  that  in 
law  there  was  by  defendants  a  confusion  of  goods,  and  to  the 
end  that  he  might  award  to  plaintifiEs  their  one-fourth  share  of 
the  profits  under  this  contradb  he  adopts  the  definition  of  ''con- 
fusion of  goods'*   given  in  Dwight  on  Persons  and  Personal 
Property,  486,  as  his  rule  of  action.    That  definition  is  as  fol- 
lows :  '^Confusion  of  goods,  as  understood  in  English  and  Amer- 
ican law,  is  the  willful  and  fraudulent  intermixture  of  the  chat- 
tels of  one  person  with  the  chattels  of  the  other,  without  the 
consent  of  the  latter  in  such  a  way  that  they  cannot  be  sepa- 
rated and  distinguished/'    THie  master  fortifies  the  accuracy 
and  scope  of  Ihis  definition  by  a  citation  of  unimpeachable  au- 
thorities.   In  fact,  there  is  no  substantial  distinction  between 
his  definition  and  that  cited  by  appellees'  counsel  from  Suther- 
land on  Damages,  section  101:  '^A  reasonable  rule  which  has 
much  authority  to  support  it  is,  that  one  who  has  confused  his 
own  property  with  that  of  other  persons  shall  lose  it  when  there 
is  a  concurrence  of  these  two  things:  1.  That  he  has  fraudu- 
lently   caused  the  confusion;  and   2.  That  the  rights  of  the 
other  party  after  the  confusion  are  not  capable  otherwise  of 
complete  protection."    Taking  the  facts  as  found  by  the  mas- 
ter, there  is  no  distinction  in  the  applicabilily  of  either  defini- 
tion.    So  the  master,  governed  by  this  rule,  stated  an  account 
charging  the  defendants  with  the  gross  receipts  of  gas  from  Oc- 
tober, 1888,  to  February,  1898,  $549,644.03,  and  allowing  them 
credit  for  expenses  end  other  items  which  reduced  the  amount 
to  $451,861.22;  one-fourth  of  this,  or  $112,965-30,  he  awarded 
to  plaintiffs  as  their  share  of  profits  and  submitted  his  report 
accordingly  to  the  court.     In  the  meantime  Judge  White,  who 
had  heard  the  evidence  at  the  first  hearings^  and  who  had  ad- 
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judged  the  liability  of  dafendauts  to  account  and  had  appointed 
the  master,  died,  so  exceptions  to  the  report  were  heard  and 
passed  upon  by  Judge  Shafer,  who  decreed  in  opinion  filed  that 
the  exceptions  denying  the  application  of  the  doctrine  of  the 
confusion  of  goods  be  sustained,  and  that  the  case  be  referred 
back  to  the  master  that  he  might  state  an  account  in  accordance 
with  that  opinion.    Accordingly,  the  master  with  great  reluc- 
tance restated  the  •*  account  as  directed  by  the  court  making 
the  receipts  from  the  Grimes  well  $111,203.05,  and  one-fourth 
of  that  sum,  $27,800.76,  he  awarded  to  plaintife.     That  state- 
ment of  account  the  court  confirmed  absolutely,  and  we  have 
tliis  appeal  by  plaintiffs  assigning  for  error  the  change  in  the 
computation  as  directed  by  the  court 

The  reasons  given  by  the  learned  judge  for  setting  aside  the 
account  st&ted  by  the  master  do  not  convince  us  that  his  decree  is 
correct*     He  says :  *TJpon  a  careful  examination  of  the  author- 
ities cited  by  counsel  we  are  convinced  that  the  doctrine  of  con- 
fusion of  goods  is  not  applicable  to  the  facts  of  this  case." 
Then,  after  stating  the  substance  of  the  contracts  on  which  the 
claim  of  plaintiff  is  based,  he  further  says:  '^The  default  of 
the  defaadants  consists  not  in  mingling  the  goods  of  the  plain- 
tiffs with  their  own,  but  in  failing  to  keep  a  proper  account  of 
the  proceeds  of  the  Grimes  well  so  as  to  be  able  to  show  defi- 
nitely the  amount  of  profit  derived  therefrom  by  them.    The 
well  and  the  gas  produced  from  it  being  entirely  in  their  own 
hands  and  control"  and  plaintiffs  having  no  means  whatever  of 
keeping  any  account^  the  duty  devolved  upon  the  defendants  to 
keep  an  account,  and  their  agreement  to  pay  to  the  plaintiffs 
the  one-fourth  of  the  profits  implied  an  agreement  to  keep  a 
reasonably  definite  and  accurate  account. 

"While  we  are  of  opinion  that  the  doctrine  of  confusion  of 
goods  is  not  to  be  applied  so  as  to  deprive  them  of  the  profits 
of  one-fourth  of  all  the  gas  produced  from  the  other  eighteen 
wells  owned  by  them,  yet  the  fact  that  negligence  or  fraud  of 
the  defendants  has  made  a  determination  of  the  exact  product 
of  the  Grimes  well  difficult  and  perhaps  impossible,  must  cer- 
tainly be  deemed  to  cast  on  them  the  inconvenience  and  loss 
which  may  arise  from  the  difficulties  of  the  account^  and  not  on 
the  plaintiffs^  who  are  not  to  blame  for  them." 

We  are  at  a  loss  to  see  any  practical  distinction  between  the 
reasons  for  the  rule  adopted  from  the  books  by  the  master  and 
&e  reasons  for  the  one  announced  by  the  court;  nor  can  we  see 
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any  other  rational  method  that  could  be  adopted  by  the  mas- 
ter which  would  certainly  reach  none  other  than  a  righteous  re- 
sult 

There  is  but  little  difference  between  the  master  and  the 
court  in  the  moral  stamp  put  upon  the  conduct  of  the  defend- 
ants, ®*  but  a  very  wide  difference  in  the  result  of  the  two 
computations;  by  discarding  his  own  computation  in  his  first 
report  and  adopting  the  court^s  in  the  second,  he  relieves  de- 
fendants of  three-fourths  of  the  award  he  first  imposed  upon 
tliem.    But  in  the  second  he  treats  defendants  exactly  as  equity 
would  have  treated  them,  if  from  the  beginning  there  had  been 
a  mutual  agreement  that  the  product  of  the  Grimes  well  should 
not  be  measured  before  it  passed  into  the  main,  that  then,  for 
years  it  might  be  commingled  with  the  gas  from  the  other  wells, 
and  then  with  no  means  of  approximating  certainty,  the  plain- 
tiffs' share  of  the  profits  should  be  computed.    This  is  what 
equity  would  have  done  if  both  parties  had  been  equally  inno- 
cent, or  rather,  if  both  had  been  equally  negligent     But  the 
adoption  of  the  court's  method  fiatly  ignores  the  facts  found 
bj  the  master  and  from  which  the  court  does  not  dissent :  The 
gas  was  commingled  by  the  fraud  of  defendants;  in  defiancef 
of  plaintiffs'  right,  which  they  well  knew,  they  wholly  neglected 
to  keep  any  account  of  it     The  master  finds  now  that  it  is  ut- 
terly impossible  to  approximate  the  quantity;  therefore,  obey- 
ing the  peremptory  instruction  of  the  court,  as  was  his  duty^i 
he  could  not  do  other  than  make  a  somewhat  arbitrary  estimate 
or  guess  at  the  quantity  and  so  report     In  doing  so,  he  disre- 
gards the  facts  which  the  law  declares  would  impel  him  to 
adopt  the  principle  on  which  his  first  report  is  founded,  and> 
therefore,  the  second  report  is  not  founded  on  fact  or  reason. 
By  the  guessing  method  the  chances  of  loss  or  gain  between  the 
innocent  plaintiffs  and  the  culpable  defendants  are  even.     By 
adopting  the  court's  method  it  is  just  as  probable  that  defend- 
ants will  gain  thousands  of  dollars'  worth  of  plaintiffs'  gas  to 
which  they  have  no  right  as  that  plaintiffs  will  get  any  part  of 
the  gas  to  which  they  have  no  right.     This  is  the  very  situation 
that  arouses  the  indignation  of  equity,  for  plaintiffs  did  nothing 
to  bring  it  about  and  defendants  did;  hence  comes  into  opera- 
tion the  principle  that  the  wrongdoer  shall  not  profit  by  his 
wrong  and  the  innocent  party  shall  not  suffer  by  it. 

The  principal  reason  given  by  the  learned  judge  for  not  adopt- 
ing the  first  report  of  the  master  is,  that  he  misapplies  to  tiie 
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• 
facts  before  him  the  doctrine  of  confusion  of  goods^  because  tho 
plaintiffs  had  no  property  in  the  gas  as  a  product  or  ®®  chat- 
tel, but  only  a  right  to  one-fourth  the  profits  on  the  sale  of  it 
It  is  clear  to  us  that  this  is  too  narrow  a  view  of  the  power  and 
functions  of  either  law  or  equity;  it  taints  them  with  an  im- 
becility which  would  render  them  powerless  in  many  cases  to 
remedy  wrongs  or  vindicate  rights.  Although  such  a  term  as 
•^confusion  of  goods'*  is  generally  used,  there  is,  in  fact,  prop- 
erly no  such  doctrine  as  a  '^confusion  of  goods'* ;  there  is  a  fact 
of  confusion  of  goods,  which,  if  committed  with  a  fraudulent 
motive,  subjects  the  transaction  to  an  inflexible  rule,  rigorously 
enforced  both  at  law  and  in  equity,  that  the  wrongdoer  shall  not 
profit  by  nor  the  innocent  party  suffer  from  the  wrong.  It 
would  be  impossible  in  reaching  a  righteous  result  that  any  one 
particular  method  should  be  adaptable  to  the  innumerable  and 
complex  transactions  of  the  business  world,  or  exactly  to  all  the 
devices  and  devious  ways  of  fraud. 

Substantially,  a  like  method  is  adopted  with  the  same  result 
in  settling  the  accounts  of  negligent  and  faithless  trustees,  who 
have  kept  no  accounts  or  have  mixed  indiscriminately  the  trust 
funds  with  their  own ;  equity  does  not  fear  wrong  to  the  culpa- 
ble trustee,  but  so  shapes  its  decrees  that  no  possible  wrong 
shall  come  to  the  innocent  cestui  qui  trust.  The  same  principle 
is  applied  to  the  willful  trespasser,  who  has  mixed  his  own  ore 
or  his  own  logs  with  those  of  his  innocent  neighbor.  And  as  in 
Kleppner  v.  Lemon,  197  Pa.  St  430,  47  Atl.  363,  the  case  of 
a  wrongdoer  who  commingled  the  oil  from  his  own  land  with 
that  of  an  owner  from  whom  he  leased  and  willfully  neglected 
to  keep  account  of  the  respective  products.  Indeed,  we  can  see 
no  room  for  distinction  in  the  application  of  the  principle  be- 
tween the  Kleppner  case  and  the  one  before  us.  Kleppner,  by 
his  contract,  was  entitled  to  a  royalty  of  one-eighth  the  oil 
from  one  well  on  his  own  land;  the  lessee  had  other  wells  on 
adjoining  lands,  then  fraudulently  commingled  the  oil  from 
all  of  them  and  kept  no  account  of  that  from  Kleppner^s;  it 
was  held  that  Kleppner  was  entitled  to  one-eighth  of  the  whole. 

The  definitions  heretofore  quoted  happen  to  have  had  in  view 
a  fraudulent  commingling  of  chattels  having  a  separate  indi- 
viduality, which  might  have  been  preserved  if  proper  care  had 
been  taken  and  accounts  kept  by  him  on  whom  was  imposed 
such  duty,  so  that  afterward,  on  settlement  or  adjustment,  the 
^  value  of  each  one^s  share  of  the  chattels  could  readily  be  as- 
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oertained  according  to  the  niunber  of  cattle^  tons  of  ore,  or  gal- 
lons of  oil.  If  the  chattels  be  willfully  and  fraudulently  com- 
mingled^ no  accounts  kept  or  other  means  of  determining  each 
one's  share,  there  cornea  into  operation  the  principle  applicable 
to  all  transactions  affected  by  fraud,  that  the  wrongdoer  shall 
not  profit  nor  the  innocent  party  suffer  by  the  fraud.  And  the 
more  difficult  it  is,  from  the  nature  or  species  of  the  chattel^  to 
preserve  the  property  right  of  the  owner,  the  more  imperative 
is  the  duty  upon  him  who  is  answerable  to  preserve,  to  the  ex- 
tent that  he  is  able,  the  evidence  of  the  rights  It  makes  no  dif- 
ference in  the  application  of  the  principle  that  plaintiffs  were 
entitled  to  one-fourth  the  profits  of  the  Grimes  well  instead  of 
to  one-fourth  the  gas.  Defendants'  motive  in  first  attempting 
the  fraud  was  to  get  rid  of  paying  one-fourth  the  profits  of 
the  product;  then,  with  distinct  knowledge  of,  and  actual  no- 
tice of,  plaintifh'  claim,  even  by  suit,  they  effectually  smotiiered 
any  certain  evidence  of  the  extent  of  their  answerability  by  neg- 
lecting to  keep  accounts.  Their  only  defense  now  is,  we  have 
no  accounts,  and  as  the  master  practically  finds,  they  resort  to 
guessing  to  determine  the  quantity  of  gas  from  the  Grimes  welL 
The  argument  of  appellees'  counsel,  to  some  extent  approved 
by  the  court  below,  is,  that  by  their  contract  they  acquired  title 
Uf  the  gas,  and  therefore  had  a  right  to  commingle  it  with  their 
own.  This  argument  evades  the  point  at  issue;  the  whole  of 
the  gas  was  in  their  control  and  custody;  by  their  relation  to 
the  contract  and  to  plaintiffs  it  was  their  moral  and  legal  duty 
to  account  to  and  pay  to  the  plaintiffs  one-fourth  the  profits. 
They  willfully  neglected  to  keep  accounts  showing,  even  approx- 
imately, the  extent  of  their  liability,  and  now  ask,  after  putting 
it  out  of  their  power  to  account,  leave  to  guess  at  the  amount 
payable  to  plaintiffs. 

We  think  the  facts  that  the  entire  product  was  by  the  contract 
the  property  of  defendants,  and  that  their  responsibility  consisted 
only  in  their  duty  to  account  for  and  pay  over  one-fouxth  the 
profits  does  not  relieve  their  conduct  from  the  application  of  the 
same  principle  as  is  applied  to  a  fraudulent  confusion  of  goods. 

Therefore,  the  decree  of  the  court  setting  aside  the  first  report 
of  the  master  is  reversed ;  the  second  report  is  set  aside  and  the 
^  decree  affirming  it  reversed ;  the  appeal  of  J.  B.  Akin,  C.  W. 
Stone,  E.  B.  Stone  and  A.  J.  Hazeltine  is  sustained,  and  the 
first  report  of  the  master  is  confirmed  absolutely. 
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b.  TortioDS  SBtenBiztare  of  Qooda»  91& 

c.  Innocent   Intermingling,  915. 

d.  Goods  Sosceptl'ble  of  Identification,  915. 

e.  Property  of  Bq.nal  antf  Ukilform  Value,  916. 
f  .  Fsoperty  Whose  Vain*  c«n  be  BelUaated,  916. 
g»  P»operty  Ctonuniaigled  by  Consent,  917. 

h.  Intemdxtnre  by  Inevitable  Accident  or  Vis  SCaJor,  917. 
XL    Goods  and  Property  Confused. 

a.  Grain  and  Flour,  917. 

b.  Cattle,  Horses  and  FowlSy  919. 

c.  Ziogs;.  Lamber,  and  OtlMv  Timber,  919, 

d.  Ore  and  Mineral,  920. 

e.  Oil  and  Gas»  920. 

UL    Persons  Involyed  and  Affected. 

a.  Tblrd  Persons   Generally,  920. 

b.  Purebasers  of  Goods. 

1.  In  General,  921. 

2.  In  Ctee  of  Sale  in  Frmid  of  Oreditors,  921. 

c    Debtor  and  Creditor— Attadunent  and  Execution,  922. 

d.  Mortgagor  and  Mortgagee. 

1.  In  General,  922. 

2.  PorchaBHr  of  liortgaged.  Oe»i%  92Sb 
••    Prtncipfll  and   Agents  923*  » 

f.  Bailor  and  Bailee^  924. 

g.  Husband  and  Wife,  924. 

IV.    Bemedies  and  Their  ISnf orcement» 

a.  Beplevin,  924. 

b.  Baaages,  926. 

e.  Demand,  92ab 

I.    Kature,  Scope  and  Effect  of  Confusion. 

A*    In  General. — Wlien.  there  has  been  such  an  intermixture  of 

goods  owned  by  different  persons  that  the  property  of  each  can  no 

longer  be  distinguished,  what  is  denominated  a  confusion  of  goods 

has  taken  place:  Hesseltine  v.  Stockwell,  30  Me.  237,  50  Am.  Bee. 

627;  monographic  note  to  Pulcifer  v.  Page,  54  Am.  Bee  589.    Or,  as 

defined  in  the  principal  case,  ante,  p.  904,  confusion  of  goods  is  the 

willfnl  and  fraudulent  intermixture  of  the  chattels  of  one  person  with 

the  chattels  of  another,  without  the  consent  o£  the  latter,  in  such  a 

way  that  they  cannot  be  separated  and  distinguished.    There  is  no 

Bungling  of  property  where  one  puts  potatoes  in  one  end  of  a  trench 

Aud  separates  them  by  a  partition  of  hay  from  potatoes  in  the  other 

«ad  of  the  exeavation  belonging  to  another  person:  Scott  v.  Schofield, 

lOEl  Iowa,  15,  69  N.  W.  1127.    A  conf  usioik  of  the  profits  or  proceeds 

of  sales  may  be  worked,  so  that  the  innocent  party  will  be  eafeitled 

^  the  whole^  oar  to  his  propertionate  share  of  the  whole:  Graham  ▼. 

Plate,  40  CaL  593,  6  Am.  Bep.  639.    This  pxinciple  is  applied  in  the 

**BXFZBa>rcs  to  vokoobapsio  norrs. 
TiUo  by  aecetnlon:  54  Am.  Dec.  68S-597;  44  Am.  St  Rep.  444-44flw 
Am.  St  Rep.,  Vol.  101—58 
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ease  of  a  sale  of  mining  claims  which  are  not  separately  yalaed:  Huff 
V.  Hard  wick  (Colo.  App.),  75  Pac.  593. 

The  general  rule  is,  that  if  a  person  having  charge  of  the  property 
of  others  so  confounds  it  with  his  own  that  the  line  of  distinction 
cannot  be  traced,  all  the  inconvenience  of  the  confusion  is  thrown  upon 
him  who  produces  it,  and  it  is  for  him  to  distinguish  and  identify 
his  own  property  or  to  lose  it:  Kreuzer  v.  Coonvy,  45  Md.  582,  592. 
Bee,  too,  Alexander  v.  Zeigler  (Hiss.),  36  South.  536;  State  v.  Goll, 
82  N.  J.  L.  285;  Brakeley  v.  Tut  tie,  3  W.  Va.  86.  This  rule  is  merely 
one  of  evidence.  "The  wrongful  mingling  of  one's  own  goods  with 
those  of  another,  when  the  question  of  identification  of  the  property 
arises,  throws  upon  the  wrongdoer  the  burden  of  pointing  out  hia 
own  goods;  and,  if  this  cannot  be  done,  he  must  bear  the  loss  which 
results  from  it.  It  is  but  an  application  of  the  principle  that  all 
things  are  presumed  against  the  spoliator;  that  is  to  say,  against  one 
who  wrongfully  destroys  or  suppresses  evidence":  HoUoway  Seed  Co. 
T.  City  Nat.  Bank,  92  Tex.  187,  47  S.  W.  95,  516.  See,  also,  Little 
Pittsburg  Con.  Min.  Co.  v.  Little  Chief  Con.  Min.  Co.,  11  Colo.  223, 
7  Am.  St.  Bep.  226,  17  Pac.  760. 

The  doctrine  will  not  be  carried  further  in  any  case  than  necessity 
requires:  Brown  v.  Bacon,  63  Tex.  595;  Claflin  v.  Beaver,  55  Fed.  576. 
It  involves  a  forfeiture,  and  is  never  applied  where  it  consistently 
can  be  avoided:  Keweenaw  Assn.  v.  O'Neil,  120  Mich.  270,  79  N.  W. 
183.  It  must  be  an  extreme  case  that  will  justify  the  taking  of  the 
property  of  one  person  and  giving  it  to  another;  whenever  it  is  pos- 
sible, therefore,  to  make  a  division  of  the  property  and  give  to  each  one 
his  share,  a  court  will  make  such  division:  First  Nat.  Bank  t.  Scott, 
36  Neb.  607,  54  N.  W.  987.  And  jet,  in  the  language  of  the  court  in 
the  principal  case,  ante,  p.  904,  a  confusion  of  goods,  if  committed 
with  a  fraudulent  motive,  subjects  the  transaction  to  an  inflexible 
rule,  rigorously  enforced  at  law  and  in  equity,  that  the  wrongdoer 
shall  not  profit  by  nor  the  innocent  party  suffer  from  the  wrong. 

The  doctrine  of  the  confusion  of  goods  is  comprehensively  stated 
by  Justice  Fowler  in  Bobinson  v.  Holt,  39  N.  H.  557,  75  Am.  Dec 
233:  "If  the  goods  of  several  intermingled  can  be  easily  distin- 
guished and  separated,  no  change  of  property  takes  place,  and  each 
party  may  lay  claim  to  his  own.  If  the  goods  are  of  the  same  nature 
and  value,  although  not  capable  of  an  actual  separation  by  identify- 
ing each  particular,  if  the  portion  of  each  owner  is  known,  and  a 
division  can  be  made  of  equal  proportionate  value,  as  in  the  case 
of  a  mixture  of  corn,  coffee,  tea,  wine,  or  other  article  of  the  same 
kind  and  quality,  then  each  may  claim  his  aliquot  part;  but  if  the 
mixture  is  indistinguishable,  because  a  new  ingredient  is  formed, 
not  capable  of  a  just  appreciation  and  division  according  to  the 
original  rights  of  each,  or  if  the  articles  mixed  are  of  different  values 
or  quantities,  and  the  original  values  or  quantities  cannot  be  detar- 
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mined,  the  pftrty  'wbo  oeeasionSy  or  through  whose  fault  or  neglect 
occurs,  the  wrongful  mixture  must  bear  the  lost,''  approved  in  Brooks 
▼.  Lowenstein,  95  Tenn.  262,  85  8.  W.  89. 

b.    Tortioiis  Xntermlzttire  of  Goods. — ^If  an  owner  of  goods  will- 
fully and  tortiously  mixes  and  confuses  them  with  the  goods  of  an- 
other, so  that  they  are  indistinguishable  and  insusceptible  of  just  ap- 
preciation and  division  according  to  the  rights  of  ea^  owner,  he  by 
whose  fault  or  wrong  or  neglect  the  mixture  is  caused  must  bear  the 
whole  loss,  and  the  innocent  party  will  take  the  whole  property  by 
accession:  Bums  v.  Campbell,  71    Ala.    271;    Graham    v.   Plate,    40 
CaL  593,  6  Am.  Bep.  639;  Mayer  v.  Wilkins,  87  Fla.  244,  19  South. 
632;    First    Nat.    Bank   v.    Schween,    127  111.  573,  11  Am.  St.  Bep. 
174,  20  N.  E.  681;  Tufts  v.  McGlintock,  28  Me.  424,  48  Am.  Dec. 
501;    Byder    t.    Hathaway,    88    Mass.    (21  Pick.)     298;   Jewett   v. 
Dringer,  30  N.  J.  Eq.  291;  Seavy  v.  Dearborn,  19  N.  H.  351;  Franklin 
T.  Oumersell,  9  Mo.  App.  84;  Williams  y.  Morrison,  28  Fed.  872;  The 
Idaho,  93  U.  S.  575,  32  L.  ed.  978;  monographic  note  to  Pulcifer  y. 
Page,  54  Am.  Dec  591-593.    It  is  not  necessary,  probably,  for  the  in- 
nocent person  to  prove  that  the  mixture  was  actually  made  with  the 
intent  to  defraud  him,  for  in  most  cases  this  would  be  difficult  to  do: 
Bust  Land  etc  Co.  v.  Isom^  70  Ark.  99,  91  Am.  St.  Bep.  68,  66  a  W. 
434. 

c    Innocent  Intermingling. — ^But  the  foregoing  doctrine  of  forfeit- 
ure of  the  entire  property  in  favor  of  the  innocent  party  applies  only  to 
wrongful  or  fraudulent  intermixtures.    There  may  be  an  intentional 
intermingling,  and  yet  no  wrong  intended.    The  intentional  and  inno- 
cent intermixture  of  property  of  substantially  the  same  quality  and 
value  does  not  change  the  ownership.    And  no  one  has  a  right  to  take 
the  whole,  but  in  so  doing  commits  a  trespass  on  the  other  owner. 
He  should  notify  him  to  make  a  division,  or  to  take  his  own  propor- 
tion at  his  peril  taking  care  to  leave  to  the  6ther  owner  as  much  as 
belongs  to  him:  Hart  v.  Morton,  44  Ark.  447;  Wingate  v.  Smith,  20 
Mc  287;  Byder  v.  Hathaway,  38  Mass.  (21  Pick.)  298;  Wetherbee  v. 
Green,  22  Mich.  311,  7  Am.  Bep.  653;  Keweenaw  Acsn.  v.  O'Neil,  120 
Mirti,  270,  79  N.  W.  183;  Davis  v.  Krum,  12  Mo.  App.  279;  Pickering 
▼.  Moore,  67  N.  H.  533,  68  Am.  St.  Bep.  695,  32  Atl.  828,  31  L.  B.  A. 
698;  Pratt  v.  Bryant,  20  Vt.  333;  Brown  v.  Bacon,  63  Tex.  595.    See, 
further,  the  monographic  note  to  Pulcifer  v.  Page,  54  Am.  Dec.  593- 
694. 

d.  Goods  Susceptible  of  Ideotifieation.  —Moreover,  the  rule  that 
one  may  lose  his  own  property  by  mixing  it  with  the  property  of 
another,  applies  only  to  cases  where  the  property  of  one  cannot  be 
distinguished  from  that  of  the  other,  after  the  admixture:  Baldwin 
V.  Porter,  12  Conn.  473,  483;  Frost  v.  Willard,  9  Barb.  440;  Holbrook 
▼>  Hyde,  1  Vt.  286.  There  is  no  forfeiture  if  the  goods  are  of  such 
a  character  that  the  property  of  each  can  be  identified  and  separated: 
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Gaproa  t.  Port«r,  4a  Gosa.  3tt;  Gl&flbt  ▼.  GontiiMiitaL  Jen«f  Worio^ 
8&  6a.  27,  U  &  £.  721;  Moore  ^  Boivnnaav  ^  Nl  H.  4M.  And  thi% 
is  true  although  the  intennixtuM  ma  fiwdiihmfr  JLHear  t.  KiiiL,  81 
Iowa,  658,,  47  N.  W.  006;  Qaflin  ¥.  Beaveiv  56  Fed.  576.. 

e.  Fsep«t|c  af  B^iaL  aad  JMimam  Yatofc*— A^nn,  one  wil>  not 
focf eit  hia  prapMty  Uy  eommuiglia^  it  mtik  ttae  pioptfrty  of  anathtv 
when  the  fpodsy  theag^  iadiatiiigniiritaMe,  axe*  of  eqoaL  and  anif ona 
value;  that  ia^  whoa  the  mixtoiiB  is  approxtniftteiT'  homogenisaaa.  In 
this  eaae  the  remady  is  iMdom  ia  kaad  <^  conpansartzon  for  aetnal 
loes:  See  Claflin  t.  Goatinental  Jersey  Woria,  85  Qa.  27,  II  &  E.  721; 
IMd  T.  KiTBg,  89-  Ky.  388,  12  SL  W.  772;  CGlmaii  ^.  Hill,.  36  N.  H.  311; 
"Iimoeant  Conaiiitglin^,''  sateL.  Thia  rula  ftnda  apptication  in  fSke 
eaee  ol  eoafusioa  of  grainsy  saeln  air  com  or  eats  or  wheat.  Eaeh 
ownoK  May  dazm  ha>  aliqaot  part  of  the  wh^a  mass  af  ignitLz  Sima 
T.  GJaoenev,  14  Ala.  095,.  48  Anu  Decv  12^  Muae  ▼.  XjehHaa^  30  Kaa. 
514,  1  Pac;  804;:  Stoae:  t.  Qpaal,  36^  Mina.  46,  29  If.  W.  32&;  Kaaf^ 
nana  ▼;  Schiilkifp  58f  Mai  218;  Adoma  n.  Heyezs^  1  Bair.  306,  Fed. 
Gn.  Noi.  62*.  Thia  doetriae  ia  appiied  to  manm-e  in  Piekaiinf^  ▼• 
Moora^  67  N.  H,  5dd^  6a  Abu.  Sfe.  Bep^  696,  32.  AiL.  8^,  31  L.  B.  A. 
698.  Ev«i  in.  ttae  eaea  oi  a  wroagiol  and  ft^ndaleni  zntennixtnia, 
thara  ia  no  f  orf  eitura^  if  the  goods  intermixed,  aza  of  equal  vadue  and 
quality,  and  the  proportion  of  the  whole  which  each  party  originally 
owned  ia  known:  Hesseltin^  v.  Stookwell,  30  Me.  2^7,  50  Am.  Dec 
627;  monographic  note  to  Pulcifer  v.  Page,  54  Am.  Dec.  591;  com- 
pare Stephenson  v.  Little,  10  Mich.  433.  But  one  who  willfully  eon- 
founds  his  gooda  with,  like  gooda  o£  another  will  lose  the  whole,  un- 
less he  can  prove  the  trua  quantity  belonging  to  himself:  Starr  v. 
Winegar,  3  Hun,  481.  Every  intendment  and  presumption  is  against 
the  wrongdoer.  The  rule  aa  stated  in.  Osborne  v.  GargiU  Elevator  Col, 
62  Minn.  400,  64  N.  W.  1135,  ia  this:  ''Where  goods  of  the  same  kind 
and  value,  belonging  to  di£erent  owners,  are  intermingled  and  con- 
fused by  one  owner  willfully,  but  not  in  bad  faith,  the  other  owner 
does  not  thereby  become  the  owner  of  the  whole;  but  when  the  part 
a£  the  whole  mass  belonging  to  the  latter  is,,  by  reason  of  auch  con- 
fusion, made  uncertain,  every  reasonable  doubt  as  ta  the.  amount  of 
his  shase  must  be  resolved  in  his  favor." 

f.  Ptopevfey  muMM-  Valna  esA  be  BaftimiBterf. — When,  a  paraoa  rani- 
glea  hia  goodto  witk  thosar  oi  ethess  innaaontly  or  by  aiisiakev  xC  ho 
•can  show  their  value  or  their  proportion  of  the  value  to  the  whole, 
he  should  be  allowed  ttr  do  so»,aad  hia  propecty.  should  not  ba  forfeited: 
Claflin  V.  Continental  Jersey  Worlas,.  85  Ga.  27,  11  &  E.  721.  Said 
the  court  in  Guntes  v.  Jamesy  9  CaL  643,^  660:.  "When  articlea  of 
different  valu^ea  are  mixed,  producing  a  third  vi^ue^  the  rnno- 
eent  party  ia  allowed  to  take  the  whole  only  in  easa  ha  cannot 
tell  the  original  value  of  his  property.  Ewn  jol  caea  af  such  a 
mixturei  if  the  orxginal  value  ol  tho  psofaity  nuaed  <aa  be  aaear- 
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'tdined,  the  partj  ean  only  elaim  -that  Tal««,  exeeprt  tin  vaxtmre  ke 
^wilfully  mtrcle  with  intent  to  injure,  -er  from  gross  negligence.  * '  In 
case  damages  are  awarded  the  injured  party,  the  measure  thereof 
oeeaas  to  be  the  highest  xafaie  at  whidb  ^is  property  Teasonsbly  ean 
be  estimaied:  Bee  ''Damages,"  post. 

g.  Property  Oomminglea  hy  ttonsent.— When  the  goods  of  two  or 
more  persons  are,  hy  consent,  intermixed  so  that  they  ean  no  longer 
%>e  distinguished,  the  owuers  have  an  interest  in  common  in  propor- 
'tion  to  their  Tespective  shares.  In  su^h  a  case  the  relation  of  the 
parties  is  that  of  contract,  and  the  presumption  arises  that  they 
agreed  to  held  th^  nass  as  tenants  ia  common.  This  doeti^ne  fiads 
frequent  application  nvliere  graina  are  interraized:  Low  v.  Martin,  18 
UL  286;  Van  Liew  t.  Van  Liew,  ^  K.  J.  £q.  ^7,  U1-,  Inglebrigfat  r. 
Hammond,  19  Ohio,  337,  53  Am.  Dec.  430;  manoigxapkic  note  to  Piilci* 
tar  T.  ^PBg9,  M  Am.  Dec  590,  491.  -         :        I 

h.  InleiBilxtiire  by  Inevftablo  Accident  or  Via  liiii}oc«— Where  an 
IndistinguiiAafole  eonfnaion  ef  goods  results  from  iagOTitabie  accident 
or  Tie  major,  the  original  owners  become  tenants  in  common  of  the 
viass,  lihsring  the  Ion  propurtiomately.  Thus  wiiere  a  ship  is 
^nnecked,  and  a  part  of  its  cai^  of  cotton  lost,  and  tiue  vemiainder 
intermixed  beyond  identification,  the  ownere  aae  tenaots  in  'aammioa 
vf  the  bales  saved,  diaring  the  loss  and  eapense  pro  rata:  Bpenoe  v. 
Union  Marine  Ins.  Co.,  L.  B.  $  0.  P.  427.  So,  v^liBre  oil  leaks  from 
the  casks  in  the  course  <xf  -shipment  and  is  nolieeted,  it  beings  to  the 
original  owners  as  tenants  in  eonanon:  Jones  w,  Moare,  4  Ymmge  ik  C. 
351.  This  principle  is  appiicaida  to  'wnod  -flosifted  by  a  freshet  into 
4me  indfetingtfiBiatlilie  mnss:  Hooni  w«  JBrie  Sy.  Qql,  7  ImB.  39;  and 
also,  peAaps,  to  cattle  on  the  rsnge  eenfnsedlAeRragii  aeeidant  «r  the 
"wnong  *of  a.  tfaord  fierBon:  Belelwr  v.  CSaBsidy  Bras.  iUveabock  Ooon- 
attlssion  •Co.,  M  Tea.  Qlt.  App.  fi&,  «8  8.  W.  ^£4. 

n.    Ctoods  and  Property  Confused. 

9L  Cbealn  axi4  nonr. — One  may  mix  his  ^rain  with  grain  belonging 
ta  otkttrs  amler  naeh  ^rcumBtancss  that  he  will  lose  all  eJaim  there- 
to: Samaon  ▼.  Bose,  ^65  N.  Y.  411.  However,  where  the  grain  is  of 
uniform  value,  kind,  and  quality,  and  the  quantity  contributed  by 
each  to  the  mass  is  known,  the  parties  are  considered  as  tenants 
zn  common,  and  each  may  claim  his  aliqxiot  part  of  the  entire  mass: 
See  ''Property  of  Equal  and  Uniform  Value,"  aiUej  Henderson  v. 
Laucky  21  Pa.  Bt.  359.  And  if  the  intermingling  is  by  consent,  then 
the  several  owners  have  an  interest  in  common  in  proportion  to  their 
respective  shares.  Bee  ''Property  Commingled  by  Consent,"  ante. 
The  holders  of  receipts  for  grain  of  the  same  kind  and  quality  de- 
posited in  a  warehouse  are  ordinarily  tenants  in  common  of  the 
mass:  Dole  v.  Olmstead,  36  111.  150,  85  Am.  Dec.  397;  Drudge  v. 
Loiter,  18  Ind.  App.  694,  63  Am.  St.  Bep.  359,  43  N.  E.  34;  Arthur 
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T.  Chicago  etc.  B.  B.  Co.,  61  Iowa,  648,  17  N.  W.  24;  Hall  ▼. 
bury,  43   Minn.   33,  19  Am.  St.   B«p.  209,  44  N.  W.  ^3,  7  L.  fi.  A. 
629. 

Where  wheat  has  been  delivered  to  a  mill  and  wrongfully  con- 
verted into  flour  and  stored  with  other  flour  belonging  to  the  mill 
owner,  the  owner  of  the  wheat  is  entitled  to  such  portion  of  the 
flour  as  the  grain  probably  would  produce:  First  Nat.  Bank  v.  Scott, 
36  Neb.  607,  54  N.  W.  987.  See,  also,  Inglebright  ▼.  Hammond,  19 
Ohio,  837,  53  Am.  Dec.  430;  note  to  Pulcifer  ▼.  Page,  54  Am.  I>ee. 
^90. 

b.  Oattla^  Hones  and  Fowla^— It  has  been  said  that  the  doctrine 
relatinpr  to  confusion  of  goods  has  no  application  to  horses  and 
cattle  that  may  be  readily  idefntified:  See  Holbrook  t.  Hyde,  1  Yt. 
286;  McKnight  y.  United  States,  130  Fed.  659;  <<  Goods  Susceptible 
of  Identification  and  Separation,"  ante.  .  It  is  obvious,  however, 
that  livestock  on  the  range  may  become  so  intermingled  as  to  render 
identification  impossible.  In  Belcher  v.  Gassidy  Bros.  Livestock 
Commission  Co.,  26  Tex.  Civ.  App.  60,  62  8.  W.  924,  where  mort- 
gaged cattle  were  so  confused  that  it  became  impossible  to  identify 
the  precise  animals  covered  by  the  mortgage,  the  court  said:  "While 
a  mixture  of  cattle  on  the  range  may  not  be  altogether  analogous  to 
a  mixture  of  cotton,  com,  coffee,  tea,  wine,  etc.,  we  nevertheless 
are  of  opinion  that  equity  is  not  without  power  to  afford  a  remedy 
in  such  case  for  a  confusion  resulting  from  accident  or  the  wrong  of 
a  third  person,  where,  as  in  this  instance,  the  proportion  of  interest 
of  each  claimant  may  be  reasonably  ascertained  notwithstanding 
the  confusion."  It  was  held,  however,  that  it  was  error  to  direct 
the  sheriff  to  partition  the  herd  by  seizure  and  sale  as  under  ex- 
ecution, the  fair  average  of  all  the  animals;  for  the  power  thus 
conferred  was  judicial,  and  one  which  the  court,  and  not  the  sheriff, 
must  exercise. 

If  one  places  his  brand  upon  another's  cattle  so  that  the  dis- 
tinction between  them  cannot  be  traced,  he  should  be  subjected  to 
the  loss  of  his  property.  Upon  him  rests  the  task  of  identifying 
or  distinguishing  the  animals:  Johnson  v.  Hocker  (Tex.  Civ.  App.), 

39  S.  W.  406. 

Where  one's  fowls  mingle  with  his  neighbor's,  he  has  a  right  to 
his  own,  though  he  cannot  identify  them  all;  and  his  neighbor's 
offer  to  deliver  him  those  he  can  identify,  and  any  others  he  may 
select  to  a  certain  number,  less  than  he  claims  and  less  than  his 
testimony  tends  to  show  him  entitled  to,  which  he  refuses,  does  not 
satisfy  his  right.  If  the  neighbor  shuts  up  the  entire  flock,  and 
refuses  to  let  them  run  at  large  so  that  the  fowls  may  be  identified 
and  distinguished,  this  amounts  to  a  conversion:  Leonard  v.  Bel- 
knap. 47  Yt.  602. 
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c  Logs,  Lumber  and  Otber  Timl>er — Confusion  of  goods  may 
occur  by  the  commingling  of  logs,  lumber,  shingles,  or  other  timber: 
Hesseltine  v.  Stockwell,  30  Me.  237,  50  Am.  Dec.  627;  Bryant  ▼. 
Ware,  30  Me.  295;  Starke  v.  Paine,  85  Wis.  633,  55  N.  W.  185. 
There  can,  however,  be  no  confusion  of  logs,  in  the  legal  sense  of 
the  term,  when  they  are  marked  so  that  their  identity  is  not  lost: 
Goff  V.  Brainerd,  58  Vt.  468,  5  Atl.  393.  Where  one  takes  an- 
other's logs,  saws  them  into  boards,  and  mixes  them  with  his  own 
lumber  so  that  they  cannot  be  distinguished,  with  the  fraudulent 
intent  of  depriving  the  owner  of  his  property,  the  latter  may  main- 
tain replevin,  it  has  been  held,  for  the  whole  pile  of  boards: 
Wingate  v.  Smith,  20  Me.  287.  The  injured  party  may  replevy  the 
whole  body  of  mixed  lumber  whore  one  willfully  and  indiscrim- 
inately intermixes  his  own  lumber  with  that  of  another  so  that 
they  cannot  be  distinguished,  and  where  the  two  lots  so  mixed  are 
of  different  qualities  or  values:  Jenkins  v.  Steanka,  19  Wis.  126,  88 
Am.  Dec.  675;  Boot  v.  Bonnewa,  22  Wis.  639.  See  the  note  to 
Pulcifer  v.  Page,  54  Am.  Dec.  592.  The  owner  of  lumber  sawed  from 
logs  which  the  manufacturer  has  mingled  with  his  own  logs  of  like 
quality  may  reply  out  of  the  common  mass  of  the  lumber  made  from 
all  the  logs,  an  amount  not  exceeding  his  contribution  thereto:  Bent 
V.  Hoxie,  90  Wis.  625,  04  N.  W.  426. 

Where  one  has  a  pile  of  mill  logs  of  a  particular  mark  on  a  land- 
ing, and  another  person  draws  logs  into  the  eame  pile  and  puts  the 
same  mark  upon  them,  the  latter  can  maintain  replevin  for  such 
logs  only  as  he  can  identify:  Dillingham  v.  Smith,  30  Me.  370. 
Where  logs  of  the  same  kind,  value,  and  mark  become  intermixed, 
without  the  fault  of  either  of  the  owners,  before  they  reach  the 
mill,  each  may  claim  his  specific  quantity  of  the  lumber  sawed  there- 
from, though  he  may  be  unable  to  identify  his  specific  logs:  Martin 
V.  Mason,  78  Me.  452,  7  Atl.  11. 

If  a  person  innocently  cuts  another's  timber  and  mingles  the 
logs  with'  his  own,  the  owner  of  the  timber  may  reclaim  from  the 
common  mass  a  quantity  equal  in  amount  to  the  logs  cut,  and  of  an 
average  quality:  Gates  v.  Bife  Boom  Co.,  70  Mich.  309,  38  N.  W. 
245.  See,  too.  Steams  v.  Baymond,  26  Wis.  74;  Eldred  v.  Oconto 
Co.,  33  Wis.  133.  So,  if  one  person  cuts  another's  timber  and  con- 
verts it  into  staves,  which  ho  mingles  with  others,  the  owner,  be- 
ing unable  to  identify  his  property,  may  maintain  replevin  for  a 
portion  of  the  common  lot  equal  to  the  number  of  staves  taken  from 
his  land:  Peterson  v.  Polk,  67  Miss.  163,  6  South.  615. 

If  one  by  mislake  cuts  logs  upon  the  land  of  another,  and  after 
discovering  his  mistake  mingles  them  with  hia  own  and  floats  them 
down  the  stream,  the  owner  may  retake  his  logs,  or  such  an  average 
number  out  of  the  mass  as  will  replace  those  lost:  Arpin  v.  Burch, 
68  Wis.  619.  32  N.  W.  081, 
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When  a  penon,  in  iUlin^  bis  contract  to  deliver  a  certain  nvmber 
of  railroad  ties,  delivers  an  amount  in  excess  of  the  number  called 
for,  which  the  buyer  refuses  to  accept,  and,  by  the  act  of  the  first 
party  and  without  the  fault  of  the  buyer,  the  surplus  ties  become 
intermingled  with  the  accepted  ones  so  aa  to  be  indistinguishable 
therefrom,  the  buyer  has  a  right  to  take  and  use  from  the  eommoa 
mass  hie  proportionate  share,  without  restriction  in  choice  to  any 
particular  portion  of  the  lot,  provided  there  is  no  advantage  in 
selection  as  to  quality,  value,  or  otherwise:  Chandler  v.  De  Graf^ 
25  Minn.  88. 

d.  Ore  and  Mineral.— According  to  Hawkins  v.  Spokane  Hydraulic 
Min.  Co.,  3  Idaho,  650,  33  Pac.  40,  where  a  mining  corporation  work* 
a  mining  claim  in  which  it  has  a  minority  interest,  against  the  pro- 
test of  the  majority  interest,  and  mingles  with  the  gold  extracted 
therefrom  a  portion  of  gold  from  itis  own  claim,  without  the  consent 
of  the  other  party,  and  the  quantity  and  value  of  such  portion  are 
unknown,  it  cannot  recover  the  gold  so  mingled.  One  who  mixes 
another's  coal  with  his  own,  and  sells  the  mass,  cannot  set  up  that 
the  coal  mixed  with  his  own  was  of  inferior  quality  and  thus  dimin- 
ished the  price  received,  but  the  innocent  party  is  entitled  to  the 
full  value  of  his  coal:  liord  Bokeby  v.  Elliott,  li.  B.  13  Gh.  Div. 
277. 

e.  Oil  and  Oas* — ^Where  one  person  mixes  with  his  own  oil  the  oil 
of  another,  the  latter  may  replevy  his  aliquot  part  of  the  mixture, 
at  least  if  the  character  of  the  oil  has  not  been  so  essentially  changed 
by  the  confusion  that  one  barrel  is  not  equivalent  to  another.  If  a 
lessee,  to  evade  the  payment  of  royalties  under  an  oil  and  gas  lease^ 
instead  of  operating  the  property  in  accordance  with  his  covenants, 
drills  a  well  on  adjoining  land,  so  as  to  drain  the  oil  and  gas  under 
the  leased  land  and  to  make  it  impossible  to  determine  the  amount 
drawn  from  the  lessor's  property,  the  lessee  is  bound  to  pay  royal- 
ties on  the  entire  product:  Kleppner  v.  Lemon,  197  Pa.  St.  430,  47 
Atl.  353.  And  if  a  natural  gas  company  fraudulently  cpmminglee 
gas  from  leased  property  with  gas  from  other  properties  under  its 
control,  keeping  no  account  thereof,  it  is  bound  to  account  to  the 
owner  of  the  leasehold,  who  is  entitled  to  one-fourth  of  the  profits, 
therefrom,  for  one^f ourth  of  the  profits  from  the  whole  volume  of  gas 
confused.    See  the  principal  case,  ante,  p.  904. 

SXL    Persons  Inyolved  and  Affected. 

a.  Third  Persons  Generally^ — The  general  rule  that  as  between  an 
innocent  person  and  a  wrongdoer,  where  the  prope^y  of  the  former 
has  been  mingled  with  and  cannot  be  separated  from  that  of  the 
latter,  the  entire  bulk  may  be  adjudged  to  the  former,  should  not 
be  applied  where  the  interests  of  other  persons  intervene,  and  full 
protection  can  otherwise  be  given  to  the  innocent  party  whose  goods 
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baye  been  wron^ullj  used:  Natioiial  Park  Bsnk  t.  Go^dard,  30  N. 
T.  Snpp.  417,  9  Miac.  Bep.  026. 

If  a  mortgagor  of  cbattels,  without  the  consent  of  the  mortgagee, 
eonfuBes  the  goods  with  those  of  a  third  person,  and  the  latter,  with 
the  consent  of  the  mortgagor,  eonverts  the  common  property  into 
znonej,  with  actual  or  constructive  knowledge  of  the  facta,  such 
third  person  ia  answerable  to  the  mortgagee  as  for  money  had  and 
recedved,  though  only  to  the  extent  of  the  amount  due  on  the  mort- 
gage indebtedness:  Illinois  Trvet  etc.  Bank  v.  Alexander  Stewart 
Irtimber  Co.,  119  Wis.  54,  94  N.  W,  777. 

Where  a  miner  allows  his  tailings  to  mingle  with  those  of  other 
minerB,  thia  does  not  give  te  a  stranger  a  right  to  the  mixed  mass: 
Jones  Y.  JackaoBy  9  CaL  237. 

b.    Pnrdiasers  of  Oooda. 

1.  In  GeneraL — Ordinarily,  when  a  person  wrongfully  confuses  his 
goods  with  those  of  another,  an  innocent  purchaser  from  the  wrong- 
doer acquires  no  greater  rights  than  his  vendor  had:  Blodgett  v. 
Seals,  78  Miss.  522,  29  South.  852.  Cases  may  arise,  however,  where 
a  bona  fide  purchaser  of  confused  goods  should  be  protected:  John- 
Bon  V.  Johnson,  49  Mich.  641,  14  N.  W.  673.  See^  further,  the  note 
to  Gaddns  v.  Davis^  44  Am.  St.  Bep.  447-449. 

2.  Ill  Oaae  of' Sale  in  Fraud  of  Orediton. — The  intermingling  by 
a  famiture  dealer,  with  his  other  goods,  of  furniture  sold  him  in 
fraud  of  the  seller 'e  creditors,  without  an  unlawful  motive  on  the 
part  of  the  buyer,  does  not  entitle  the  seller's  creditors  to  attach 
the  buyer's  entire  ateck  of  goods,  without  requesting  him  to  point 
out  the  goods  held  under  such  sale:  Smith  v.  Sanborn,  72  Mass.  (6 
Gray)  134.  And,  if  one  buys  goods,  knowing  the  sale  to  be  in  fraud 
of  creditors,  and  mingles  them  with  his  own,  he  does  not  thereby 
forfeit  hJa  whole  stock  to  the  vendor^  ereditora;  irat  if  he  refuses 
to  point  out  the  goods,  the  creditors  inay  levy  on  an  a.moimt  of  the 
confused  property  sufficient  to  equal  the  goods  of  the  vendor:  Evans 
V.  Beeves,  0  Tex.  Civ.  App.  254,  26  S.  W.  219.  The  rule  in  such 
eases,  according  to  Bergsen  v.  Dunham  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  40  S.  W. 
17,  is  that  if  a  person  fraudulently  purchase  goods,  and  mingles 
them  with  his  own  so  that  they  cannot  be  identified^  the  defrauded 
creditor  has  the  right  to  seize  so  much  of  the  goods  as  is  necessary 
to  satisfy  his  claim,  provided  he  does  not  seize  goods  exceeding  In 
value  those  purcliased.  If  a  party  to  a  scheme  to  defraud  creditors 
purchases  goods  and  mixes  them  with  his  own,  it  is  his  duty,  pri- 
marily, to  at  least  inform  an  officer  seeking  to  levy  an  attachment 
against  the  fraudulent  vendor  that  he  has  made  additions  to  the 
stock;  and  if  he  fails  to  make  known  that  he  has  other  goods  mixed 
with  those  he  claims  under  the  fraudulent  purchase,  which  he  can 

ify^  and  permits  the  officer,  in  ignorance  of  the  facts,  to  levy 
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upon  all  tbe  goods,  he  may  be  estopped  to  assert  that  a  part  of  the 
goods  levied  upon  are  not  subject  to  the  levy:  Seiss  v.  Hanehett, 
141  IlL  419,  31  N.  E.  165.  See,  also,  Blotchy  Bros.  v.  Caplan,  91  Iowa, 
852,  59  N.  W.  204. 

c  Debtor  and  Creditor — ^Attachment  and  Execution. — In  the  case 
of  the  levy  of  an  execution  or  attachment  against  a  debtor  on  his 
property,  which  another  person  bes  fraudulently  confounded  with 
his  own,  if  the  latter  would  reclaim  and  saye  his  own  property,  the 
burden  is  on  him  to  distingruish  it  from  that  of  the  debtor:  Weil  v. 
fiilverstone,  69  Ky.  (6  Bush.)  698  (citing  Treat  v.  Barber,  7  CJonn. 
274;  Smith  y.  Sanborn,  72  Maes.  (6  Gray)  134;  Bobinson  v.  Holt,  39 
N.  H.  557,  76  Am.  Dee.  233);  Edridge  v.  Fidelity  &  Deposit  Go. 
(Tex.  Civ.  App.),  63  8.  W.  955.  Where  goods  of  a  debtor  are  mixed 
with  those  of  another,  but  in  such  a  way  that  they  are  distinguish- 
able, it  is  the  duty  of  the  officer  about  to  levy  an  attachment  to 
make  reasonable  inquiries  in  order  to  distinguish  them  before  he  is 
justified  in  taking  the  goods  of  the  other  person;  but  where  the 
goods  are  mingled  in  one  indistinguishable  mass,  and  he  who  has 
confounded  his  with  the  debtor's  does  not  point  out  his  own,  the 
officer  may  take  them  all:  Shumway  v.  Butter,  8  Pick.  443,  19  Am. 
Dec.  340;  Bobinson  v.  Holt,  39  N.  H.  557,  75  Am.  Dec.  233;  Taylor 
V.  Jones,  42  N.  H.  25;  monographic  note  to  Pulcifer  v.  Page,  54  Am. 
Dec.  593,  where  this  question  is  further  discussed;'  ''Sale  in  Fraud 
of  Creditors,"  ante.  Though  the  goods  of  a  debtor  are  mixed  with 
those  of  a  stranger  without  the  latter 's  knowledg^e,  it  seems  the 
sheriff  may  attach  and  hold  the  whole  until  the  stranger  identifies 
his  property  and  demands  a  redelivery:  Lewis  ▼.  Whittemore,  5  N. 
H.  364,  22  Am.  Dec.  466.  But  where  the  owner  can  distinguish  his 
goods,  and  points  them  out  to  the  officer,  the  latter  will  be  a  tres- 
passer if  he  takes  them:  Yates  y.  Wormwell,  60  Me.  495. 

When  a  debtor  wrongfully  produces  a  confusion  of  goods,  and 
thereby  loses  his  right  to  the  whole,  it  seems  his  creditors  have  no 
right  or  claim  to  levy  an  attachment  upon  it:  Beach  y.  Sehmultz, 
20  HI.  185.  So,  where  the  creditors  of  an  agent  who  has  forfeited 
his  goods  by  confusing  them  with  his  principal's,  cannot  subject 
them  to  the  payment  of  their  debts:  Brooks  v.  Lowenstein,  95  Tenn. 
262,  35  S.  W.  89. 

d.    Mortgagor  and  Mortgagor. 

1.  In  General.— A  confusion  of  mortgaged  goods  by  the  mortgagor 
with  other  goods  owned  by  him  makes  the  whole  mass,  prima  facie 
at  least,  subject  to  the  lien  and  operation  of  the  mortgage:  .Bums  v. 
Campbell,  71  Ala.  271;  Edelhoflf  y.  HomerrMiUer  Mfg.  Co.  86  Md. 
595,  39  Atl.  314;  Dunning  v.  Steams,  9  Barb,  630.  But  where  the 
property  is  of  like  kind  and  equal  value,  a  more  equitable  rule  would 
be  to  give  each  party  his  due  proportion,  rather  than  to  subject  the 
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entire  property  to  the  mortgage:   Mittenthal  v.  Heigle   (Tex.  Civ. 
•^PP-)»  51  S.  W.  87.    Where  the  mortgagor  of  a  stock  of  jewelry  and 
fiztnres  and  sabsequent  purehaaers    thereof    commingle    new  goods 
tlierewith  so  that    the    mortgagee    cannot    identify  the    goods    not 
cohered  by  the  mortgage,  he  may  be  justified  in  selling  the  entire 
stock,  and  will  not  be  liable  for  conversion  in  the  absence  of  a  de- 
Txi&nd  for  the  goods  before  action  is  brought:   Gibson  v.  Melntire, 
110  Iowa,  417,  81  N.  W.  699,  citing  Diversey  v.  Johnson,  93  111.  547; 
V^illard  v.  Bice,  11  Met,  493,  45  Am.  Dec.  22ff;   Adams  v.  Wildes, 
107  Mass.  123;  .Fowler  v.  Hoffman,  31  Mich.  215.     And  one  selling 
goods  to   a  mortgagor,  with  knowledge  that  he   probably  will  mix 
til  em  with  other  goods  to  which  the  mortgagee  is  entitled,  has  the 
"burden  of  designating  the  goods:   Kreth  v.  Rogers,  101  N.   C.  263, 
7    S.  E.  682.    The  obligation  rests  on  one  who  unlawfully  converts 
goods  upon  which  there  is  a  mortgage,  and  mingles  them  with  other 
similar    property    free   from    encumbrance,    to    separate    the  goods: 
Stuart  V.  Phelps,  39  Iowa,   14.    See,  also,   ''Third  Persons  Gener- 
ally," ante.    Trespass  does  not  lie  against  a  mortgagee  for  taking 
chattels,  mixed  with  his  own  so  that  they  cannot  be  distinguished 
by  another,  who  refuses  to  separate  them:  Fuller  v.  Page,  26  111.  358, 
79  Am.  Dec.  379.     A  mortgagee,  where  the  goods  are  confused,  or- 
dinarily acquires  no  better  title  than  the  mortgagor  had:  Lance  v. 
Butler  (N.  C),  47  S.  E.  488. 

If  mortgaged  goods  are,  with  the  presumed  permiflsion  of  the 
mortgagee,  confused  with  goods  subsequently  acquired  by  the  mort- 
gagor, the  rights  of  third  parties  should  not  be  affected  thereby: 
Hamilton  y.  Bogers,  8  Md.  301.  Where  after-acquired  goods  have 
been  confused  with  goods  covered  by  a  mortgage,  with  the  knowl- 
edge and  for  the  benefit  of  the  mortgagee,  a  judgment  creditor  of  the 
mortgagor  may  lawfully  levy  upon  and  sell  the  whole  or  so  much 
thereof  as  is  necessary  to  satisfy  his  debt:  First  Nat.  Bank  v. 
Lindenstruth,  79  Md.  136,  47  Am.  St.  Bep.  36^,  28  Atl.  807. 

2.  Purchaser  of  Mortgaged  Ooods. — ^Where  a  mortgagor  of  goods 
purposely  or  carelessly  mixes  them  with  his  own  and  then  sells  the 
whole,  it  has  been  held  that  the  mortgagee  may  replevy  the  whole 
from  the  purchaser,  if  the  goods  cannot  be  distinguished:  Adams  v. 
Wildes,  107  Mass.  123.  ■  To  the  same  effect,  see  Willard  v.  Rice,  11 
Met,  493,  45  Am.  Bee.  226.  If  the  mortgagor  mingles  the  property 
with  goods  of  a  third  person  of  like  quality  and  value  so  that  separa- 
tion is  impossible,  the  mortgagee  may  take  under  foreclosure  his 
aliquot  part  of  the  entire  mass  in  the  possession  of  a  purchaser: 
Home  V.  Hanson,  68  N.  H.  201,  44  Atl.  292. 

e.  Principal  and  Agent. — ^If  an  agent  confounds  his  own  property 
with  that  of  his  principal,  he  does  so  at  his  own  risk.  The  burden 
is  on  him  to  show  which  is  his  own,  and  if  this  cannot  be  done,  he 
must  ordinarily  lose  what  he  has  contributed:    Hall  v.  Page,  4  Ga. 
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428,  48  Am.  Doc.  235;  Hoolcy  t.  Gleve,  9  AWj.  K.  C.  8;  Iabm  ▼. 
BBtler,  135  N.  C.  419,  47  S.  E.  488;  Yates  t.  Ardea,  S  Graaeh  C.  a 
526,  Fed.  Ca«.  No*  18,12^.  And  attaching  creditora  vt  tfce  agwit 
occupy  no  more  favorable  ground  than  the  agent  himself:  Broohs 
▼.  Lowenstein,  95  Tenn.  262,  35  S,  W.  89. 

If  an  agent  mingles  his  own  .funds  with  his  principal's,  lie  must 
disclose  the  amount  of  his  money,  otherwise  his  principal  will  take 
all:  Atkinson  v.  Ward,  47  Ark.  533,  2  S.  W,  77.  No  personal  re- 
sponsibility attaches  to  the  act  of  an  agent  in  mingling  his  own  f  nnds 
with  those  of  his  principal,  when  he  does  so  in  good  faith,  and  no 
detriment  results  to  the  principal:  Wood  ▼.  Cooper,  49  Tenn.  (2 
Heisk.)  441.  It  is  said  that  an  agent  may  not  mingle  his  funds  with 
his  principal's,  and  then  hold  the  latter  responsible  for  the  deprecia- 
tion of  the  money  in  his  hands:  Webster  v.  Fierce,  35  111.  158. 

f.  Bailor  and  Baitee. — ^Where  the  bailee  of  property  ao  coaimingles 
it  with  his  own  that  its  identity  eannot  be  traced,  all  the  inconven- 
ience of  the  confusion  is  thrown  upon  him;  but  if  the  ownars  have 
consented  to  the  eonnningling,  each  remains  ttie  owner  of  his  ahare 
in  the  common  stock:  Bretz  v.  Biehl,  117  Pa.  St.  589,  2  Am.  Bt.  Bep. 
706<,  11  AU.  893. 

g.  Husband  and  Wife. — When  a  husband  has  mortgaged  erops 
growing  on  his  own  and  his  wife 's  land,  and  -seme  of  them  are  inter- 
mingled and  mixed  after  his  death  so  that  tbey  eannot  be  distingiiidied 
or  divided,  the  loss,  as  between  tbe  wife  and  the  mortgagee  must 
fall  upon  her  as  the  one  entitled  to  the  possession  and  as  the  one 
through  whose  fault  or  neglect  the  wrongful  mixture  has  oecurred, 
although  she  would  otherwise  be  entitled  to  the  whole  of  the  erop 
grown  on  her  land:  WeUa  v.  Batts,  112  N.  G.  283^  34  Am  8t.  Bep. 
606, 17  B.  E.  417. 

IV.    BemedileB  asA  Thalr  EnfkirceBiant. 

a.  BajdeviiL — ^Where  there  has  been  a  eonfosioa  of  goods  ao  that 
the  innocent  party  is  entitled  to  the  entire  mass  he  may  replevy  the 
flame:  Jenkins  v.  Steanka,  19  Wis.  126,  88  Am.  Dec  675.  And  while 
replevin  does  not  usually  fie  if  the  property  sought  to  te  laeevered 
is  not  susceptible  of  identification  and  separation  so  ao  to  be  seised 
in  kind,  still,  where  goods  of  the  same  general  kind  and  value  are 
confused,  although  not  susceptible  of  an  aetoal  separation  by  identify 
ing  each  particle,  each  party  may  ehdm  his  .aliquot  part,  and  enforce 
his  claim  by  an  action  in  replevin.  This  rule  has  been  recognized 
in  the  case  of  a  confusion  of  grain:  Kaufmann  v.  Schilling,  58  Ma 
218;  Henderson  v.  Lauck,  21  Pa.  St.  359;  and  in  the  case  of  a  con- 
fusion of  staves:  Bust  Land  etc.  Co.  v.  Isom,  70  Ark«  99,  91  Am.  St. 
Bep.  68,  66  S.  W.  434;  and,  also,  whore  logs  are  confused:  Young  v. 
Miles,  20  Wis.  615j  Eldred  v.  Oconto  Co.,  33  Wis.  133.    See,  further, 
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"Property  of  Equal  and  TTniform  Value";  "Logs,  Lumber,  and  Other 
Timber." 

b.  Damages. — ^In  ease  dnaiages  are  given  thM  owner  of  goods  whicli 
another  person  haa  bo  confoaaded  and  eoafueed  with  his. own  that 
identification  and  separation  are  impossible,  the  measure  thereof,  it 
is  said,  will  be  the  highest  value  at  which  the  property  reasonably 
can  be  estimated:  Little  Pittsburg  Con.  Min.  Co.  v.  Little  Chief  Con. 
Min.  Co.,  II  Colo.  223,  7  Am.  St.  Bep.  22^  17  Pac.  760;  Hart  v.  Ten 
Bjck,  2  Johns.  Ch.  62.  The  measore  of  damages  for  the  conversion 
of  property  by  mistake,  at  the  place  where  it  was  about  to  be  sold,  in 
ease  tke  defendant  removes  it  to  another  town  and  mixes  it  with  other 
similar  property  so  that  it  cannot  be  identified,  is  the  value  of  the 
property  at  the  place  and  time  of  conversion,  with  such  increase  as 
it  may  have  received  from  fluctuations  in  the  market  and  other 
causes  independsnt  of  the  ddtendant-'s  ftcta:  Weymouth  v.  Chicago 
etc.  By.  Co..  17  Wis.  550,  84  Am.  Dec.  763. 

c.    Demand. — ^Where    the    plaintiff   intermingles    the    defendant's 

logs  with  his.  own,  tend  thet  defendant,  being  umabie  to  identify  his 

logs,,  but  in  good  faith,  intending;  to  retake  only  hi*  own,  actual^ 

takes  mocsy  he  is  not  liable  as  a  wrongdoer  until  the  plaintiff  points 

out  his  property  and  demands  it:  Smith  v.  Morrill,  5^  Me.  566.    And 

where  one  suffers  his  goods  to  be  so  mingled  with  those  of  another 

that  an  officer  having  a  writ  aiorainst  those  of  the  other  cannot  dis- 

tingpiish  them,  he  cannot  maintain  an  action  against  the  officer  after 

he  seizes  them,  until  notice  and  a  demand  and  refusal:  Smith  v. 

Welch,  10  Wis.  91.    If  a  person's  goods  are  mingled  with  a  debtor's 

and  the  entire  mass  is  levied  on,  it  is  incumbent  on  him  to  claim  his 

particular  property  and  assert  his  claim  thereto;  otherwise  he  may 

be  held  to  have  waived  his  righta:  Zielke  v.  Morgan,  50  Wis.  560, 

7  N.  W.  651. 


926  American  State  Reports^  Vol.  101.  [PeniL 


SPARKS  V.  HURLEY. 

[208  Pa,  St.  16fl,  57  Atl.  364.] 

GIFT.— The  Acceptance  of  a  Oift  may  be  Piesomed.    (p.  92S.) 

OIFT  of  Stock  by  Transfer  on  Books. — ^A  Husband  may  make 

a  gift  of  stock  to  bis  wife  by  a  transfer  of  an  account  from  his 
name  to  hers,  npon  the  books,  although  she  does  not  know  of  it  at 
the  time  and  does  not  then  accept  it.     (p.  929.) 

TBOVEB-rSale  of  Stock  by  Broker. — ^If  a  Husband  transfers 
an  account  with  a  stock  broker  from  his  own  to  his  wife's  name,  she 
may  maintain  an  action  for  trover  and  conversion  against  the  broker, 
if  he,  without  notice  to  her,  sells  securities  in  the  account  for  tlie 
husband's  debt.     (p.  930.) 

E.  C.  Shapley  and  John  G.  Johnson,  for  the  appellants. 
Ellis  Ames  Ballard  and  Ruf ns  E.  Shapley,  for  the  appellee. 

iTO  POTTER,  J.    This  was  an  action  of  trover  and  conver- 
sion to  recover  the  value  of  nine  hundred  shares  of  capital 
stock  of  the  Consolidated  Lake  Superior  Company.     The  plain- 
tiff, Julia  M.  Sparks,  was  the  wife  of  Edward  K.  Sparks,  and 
the  defendants,  William  H.  Hurley,  Jr.,  &  Company  are  stock 
brokers  doing  business  in  the  city  of  Philadelphia.     Plaintiif 
alleged  that  on  October  28,  1901,  Edward  K.  Sparks,  her  hus- 
band, who  had  been  a  customer  of  the  defendants'  firm,  arranged 
with  them  to  open  an  account  for  her  under  the  name  of  J.  M. 
Sparks,  and  that  with  their  consent  and  approval,  he  trans- 
ferred to  the  new  account  seven  hundred  shares  of  Consolidated 
Lake  Superior  stock.    At  the  same  time  he  gave  to  them  one 
hundred  additional  shares  of  the  same  stock  to  be  credited  to 
the  J.  M.  Sparks  account;  and  some  two  months  later  deposited 
one  hundred  shares  more  with  them  on  her  account,  making 
nine  hundred  shares  in  all.    This  stock  was  held  subject  to, 
and  was  security  for,  loans  made  by  defendants  thereon  amount- 
ing  to  $19,600. 

The  account  was  accepted  by  defendants  and  entered  upon 
their  books  in  accordance  with  this  arrangement.  It  did  not 
appear  that  the  plaintifif  herself  waa  informed  of  the  transaction 
until  the  following  April,  after  the  stock  had  been  sold.  But 
prior  to  the  sale  the  defendants  sent  to  her  at  least  two  ptato- 
ments  of  the  account  addressed  to  ^^Mrs.  J.  M.  Sparks."  On 
April  18  and  19,  1902,  the  defendants,  without  notice  to  the 
plaintiff,  or  any  previous  demand  upon  her  for  payment  of  tho 
loans  for  which  the  stock  was  held  by  them  as  collateral,  sold 
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{he  entire  nine  hundred  shares,  realizing  sufficient  to  pay  tl^^ 
amount  due  them  and  to  leave  a  balance  of  $662.89.  On  April 
30,  1902,  Mtb.  Sparks  first  learned  of  the  transaction  from  her 
liusband,  and  that  the  stock  had  been  sold;  and  on  May  3, 
1902,  she  tendered  to  defendants  the  amount  due  to  that  date 
upon  the  loans  and  demanded  the  surrender  of  the  stock,  which 
was  refused.  She  then  brought  this  action  for  damages,  alleg- 
ing the  conversion  of  the  stock. 

The  defendants  claimed  that  they  had  had  no  business  re- 
lations whatever  with  the  plaintiff,  that  all  their  dealings  had 
^"^  been  with  Edward  K.  Sparks  on  his  own  individual  account; 
that  the  J.  M.  Sparks  account  was  opened,  at  the  suggestion 
of  E.  K.  Sparks,  merely  for  the  purpose  of  having  a  separate 
account  of  this  particular  stock,  but  that  there  was  no  change 
in  the  ownership  of  the  stock  intended;  that  they  were  not 
informed  and  did  not  know  that  J.  M.  Sparks  was  the  name  of 
Mrs.  Sparks  or  of  any  existing  person,  that  the  statements 
made  out  to  ''Mrs.  J.  M.  Sparks*'  were  addressed  in  that  way 
inadvertently  by  one  of  their  clerks;  that  they  had  frequently 
notified  E.  £.  Sparks  to  call  at  their  office  and  requested  him 
to  put  up  additional  collateral;  that  the  sale  of  all  his  securi- 
ties, including  the  J.  M.  Sparks  stock,  still  left  him  nearly 
$3,000  in  their  debt. 

Upon  the  trial  the  court  below  submitted  to  the  jury  the 
question  whether  the  plaintiff  by  virtue  of  what  took  place  be- 
tween her  husband,  Mr.  Sparks,  and  the  defendants,  became 
the  owner  of  the  securities  in  question,  and  the  bona  fide  owner 
of  the  account,  or  whether  the  arrangement  was  simply  a  fic- 
titious one  under  which  it  wae  understood  by  both  parties  that 
the  real  ownership  of  the  stock  was  to  be  left  in  Mr.  Sparks. 
The  court  declined  to  give  binding  instructions  for  the  de- 
fendants, but  reserved  the  question  of  law  whether  there  was 
any  evidence  on  which  the  plaintiff  could  recover.  The  jury 
found  for  the  plaintiff  in  the  sum  of  $8,615.42,  being  the  value 
of  the  stock  on  the  day  the  tender  was  made,  less  plaintiff's 
indebtedness  to  defendants,  and  the  court  in  <bank  dismissed 
the  motion  of  defendants  for  judgment  in  their  favor  on  the 
point  reserved  and  entered  judgment  upon  the  verdict. 

The  assignments  of  error  are  not  specifically  pressed  in  the 
argument,  but  counsel  for  appellants  urge  generally  that  the 
plaintiff  showed  no  right  to  recover.  The  jury  have  found, 
however,  as  a  matter  of  fact,  in  answer  to  the  questions  sub- 
mitted to  them,  that  Mrs.  Sparks  was  the  real  owner  of  the 
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secufities^  and  tliafe  Oat  aeconid  in  qYesfim  wma  accepted  by 
the  defendants'  and  was*  being  caiTxed  upon,  their  books  ioor  ber. 
In  support  of  this  finding  th«ee  is  evideaioe  that  tbe  de&ndants, 
in  the  r^olar  course  of  thetr  bnsiiiessr  as  brokers^  permitted 
the  husband  to  transfer  the  account  to  the  name  ci  hia  wife;, 
and  in  lien  of  the  liability  to  him,  there  was  siibetitated  the 
liability  to  accotmt  to  her,  and  that  tfaqr  acoepted  at  the  same 
'^  time  a  good  consideration  in  the  shape  of  additional  secur- 
ity; that  they  rendered  statements  of  the  aocoimt  thereafter  in 
her  name,  and  received  at  a  subsequent  time  additional  margin 
and  receipted  for  it  in  her  name.  It  also  appears  that  they 
subsequently  sold  these  seeurities  witiumt  her  knowledge  or  con- 
sent and  without  notice  to  her  husband  as  to  this  account,  who 
was  admittedly  her  agait  with  respect  to  its  care  and  manage- 
ment. 

It  is  not  the  husband  who  here  denies  the  right  of  the  wife  to 
these  securities,  but  it  is  the  brokers  who  at  the  time  it  was  made 
assented  to  the  transfer  upon  theiir  books  and  tbe  opening  of  tke 
new  account  in  the  name  ot  the  wife.  The  defendants  need 
not  haye  assented,  and  presumabfy  they  would  not  have  dme  so, 
had  the  transaction  impaired  the  account  of  the  husband,  or 
affected  it  in  any  injurious  manner.  Butcownsel  for  appellants 
now  urge  that  there  could  foe  no  valid  gift  to  the  wife  of  the 
account  or  of  the  margin  in  the  securities  represented,  because 
she  did  not  know  of  it  at  the  time  it  was  made,  and  did  not  then 
accept  it  But  the  acceptance  of  a  gift  may  be  presumed.  In 
Smith  V.  Bank  of  Washington,  5  Serg.  ft  B.  318,  a  fath^  exe- 
cuted a  transfer  of  bank  stock  to  his  daughter,  then  at  distance^ 
without  her  knowledge,  and  delivered  it  to  the  cashier  of  the 
bank  for  her  use.  Chief  Justice  Gibson  said:  **The  transfer 
was  made  according  to  the  mode  estafblished  under  tiie  act  of 
incorporation,  and  was  good  without  an  ezpreas  assent  of  tiie 
daughter.  There  was  a  good  consideration,  and  as  the  subject 
matter  was  incapable  of  passing  by  actual  deliveiy,  the  dangh- 
ter's  assent,  the  grant  being  beneficial  to  her,  will  be  presumed.** 
In  Allen  v.  McMasters,  3  Watts,  181,  ttds  court  said:  *'It 
does  not  follow  in  the  present  instance  ihat  there  may  not 
have  been  a  gift  to  Mrs.  Jones  without  ter  being  informed  of 
it"  And  the  court  further  said  (page  187) :  **The  ignorance 
of  a  grantee  vrill  not  impede  the  cyperation  of  a  conveyance,  his 
assent  being  presumed."  And  in  Hostetter  r.  HoUinger,  117 
Pa.  St  606,  12  Ath  741,  we  find :  'It  is  well  seftied  in  a  series 
of  decisions,  that  he  for  whose  benefit  a  promies  is.  madey  may 
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yniiiTifaiiTi  an  acti^  upon  it^  although  no  consideration  pass 
from  him  to  the  defendant,  nor  any  promise  from  the  defend- 
ant directly  to  the  plaintiff:  See  Hind  y.  Holdship^  2  Watts, 
104,  26  Am.  Dee.  107.  As  a  general  role,  a  plaintiff  cannot 
enforce  a  contract  to  which  he  is  a  stranger,  yet  a  defendant 
^^^  cannot  withhold  property  of  the  plaintiff  merely  because 
he  reoeived  it  from  a  third  person.^^ 

It  was  not  necessary  in  the  present  case  that  any  express 
promise  to  account  should  be  shown.  The  acceptance  of  the  ac- 
count and  opening  it  in  the  name  of  the  plaintiff  upon  the 
books  of  the  defendants,  in  accordance  with  the  usual  and  well- 
known  custom  in  that  line  of  business,  created  a  liability  to  pay 
the  amount  found  due  from  the  transaction. 

We  must  assume  that  the  finding  of  the  jury  established  the 
contention  of  the  plaintiff  that  she  was  the  party  intended  to 
be  benefited  by  the  arrangement  between  her  husband  and  the 
defendants. 

The  facts  in  this  case  are  somewhat  like  those  in  Boberts^ 
Appeal,  85  Pa.  St  84.  The  syllabus  there  is :  T.^  transferred 
atock  to  F.,  a  niece  of  his  wife,  on  the  books  of  a  corporation, 
but  retained  the  certificates  in  his  possession,  and  after  his 
death  they  were  found  in  an  envelope  with  his  own  name  and 
that  of  F.  indorsed  thereon.  F.  had  no  knowledge  of  the  trans- 
fer. She  lived  in  the  family  of  T.  and  was  in  all  respects 
treated  and  regarded  as  his  daughter.  Held  (afiSrming  the 
court  below),  that  the  transfer  on  the  books  of  the  corporation 
vested  in  F.  the  legal  title  to  the  stock,  and  she  was  entitled 
to  the  same.  In  the  opinion  of  Judge  Thayer,  adopted  by  this 
court,  it  was  said :  "But  here  the  gift  is  complete  by  his  delivery 
of  the  thing  itself,  for  transferring  the  shares  to  her  upon  the 
books  of  the  company  is  putting  her  in  complete  possession  of 
the  thing  assigned  and  clothing  her  with  the  complete  legal 
titla  It  stands  in  the  place  of  a  delivery.  Such  an  act  per- 
forms precisely  the  oifice  which  an  actual  delivery  would  per- 
form if  it  were  a  chattel.  It  is  as  complete  a  delivery  as  the 
nature  of  the  thing  will  admit  of.  There  can  be  no  clearer 
evidence  of  a  design  to  part  with  the  right  of  property  in  favor 
of  another  than  an  absolute  transfer  of  the  legal  title  to  her 
for  her  own  use.'' 

In  the  present  instance  the  transfer  of  the  account  from  the 
name  of  the  husband  to  that  of  the  wife  upon  the  books  of  the 
brokers  would  seem  to  be  as  complete  a  conveyance  of  the  right 
of  action  as  the  nature  of  the  case  will  admit 
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The  right  of  the  plaintiff  to  recover  here  Is  sustained  by  the 
principle  recognized  as  an  exception  to  the  ordinary  rule  in 
such  cases  as  Kountz  y.  Holthouse^  85  Pa.  St  235>  which  arose 
^'^^  out  of  the  sale  of  a  partnership  interest.  Mr.  Justice  Mer- 
cur  there  said  (page  237) :  '^The  general  rule  is  that  an  action 
on  a  contract,  whether  express  or  implied,  must  be  brought  in 
the  name  of  the  party  in  whom  the  legal  interest  in  such 
contract  was  vested :  1  Chitty  on  Pleading,  2.  Yet  many  cases 
are  to  be  found  in  which  the  right  of  a  third  person  to  sue  has 
been  sustained  on  a  promise  made  to  another.  Hence^  if  one 
pay  money  to  another  for  the  use  of  a  third  person,  or  having 
money  belonging  to  another,  agree  with  that  other  to  pay  it  to 
a  third,  an  action  lies  by  the  person  beneficially  interested. 
This  right  of  action  is  not  restiicted  to  cases  of  money  only, 
but  extends  to  an  agreement  to  deliver  over  any  valuable 
thing,  so  that  such  third  person  is  the  only  party  in  interest^ 
And  in  Adams  v.  Kuehn,  119  Pa.  St  76  (85),  13  AtL  186,  we 
find  that  '^Where  one  person  enters  into  a  contract  with  anoiher 
to  pay  money  to  a  third,  or  to  deliver  some  valuable  thing,  and 
such  third  party  is  the  only  party  interested  in  the  payment  or 
delivery,  he  can  release  the  promisor  from  performance  or  com- 
pel performance  by  suit''  And  further  on  in  the  same  case  it 
is  said  that  where  '%e  third  person,  although  not  a  party  to  the 
contract,  may  be  fairly  said  to  be  a  party  to  the  consideration 
on  which  it  rests.  In  good  conscience  tiiie  title  to  the  money 
or  thing  which  is  the  consideration  of  the  promise  passes  to 
the  beneficiary  and  the  promisor  is  turned  in  effect  into  a 
trustee.'' 

The  real  questions  of  fact  arising  in  this  case  were^  with 
careful  discrimination,  pointed  out  and  submitted  to  the  jury 
by  the  learned  trial  judge,  and  the  evidence  was,  we  tl^nk, 
sufficient  to  support  the  verdict 

The  assignments  of  error  are  overruled;  and  the  judgment 
is  affirmed* 

Mitchell,  C.  J.,  and  Thompson,  J.,  dissent 

TTie  Essentials  of  a  Valid  Oift  are  discnssed  in  Waite  v.  Grubbe,  43 
Or.  406,  73  Pac.  206,  99  Am.  St.  Rep.  764,  and  cases  cited  in  the  cross- 
reference  note  thereto;  Opitz  v.  Karel,  IIS  Wis.  527,  99  Am.  St.  Sep. 
1004,  95  N.  W.  948.  Acceptance  of  a  gift  need  not  be  .*nade  im- 
mediately; it  is  sufficient  if  accepted  before  revocation:  "Love  v. 
Francis,  63  Mich.  181,  6  Am.  St.  Rep.  290,  29  N.  W.  843.  The  gift 
of  a  bank  deposit  may  be  affected,  though  there  is  no  change  of  credit 
on  the  books  of  the  bank:  Murphy  y.  Bordwell,  S3  Minn.  54,  85  Am. 
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St.  Bep.  454,  85  N.  W.  915,  52  L.  B.  A.  849.  As  to  what  constitutes 
&  gift  of  stock,  see  First  Nat.  Bank  v.  Holland,  99  Ya.  495,  86  Am. 
8t.  Bep.  898,  39  S.  E.  126^  55  L.  B.  A.  155;  Victor  G.  Bloede  Go.  y. 
Sloede,  84  Md.  129,  57  Am.  St.  Bep.  373,  34  Atl.  1127,  33  L.  B.  A. 
107;  Bond  v.  Bean,  72  K.  H.  444,  ante,  p.  686,  57  Atl.  340. 


LENGEET  v.  CHAlTINEIi. 

[208  Pa.  St.  229,  57  Atl.  561.] 

EZEOUnOK  SAIiB— Setting  Aside  After  Beversal  of  Judg- 
ment.— ^A  role  to  set  aside  a  sheriff's  sale  taken  after  the  payment 
of  the  purchase  money,  the  delivery  and  recording  of  the  deed,  and 
the  obtaining  of  possession  br  the  purchaser,  is  too  late;  and  it  does 
not  affect  the  question  that  the  plaintiff  in  the  execution  is  the  pur- 
chaser, and  th^  judgment  has  been  reversed,     (p.  932.) 

XSXEOITTIOK  SALE— Beversal  of  Jndgment— Bestitiition. — An 

execution  creditor  who  purchases  at  the  sale  is  within  the  protection 
of  a  statute  providing  that  where  land  has  been  sold  under  a  writ 
issued  upon  a  judgment  afterward  reversed,  the  land  shall  not  be  re- 
stored, but  there  shall  be  restitution  only  of  the  money  or  price  for 
which  the  property  was  sold.     (p.  933.) 

William  S.  Divine,  for  the  appellant 

W.  H.  G.  Gould  and  Francis  E.  Bucher,  for  the  appellee. 


FELL,  J.  The  plaintiff  in  an  action  on  a  mortgage 
obtained  judgment  ^®^  for  want  of  a  suflScient  aflBdavit  of  de- 
fense. The  defendants  appealed,  but  failed  to  make  the  appeal 
a  supersedeas  by  entering  secnril^^  as  required  by  the  act  of  May 
19,  1897  (Pub.  Laws,  67).  The  plaintiff,  notwithstanding  the 
appeal,  proceeded  to  collect  his  judgment  and  caused  the  land 
to  be  sold  by  the  sheriff,  and  through  his  attorney  became  the 
purchaser  thereof.  Twenty  days  after  the  acknowledgment  and 
delivery  of  the  sheriff's  deed,  the  judgment  was  reversed  by  this 
court  on  the  ground  that  the  averments  of  the  a£Sdavit  of  de- 
fense were  sufScient  to  entitle  the  defendants  to  a  trial.  A 
month  after  the  reversal  of  the  judgment  the  defendants 
obtained  two  rules:  one  to  show  cause  why  the  sheriff's 
sale  should  not  be  set  aside,  the  other  to  show  cause  why  a  writ 
of  restitution  should  not  issua  After  hearing  by  the  court 
the  first  rule  was  discharged,  and  the  second  was  made  absolute, 
and  it  was  directed  that  "a  writ  of  restitution  of  the  money  or 
price  for  which  the  mortgaged  lands  were  sold  at  the  sheriff's 
sale  issue  returnable  sec.  leg."    This  appeal  is  from  these  orders. 
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The  defendant's  contention  as  to  the  latter  is  that  the  land 
ahould  have  been  restored,  and  if  not  this,  then  the  full  value 
thereof  and  not  merely  the  price  at  which  it  was  sold. 

The  rule  to  set  aside  the  sheriff's  sale  was  taken  after  the 
payment  of  the  purchase  money,  the  acknowledgment,  delivery 
and  recording  of  the  sheriff's  deed,  and  possession  obtained 
by  the  purchaser.  It  was  too  late,  because  the  court  was  with- 
out power  to  act  by  rule.  If  there  was  doubt  as  to  this  sub- 
ject before  it  was  set  at  rest  4>y  the  opinion  in  Evans  v.  Maury, 
112  Pa.  St.  300,  3  Atl.  850,  in  which  it  was  said:  "We  have  no 
doubt  as  to  the  proper  rule.  The  delivery  of  the  deed  by  the 
sheriff  after  it  had  been  properly  acknowledged,  the  sale  con- 
firmed and  the  purchase  money  paid  vests  the  title  in  the  pur- 
chaser.    It  is  a  good  title  until  it  is  proved  that  he  obtained  it  by 

fraud,  involving  in  most  cases  a  conflict  of  testimony 

It  is  a  very  great  stretch  of  power,  far  greater  than  any  chancel- 
lor ever  exercised,  to  dispose  of  such  grave  questions  in  a  sum- 
mary manner.  We  cannot  concede  the  power  of  any  8ing:le 
judge  of  wresting  a  man's  title  from  him  on  a  rule  to  show 
cause."  This  ruling  was  followed  in  the  recent  case  of  Media 
Title  etc.  Co.  v.  Kelly,  185  Pa.  St.  131,  64  Am.  St  Rep.  621, 
39  Atl.  832.  It  does  not  affect  the  question  that  the  plaintiff 
in  the  execution  was  the  purchaser  **^  at  the  sheriff's  sale 
and  that  the  judgment  on  which  the  sale  was  founded  has  been 
reversed.  His  title  was  perfected  by  the  acknowledgment  and 
delivery  of  the  deed,  and  it  could  not  be  taken  from  him  by  this 
process.  The  question  was  the  power  of  the  court,  no  fraud 
having  been  practised  on  it,  to  set  aside  the  sale  in  a  rule  to 
show  cause,  and  it  has  been  settled  that  the  court  has  not  tiiia 
power. 

The  ninth  section  of  the  act  of  1705  (1  Sm.  L.  57)  provides 
that  where  the  land  has  been  sold  under  a  writ  issued  upon  a 
judgment  which  was  afterward  reversed,  the    land    shall  not 
be  rpstored,  but  there  shall  be  ''restitution  in  such  cases  only 
of  the  money  or  price  for  which  such  lands  were  or  shall  be 
sold."    It  is  conceded  that  if  the  land  had  been  purchased  by 
a  stranirer   his  title  would  be   unquestionable,  and  that  there 
could  be  no  restitution.     But  it  is  argued  that  since  the  pur- 
chaser was  the  execution  creditor,  he  is  not  a  bona  fide  pnr- 
chasor  and  within  the  protection  of  the  act.     We  see  no  reason 
whatever  for  the  imputation  of  mala  fides  to  the  appellee.    By 
a  renTilar  course  of  proceeding  in  a  court  of  competent  juris- 
diction he  obtained  a  judgment  perfectly  valid  on  its  face,  wd 
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followed  the  course  pointed  out  by  law  for  its  collection.  He 
did  only  what  the  law  gave  him  the  right  to  do,  and  the  ap- 
pellants' trouble  has  arisen  from  their  own  failure  to  follow 
the  course  prescribed  by  law  to  suspend  proceeding  until  final 
judgment.  The  act  of  1705  m&kes  no  exception  against  the 
right  of  an  execution  creditor,  and  we  can  make  none.  Dur- 
ing the  long  period  the  act  has  been  in  force  there  have  been 
but  few  decisions  on  the  question  but 'these  all  sustain  the 
view  that  no  distinction  can  be  drawn  between  a  purchase  by 
the  plaintiff  and  a  purchase  by  a  stranger  to  the  action.  In 
Arnold  y.  Gorr,  1  Rawle,  223,  it  was  said :  ^'I  see  no  difference, 
or  reason  for  a  difference,  between  the  case  of  the  plaintiff  in 
the  execution  becoming  a  purchaser,  and  that  of  a  stranger. 
The  act  of  assembly  is  general  in  its  provisions  in  protecting 
purchasers,  and  I  see  no  reason  in  restraining  it  to  strangers 
only/'  The  dicta  to  the  contrary  in  some  earlier  cases  were 
disproved  in  this  opinion.  This  statement  of  the  law  was 
distinctly  approved  in  Hale  t.  Henrie,  2  Watts,  143,  27  Am. 
Dec,  289 ;  Warder  v.  Tainter,  4  Watts,  270 ;  Tarbox  v.  Hays,  6 
Watts,  398,  31  Am.  Dec.  478. 

It  is  sufficient  answer  to  the  contention  that  the  restitution 
■•*  ordered  should  have  been  the  value  of  the  land  sold,  that 
the  act  prescribes  what  shall  be  restored  as  the  money  or  price 
for  which  the  lands  were  sold,  and  the  court  had  no  power  to 
exceed  this  limit. 

The  orders  are  affirmed. 


The  Reversal  of  Judgments  is  the  subject  of  a  monograpliic  note  to 
Cowderj  y.  Loadon  ete.  Bank,  96  Am.  St.  Bep.  124-146.  According 
to  Blake  ▼.  Wolfe,  111  Kj.  840,  98  Am.  St.  Bep.  434,  64  8.  W.  910, 
the  title  acquired  by  the  purchaser  at  a  judicial  sale^  although  he  ie 
the  plaintiff  in  the  action,  is  not  devested  by  a  subsequent  reversal 
of  the  judgment.  But  see  Di  Nola  v.  Allison,  143  Gal.  106,  76  Pae. 
976  ante,  p.  84,  and  authorities  cited  in  the  cross-reference  note 
thereto.  As  to  the  right  to  restitution  upon  the  reversal  of  a  judg- 
ment, see  Florence  Cotton  etc.  Co.  v.  Louisville  Banking  Co.,  13S 
Ala.  688,  100  Am.  St.  Bep.  50,  36  South.  45d;  Di  Nola  ▼.  AUison,  143 
CaL  106,  aate,  p.  84,  76  Pae.  976. 
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BLAIB  T.  SUPBEMB    COUNCIL   AMERICAN   LEGION 

r        OF  HONOR. 

[208  Pa.  St.  202,  57  AtL  56i.] 

BEMEFIT  8O0IETT— BeUtion  to  Membenl— A  benefit  soelatj 
vnstaiiu  a  relation  to  its  members  otber  than  that  of  a  mere  life  in- 
Miranee  company;  the  fond  raised  is  practically  a  trust  fond  made  ap 
of  their  contributions,     (p.  93<6^) 

BENEFIT  SOOIETT— Payment  of  Leas  than  Face  of  Oertifl- 
cate. — ^If  a  widow  presents  her  husband's  death  certificate  of  fi^e 
thousand  dollars  to  a  benefit  society  for  payment,  without  knowledge 
that  after  the  issuance  of  the  certificate  it  had  been  enacted  by  by- 
laws that  two  thousand  dollars  should  be  the  highest  amount  paid 
upon  any  death,  and  surrenders  the  certificate  and  accepts  nineteen 
hundred  dollars  on  the  representation  that  this  is  all  she  is  entitled 
to,  she  may  maintain  a  bill  in  equity  against  the  society  to  compel 
the  return  of  the  certificate,  to  make  discovery  of  the  condition  of 
the  emergency  fund,  and  to  pay  the  face  of  the  certificate,  lose  the 
amount  already  received,     (p.  937.) 

EQUITY. — Jurisdiction  in  Sanity  Depends  not  so  much  on  the 
want  of  a  common-law  remedy  as  upon  its  inadequacy,  and  its  ex- 
ercise often  rests  in  the  discretion  of  the  court;  in  other  words,  the 
court  may  take  upon  itself  to  say  whether  the  common-law  remedy 
is,  under  all  the  circumstances  and  in  view  of  the  conduct  of  the 
parties,  sufficient  for  the  purpose  of  complete  justice,     (p.  937.) 

Edgar  Dudley  Fanes  and  Frederick  J.  Geiger^  for  the  ap- 
pellant 

J.  F.  B.  Atkin  and  Murdoch  Kendrick,  for  the  appellee. 


DEAN,  J.  On  February  25,  1889,  the  defendant,  a 
beneficial  organization,  issued  its  certificate  to  Henry  C.  Blair, 
whereby  it  agreed  to  pay  to  Mary  L.  Blair,  his  wife,  upon  the 
death  of  her  husband,  $5,000  on  condition  of  the  husband's  com- 
plianoe  with  the  by-laws  of  the  company.  The  husband  did 
comply  with  all  the  by-laws,  and  on  the  face  of  the  certificate 
his  widow  was  entitled  to  payment  of  the  $5,000;  but  it  ap- 
peared that  on  August  1,  1900,  about  eleven  years  and  five 
months  after  the  issue  of  the  certificate  and  about  six  months 
before  the  death  of  the  husband,  the  supreme  council  of  the 
order  adopted  this  by-law:  "Two  thousand  dollars  shall  be  the 
highest  amount  paid  by  the  order  on  the  death  of  a  member 
upon  any  benefit  certificate  heretofore  or  hereafter  issued.  This 
sum  shall  be  paid  upon  the  death  of  every  member  holding  a 
benefit  certificate  *•*  of  two  thousand  dollars  or  over  pro- 
vided that  the  face  value  of  the  benefit  certificate  shall  be  paid 
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80  long  as  the  emergency  fund  of  the  order  has  not  been  ex- 
hausted.'^ 

On  May  4th  the  widow  filed  with  the  order  proof  of  the 
death  of  her  husband^  called  upon  the  proper  officer  and  re- 
quested payment  of  the  $5,000.  She  had  no  knowledge  of  a 
by-law  which  enacted  that  the  face  value  of  the  certificate 
should  be  paid  only  so  long  as  the  emergency  fund  was  not 
exhausted.  The  officer  or  cashier  of  the  defendant  when  she 
made  the  request  for  payment  then  informed  her  that  the 
order  had  adopted  a  resolution  that  no  member  should  be  paid 
more  than  $2,000,  and  that  from  this  sum  there  was  to  be  de- 
ducted five  per  cent,  or  $100,  leaving  to  be  paid  to  her  only 
$1,900,  and  that  she  would  have  to  take  that  or  nothing.  He- 
lying  on  the  officer^s  representation  that  this  was  all  she  was 
entitled  to,  she  accepted  the  $1,900  and  surrendered  her  cer- 
tificate for  cancellation.  About  one  year  after  the  surrender 
of  the  certificate  she  first  learned  of  the  adoption  of  the  by-law ; 
she  then  demanded  a  return  of  the  certificate,  the  payment  of 
the  face  of  it  less  the  sum  of  $1,900  already  paid.  This  was 
refused.  Thereupon,  on  these  facts,  she  filed  this  bill  praying 
that:  1.  Defendant  be  ordered  to  return  to  her  the  benefit 
certificate;  2.  Thaf  the  contract  be  reinstated  for  $5,000  with 
a  credit  for  the  payment  already  made  to  her;  3.  That  de- 
fendant make  discovery  of  the  condition  of  the  emergency  fund ; 
4.  That  defendant  be  directed  to  pay  to  her  the  full  sum  of 
$5,000,  with  interest,  less  the  credit  of  $1,900.  To  this  bill 
defendant  demurred,  for  the  reasons:  1.  That  plaintiff  had  an 
adequate  remedy  at  law;  2.  That  no  fraud  or  confidential  rela- 
tion was  shown.  The  court  below  sustained  the  demurrer  and 
dismissed  plaintiff's  bill;  from  that  decree  she  appeals. 

The  learned  judge  of  the  court  below  was  of  opinion  that 
plaintiff,  on  the  face  of  her  bill,  disclosed  that  she  had  a  full, 
complete  and  adequate  remedy  at  law;  we  do  not  think  so. 
That  she  had  a  remedy  at  law  may  be  conceded,  without  barring 
her  in  equity ;  that  remedy  may  have  been  inadequate.  The  de- 
fendant sustained  a  relation  toward  its  members  other  than  that 
of  a  mere  life  insurance  company.  See  the  very  full  opinion 
of  Justice  Clark,  Commonwealth  v.  Equitaible  Beneficial  Assn., 
*^  137  Pa.  St  412, 18  Atl.  1112.  He  says :  ''The  great  under- 
lying  purpose  of  the  organization  is  not  to  indemnify  or  secure 
against  loss;  its  design  is  to  accumulate  a  fund  from  the  con- 
tributions of  its  members  for  beneficial  or  protective  purposes 
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to  be  used  in  tfaeir  own  aid  or  relief  in  the  misforlimeB  of  sick* 
ness^  injury  or  death/'  He  then  goes  on  to  show  that  the  fund 
thus  raised  is  practically  a  truKt  fund,  made  up  of  the  oon- 
tributions  of  the  members;  it  is  in  no  senae  a  corporation  for 
profit  although  the  particular  amount  to  which  any  one  member 
is  entitled  rests  on  an  express  cmtract.  This  charter  declarer 
that  its  purpose  is  to  unite  its  members  fraternally,  to  give 
them  moral  and  material  aid,  to  establish  a  fund  for  tiie  relief 
of  the  sick  and  distressed,  to  establish  a  benefit  fund  out  of 
which  on  the  death  of  a  member  a  sum  not  exceeding  $5,000 
shall  be  paid  to  the  family,  orphans,  or  those  dependent  on  the 
deceased  member.  When  this  widow  called  upon  the  oflioer 
and  requested  payment  of  her  certificate  of  $5,000,  she  was 
met  by  the  answer  that  she  was  only  entitled  to  $1,900.  Wh^i 
she  sought  an  explanation,  she  was  told  to  '^take  liiat  or 
nothing/' 

It  seems  to  us  the  widow  of  a  deceased  member  of  a  sodetj 
with  such  high  sounding  purposes   had   a  right  to  expect   a 
more  satisfactory  explanation  why  her  coiificate  was  leduoed 
from  $5,000  to  less  than  $2,000.    She  could  not  get  even  ihst 
unless  she  surrendered  her  certificate  for  cancellation.    Under 
the  stress  of  drcumstanoes  «he  sorrenderedT  it;  afterward  she 
diacoTered,  as  she  bdiered,  that  she  was  entitled  to  the  face  of 
it  without  deduction.    To  what  extent  this  case  is  controlled,  if 
at  all,  by  Becker  y.  Berlin  Ben.  Soc,  144  Pa.  St.  232,  27  Am. 
St  Sep.  624,  22  Atl.  699,  and  Marshall  ▼.  Pilots  Assn.,  206  Pa* 
St  182,  55  AtL  916,  wo  cannot,  at  (his  stage  in  the  evidence, 
undertake  to  determine.    The  order,  however,  now  sets  up  a  bar 
to  her  claim,  whidi  in  substance  is  a  plea  of  ^'accord  and  satis- 
faction,''  in  that  she  surrendered  her  certificate  for  cancella- 
tion.   We  have  no  hesitation  in  holding  that  her  relation  with 
the  order  entitled  her  to  the  fullest  explanation  of  the  reason 
for  its  refusal  to  pay  the  certificate.     She  was  not  dealing  at 
arms^-length  with  a  corporation,  but  seeking  payment  for  the 
amount  of  a  meritorious  diaim.    Of  the  extent  of  her  claim  and 
the  justice  of  her  demand  the  fraternal  ord^  had  in  its  exclusiye 
possession  full  and  exact  knowledge,  but  it  communicated  no 
item  of  that  knowledge  to  **•  her;  her  certificate  was,  in  effect,, 
extorted  from  her  by  the  curt  reply,  *Take  that  or  nothing.'^ 
She  put  in  the  order^s  possession  the  sole  oTidenoe  of  h^  claiiB. 
Her  suit  at  law  must  be  based  upon  that  certificate,  yet  the 
order  persists  in  retaining  possession  of  it 
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True^  she  might  declare  upon  it  as  a  los{  instrument^  or  as 
one  which  had  been  unlawfully  obtained  from  her,  and  give 
secondary  evidence  of  its  contents,  but  there  is  a  much  shorter 
and  more  certain  way  of  (Staining  it  and  tEe  money  really  due 
her,  and  that  is,  by  the  method  she  has  pursued,  calling  upon 
the  order  at  the  foot  of  a  bill  in  equity  to  produce  it,  and  sub- 
mit to  such  decree  as  equity  may  impose.  The  demurrer  filed 
by  defendant  discloses  that  it  avers  the  certificate  was  de- 
hvered  up  to  be  canceled;  if  canceled,  then  at  law  she  would 
have  to  show  by  the  books  of  defendant  that  the  cancellation 
was  unlawful;  the  books  and  documents  bearing  on  the  ques- 
tion are  all  in  the  possession  of  defendant;  this  to  her  would 
be  a  most  vexatious  and  inconvenient  burden  and  one  that 
ought  not  to  be  imposed  upon  her. 

Consider  the  pleadings  of  record :  She  claims  $5,000,  {he  face 
of  her  certificate;  defendant  answers  by  averring  the  resolution 
of  August  1,  1900,  of  the  supreme  council,  that  $2,000  shall 
be  the  highest  amount  paid  on  the  death  oi  a  member;  she  re- 
plies that  neither  she  nor  her  husband  is  bound  by  it,  because, 
as  to  this  certificate,  the  resolution  was  adopted  eleven  years 
and  five  months  after  its  delivery  without  the  knowledge  or 
consent  of  her  husband;  that  at  the  date  of  its  delivery  her 
husband  paid  an  assessment  as  if  upon  a  certificate  of  $5,000 
and  continued  said  payments  until  his  death;  that  the  resolu- 
tion which  it  is  claimed  reduces  the  amount,  even  if  it  had  been 
authorized,  involves  a  full  examination  of  the  books  and  records 
of  the  order  to  determine  the  exact  condition  of  what  is  called 
^the  emergency  fund/*  We  think,  taking  into  view  the  rela- 
tions of  the  parties,  even  though  the  order  be  not  technically  a 
trustee  for  the  widow,  as  well  as  the  nature  of  the  inquiry  that 
may  have  to  be  made  into  records,  the  remedy  at  law  would 
not  have  been  an  adequate  one,  and  that  a  bill  in  equity  is  a 
more  appropriate  remedy  and  best  adapted  to  the  inquiry, 
Says  Bierbower's  Appeal,  107  Pa.  St  14:  "Granted  that  an 
action  of  assumpsit  would  lie,  it  does  not  therefore  follow 
"•^  that  the  chancery  side  of  the  court  has  no  jurisdiction. 
Jurisdiction  in  equity  depends  not  so  much  on  the  want  of  a 
common-law  remedy  as  upon  its  inadequacy,  and  its  exercise 
often  rests  in  the  discretion  of  the  court;  in  other  words  the 
court  may  take  upon  itself  to  say  whether  the  common-law 
remedy  is,  under  all  the  circumstances  and  in  view  of  the  con- 
duct of  the  parties,  sufficient  for  the  purpose  of  complete  jus- 
tice.*' 
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Therefore^  the  decree  of  the  court  below  sustaining  the  de- 
murrer and  dismissing  the  bill  is  reversed ;  it  is  ordered  that 
the  bill  be  reinstated  and  defendant  is^  ordered  to  answer  over, 
and  it  is  further  ordered  that  the  parties  proceed  to  hearing  on 

the  issue. 


A  Benefit  Society  cannot,  without  the  consent  of  a  member,  arbi- 
trarily reduce  the  amount  of  insurance  stipulated  for  in  the  contract 
of  membership:  Buss  v.  Supreme  Council  etc.,  110  La.  588,  98  Am. 
St.  Eep.  469,  34  South.  697.  See,  too,  Wurfler  v.  Trustees  Grand 
Grove  etc.,  116  Wis.  19,  96  Am.  St.  Rep.  940,  92  N.  W.  433;  mono- 
graphic note  to  Strauss  v.  Mutual  Beserve  etc.  Assn.,  83  Am.  St.  Bep. 
710. 

Th^  Compromise  or  Release  of  a  claim  made  in  ignorance  of  one's 
rights  is  discussed  in  the  monographic  note  to  Alabama  etc  By.  Co. 
V.  Jones,  55  Am.  St.  Bep.  507-512.  This  question  in  its  a^Ucation 
to  claims  for  insurance  is  considered  in  Manhattan  Life  Ins.  Co.  v. 
Burke,  60  Ohio  St.  294,  100  Am.  St.  Bep.  666,  70  N.  E.  74;  Titus  v. 
Bochester  German  Ins.  Co.,  97  Ky.  567,  53  Am.  St.  Bep.  426,  31  S.  W. 
127,  28  L.  B.  A.  478;  McLean  v.  Equitable  etc.  Assur.  Soc,  100  Ind. 
127,  50  Am.  Bep.  779;  Berry  v.  American  Cent.  Ins.  Co.,  132  N.  Y. 
49,  28  Am.  St.  Bep.  548,  30  N.  E.  254. 


CTJN'DEY  V.  HALU 
[208  Pa.  St.  335,  57  AtL  76L] 

FABTKEBSHIP— Beal  Estate— Parol  Evidence  of  Title.— It  ia 

not  competent,  in  order  to  affect  the  title  or  possession  of  land,  to 
show  by  parol  that  a  deed  to  two  persons  as  tenants  in  common 
was  purchased  and  paid  for  by  them  as  partners  and  is  partnership 
property;  purchasers  and  creditors  alike  may  rely  on  the  title  to 
real  estate  as  shown  by  the  record,     (p.  941.) 

COTENANCY— Title  to  Property  aa  Shown  by  Becorda.— When 
persons  take  title  to  land  as  tenants  in  common  and  place  it  upon 
record,  the  act,  so  far  as  it  may  affect  purchasers  and  creditors  with- 
out notice,  must  be  considered  as  a  declaration  by  the  owners  of 
the  character  in  which  they  intend  to  hold  the  property,     (p.  941.) 

PABTNEBSHIP— Beal  Estata.— Creditors  of    a    Partaersihip 

whose  members  hold  land  as  tenants  in  common  cannot  enforce  pay- 
ment of  their  claims  out  of  the  land  as  a^i^nst  individual  creditors  of 
the  partners;  the  latter  are  entitled  to  have  -their  claims  first  satis- 
fied out  of  the  proceeds  of  the  property,     (p.  941.) 

PABTNEBSHIP — ^Beal  Estate — ^As  Between  Partners  them- 
selves real  estate  purchased  with  partnership  funds  and  for  part- 
nership purposes  is  partnership  property  and  may  be  shown  to  be 
such,  notwithstanding  the  deed  was  made  to  the  individuals  com- 
posing the  firm  as  tenants  in  common,     (p.  943.) 

PABTNEBSHIP— Beal  Estata — ^A  Judgment  Creditor  may,  in 
order  to  satisfy  a  balance  still  due  after  selling  hia  debtor's  in- 
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terest  in  a  partnersliip,  take  the  debtor's  share  of  the  proceeds  of 
real  estate  held  by  him  and  his  partner  as  tenants  in  common,  as 
against  the  purchaser  of  the  partnership  interest,     (p.  943.) 

O.  B.  Dickinson,  for  the  appellant. 

A.  L.  Smith  and  George  T.  Butler,  for  the  appellees. 

«««  MESTREZAT,  J.  At  the  time  of  his  death  in  Novem- 
ber,  1888,  and  for  several  years  prior  thereto,  William  Hall  and 
his  two  sons,  Thomas  C.  Hall  and  John  H.  Hall,  were  engaged, 
under  the  firm  name  of  William  Hall  &  Company,  in  the  shoddy 
manufacturing  business  in  Upper  Darby  township,  Delaware 
county.  The  firm  carried  on  its  business  at  a  plant  which,  in- 
cluding the  land,  buildings  and  machinery,  was  owned  by  Will- 
iam Hall,  ^^'^  and  for  which  he  received  a  monthly  rental  from 
the  partnership.  He  died  intestate,  leaving  to  survive  him 
Charlotte  Hall,  his  widow,  two  sons  above  mentioned  and  a 
daughter,  Sarah  Ann  Cundey,  intermarried  with  Colin  E. 
Cundey.  On  April  16,  1889,  the  widow  and  daughter  with  her 
husband,  conveyed  by  deed  their  interests  in  the  premises  to 
the  two  sons  as  tenants  in  common  who  then,  as  owners  in  fee 
of  the  premises,  executed  three  mortgages  thereon,  one  in  favor 
of  the  daughter,  Sarah  Ann  Cundey,  and  two  in  favor  of  the 
widow,  Charlotte  Hall.  The  deed  and  mortgages  covered  the 
land,  buildings  and  machinery.  The  firm  having  been  dis- 
solved by  the  death  of  William  Hall,  the  two  sons  wound  up  its 
business.  After  they  had  purchased  the  interest  of  their  mother 
and  sister  in  the  plant,  they  "opened  the  books  of  the  new 
firm  of  William  Hall  &  Company,  composed  of  the  two  brothers, 
Thomas  C.  and  John  H.  Hall,  and  they  took  the  real  estate 
into  their  business,  subject  to  those  mortgages,  and  carried  it 
on  their  books  as  firm  property.*'  The  firm  used  the  property 
in  the  shoddy  manufacturing  business  without  paying  rent, 
but  paid  the  insurance,  taxes  and  whatever  interest  was  paid 
on  the  mortgages,  as  well  as  part  of  the  principal  of  the  Cundey 
mortgage.  The  real  estate  was  never  conveyed  to  the  firm, 
nor  was  the  partnership  ever  made  a  matter  of  public  record. 
After  John  H.  Hall  and  hirf  brother  had  become  ovmers  in  fee 
of  the  manufacturing  plant,  several  judgments  were  entered 
against  him  individually,  on  one  of  which  his  interest  in  the 
firm  of  William  Hall  &  Company,  was  sold  January  4,  1900, 
and  purchased  by  James  A,  McCuUough,  the  appellant  Sarah 
Ann  Cundey  died  in  1895,  and  her  administrator  issued  a  scire 
facias  on  the  mortgage  held  by  her  against  Thomas  C.  Hall 
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and  John  H.  Hall  and,  having  obtained  a  judgment  thereon, 
sold  the  real  estate  on  a  levari  facias,  on  June  7,  1902^  for 
thirty  thousand  four  hundred  dollars. 

The  controversy  here  arises  over  the  distribution  of  tiiis  fund. 
The  sheriff  reported  a  schedule  of  distribution  as  provided  by 
the  act  of  June  4,  1901,  Public  Laws,  357,  to  which  exceptions 
were  filed.  An  auditor  was  then  appointed  by  tiie  court  to  pass 
on  the  exceptions  and  to  make  distribution  of  the  fund.  The 
claimants  before  him  were  *'the  holders  of  the  three  mortgages, 
the  individual  judgment  creditors  of  John  H.  Hall,  the 
^^^  purchaser  of  the  interest  of  John  H.  Hall  in  the  firm  of 
William  Hall  ft  Company,  and  Thomas  C,  Hall,  the  other  mem- 
ber of  the  firm  against  whom  no  other  liens  had  been  entered.*' 
The  auditor  awarded  payment  in  full  of  the  three  mortgages 
and  directed  the  balance  of  the  fund  to  'be  divided  equally  be- 
tween Thomas  C.  Hall  and  Edward  W.  Perrott,  who  held  the 
first  lien  against  John  H.  Hall  individually. 

This  appeal  was  taken  by  James  A.  McCullough,  who  pur- 
chased the  interest  of  John  H.  Hall  in  the  firm  of  William 
Hall  &  Company  sold  by  the  sheriff  on  the  judgment  of  Ed- 
ward W.  Perrott.  The  appellant  claims  that  the  manufac- 
turing plant  was  the  property  of  the  firm,  'Vas  absolutely 
necessary  to  the  partnership,  and  was  openly  and  notoriously 
occupied  by  tiie  firm  and  used  for  partnership  purposes  ss  firm 
property.**  It  is,  therefore,  contended  that  as  the  firm  had 
no  creditors  the  proceeds  of  the  sale  of  the  plant,  after  the 
payment  of  the  mortgages,  should  have  been  awarded  to  Will- 
iam Hall  &  Company  or  to  Thomas  C.  Hall  as  liquidating 
partner  of  the  firm,  and  not  to  the  members  of  the  firm  as  in- 
dividuals or  to  their  judgment  creditors.  It  was  further  con- 
tended that  as  against  James  A.  McCullough,  the  appellant, 
Edward  W.  Perrott  was  not  entitled  to  claim  any  part  of  the 
proceeds  of  the  sale  of  this  property  on  his  judgment  against 
John  H.  Hall,  for  the  reason  that  Perrott  bad  sold  HalPs  in- 
terest in  the  firm  on  his  judgment  and  McCullough  had  pur- 
chased it. 

The  manufacturing  plant,  including  the  land,  mill,  machinery 
and  houses,  was  acquired,  as  we  have  seen,  by  Thomas  C.  HaU 
and  John  H.  Hall  partly  by  descent  from  their  father  and 
partly  by  deed  as  tenants  in  common  from  their  mother  and 
sister.  This  title  was  never  changed  of  record,  but  the  prop- 
erty was  held  by  the  owners  as  tenants  in  common  until  ihe 
sale  was  made  on  a  scire  facias  issued  on  one  of  the  mortgages. 
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TThere  was  nothing  of  record  to  ahow  that  the  plant  or  any 
part  of  it  was  held  or  used  as  partnership  property.  All  that 
the  record  disclosed  as  to  the  title  to  the  property  was  that 
Thomas  C.  Hall  and  John  H.  Hall  owned  it  as  tenants  in  com- 
mon. Such,  briefly,  are  the  conceded  facts  as  to  the  record 
ownership  of  this  property. 

For  seventy  years,  and  in  an  xinhroken  line  of  decisions,  we 
^^^  have  adhered  to  the  mle  announced  in  Hale  v.  Henrie,  2 
Watts,  143,  27  Am.  Dec  289,  that  in  order  to  affect  the  title 
or  possession  of  land  it  is  not  competent  to  show  by  parol  that 
a  deed  to  two  persons  as  tenants  in  common  was  purdiased  and 
paid  for  by  them  as  partners  akd  was  partnership  property. 
Purchasers  and  creditors  alike  may  rely  upon  the  title  to  real 
estate  as  shown  by  the  record,  and  having  done  so  the  law  will 
not  permit  their  rights  acquired  on  the  faith  of  the  title  as 
thus  disclosed  to  be  defeated  by  parol  evidence.  When  parties 
take  title  to  land  as  tenants  in  common  and  place  it  upon  record, 
the  act)  so  far  as  it  may  affect  purchasers  and  creditors  without 
notice,  must  be  considered  as  a  declaration  by  the  owners  of 
the  character  in  which  they  intend  to  hold  the  property.  Cred- 
itors of  a  partnership  composed  of  the  individuals  who  thus 
hold  the  title  cannot^  therefore,  enforce  payment  of  their  claims 
out  of  the  property  as  against  the  individual  creditors  of  the 
partners.  The  latter  are  entitled  to  have  their  claims  first  sat- 
isfied out  of  the  proceeds  of  the  property.  Such  is  the  well- 
settled  law  of  the  commonwealth. 

In  Ridgway,  Budd  &  Co.'s  Appeal,  16  Pa.  St.  177,  53  Am. 
Dec  586,  the  court,  by  Sogers,  J.,  says:  *^To  affect  the  title 
or  possession  of  land,  it  is  not  competent  to  show  by  parol  that 
real  estate  conveyed  to  two  persons  as  tenants  in  common  was 
purchased  and  paid  for  by  ihem  as  partners,  and  was  partner- 
ship property.  This  is  firmly  settled  in  the  cases  dted,  and  in 
other  cases  which  it  is  unnecessary  to  quote.  Here  there  can 
be  no  doubt  the  property  was  held  as  a  tenancy  in  common; 
and  as  nothing  was  put  on  record,  manifesting  the  intention 
of  the  partners  to  regard  it  otherwise,  it  must  be  treated  as 
separate  estate,  and  of  course  liable  as  such  to  their  creditors. 
In  all  such  cases,  parol  testimony  is  totally  disregarded.**  '^t 
is  certainly  determined  in  a  long  train  of  decisions,**  says  Agnew, 
J.,  in  Ebbert*8  Appeal,  70  Pa.  St.  79,  "that  as  to  purchasers 
of  the  title  and  creditors  having  liens  on  it,  a  deed  to  persons 
who  are  in  fact  partners,  but  who  take  the  title  to  themselves 
as  tenants  in  common,  must  stand  as  the  foundation  of  their 
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rights,  and  govem  in  the  distribution  of  the  proceeds  of  a  sale 
of  the  title.     Partnership  creditors  cannot  by  parol  evidence 
change  the  effect  of  the  deed,  and  convert  lands  so  individnallj 
held  into  assets  of  the  partnership,  and  thereby  dislodge  and 
postpone  *^^  the  otherwise  preferred  liens  of  individual  cred- 
itors/'    In  Gunnison  v.  Erie  Dime  Savings  etc.  Co.,  157  Pa. 
St.  303,  27  Atl.  747,  it  is  said:  'Tjand  granted  to  the  member 
of  a  partnership,  paid  for  with  partnership  money,  the  deed 
placed  on  record,  yet  nothing  on  the  face  of  it  to  show  that 
it  is  other  than  a  conveyance  to  an  individual,  cannot  be  turned 
into  mere  personalty  for  partnership  creditors  by  parol  testi- 
mony or  secret  agreement,  to  the  destruction  of  the  lien  of  a 
judgment  entered  against  the  individual  grantee.'*    In  the  re- 
cent case  of  Stover  v.  Stover,  180  Pa.  St.  426,  67  Am.  St.  Eep. 
664,  36  Atl.  921,  Williams,  J.,  delivering  the  opinion,  says: 
"It  is  settled  that  when  two  or  more  persons  who  are  partners 
take  title  to  land  as  tenants  in  common,  the  presiunption  aris- 
ing from  the  deed  is  that  they  hold  the  title  as  tenants  in 
common  in  equal  shares.    As  between  themselves,  the  deed  is 
not  conclusive,  but  iJiej  hold  in  accordance  with  the  facts. 
As  to  purchasers  and  creditors,  they  hold  in  accordance  with 
their  recorded  title.    TaJdng  and  recording  a  deed  as  tenants 
in  common  gives  character  to  the  title  of  the  several  holders 
upon  which  the  public  may  safely  rely.    They  are  bound  to 
take  notice  of  what  appears  upon  the  records,  and  they  have  a 
right  to  act  upon  the  faith  of  what  they  find  there.'* 

The  record  title  to  the  real  estate  in  question  being  in 
Thomas  C.  Hall  and  John  H.  Hall  as  tenants  in  common,  it 
follows  that  the  auditor  and  court  below  were  right  in  award- 
ing the  proceeds  of  the  sale  of  the  property,  after  payment  of 
the  mortgages,  to  Thomas  C.  Hall  individually  and  to  the  lien 
creditors  of  John  H.  Hall  according  to  their  priority.  The 
appellant  purchased  John  H.  Hall's  interest  in  the  firm  of 
William  Hall  &  Company.  As  against  the  individual  creditors 
of  John  H.  Hall,  therefore,  he  cannot  have  any  claim  on  this 
fund.  It  must  be  distributed  in  conformity  with  the  character 
impressed  upon  it  by  the  title  to  the  property  which  produced 
it 

The  appellant  relies  upon  Erwin's  Appeal,  39  Pa.  Si  636, 
80  Am.  Dec.  642,  and  Abbott's  Appeal,  60  Pa.  St.  234,  to  sus- 
tain his  position  that  he  has  the  right  to  show  that  the  manu- 
facturing plant  was  partnership  property  and  that  the  pro- 
ceeds of  the  sale  must  be  distributed  as  such.    These  cases. 
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however,  do  not  sustain  the  appellant's  contention.    In  Erwin's 
Appeal,  39  Pa.  St.  635,  80  Am.  Dec.  542,  Meyers,  one  of  the 
partners  of  the  firm  of  Imhoff  &  Meyers,  paid  the  purchase 
***  money  with  partnership  funds  and  took  the  title  in  his 
own  name.     It  was  used  as  partnership  property,  and  having 
been  sold  -by  the  sheriff,  the  proceeds  were  awarded  to  a  judg- 
ment against  the  firm  in  preference  to  a  judgment  against 
Imhoff,  the  other  partner.     But  Judge  Strong  in  his  opinion 
recognizes  the  doctrine  of  the  cases  we  have  cited  above,  and 
distinguishes  this  case  as  follows:  "Had  the  title  been  taken 
by  both  Imhoff  and  Meyers,  without  any  assertion  on  its  face 
that  it  was  treated  by  them  as  partnership  property,  under  the 
ruling  in  Hale  v.  Henrie,  2  Watts,  143,  27  Am.  Dec.  289,  and 
several  subsequent  cases,  they  would  have  been  but  tenants  in 
common.'*     The  contest  in  Abbott's  Appeal,  50  Pa.  St.  234, 
was  between  partners  themselves  and  did  not  relate  to  pur- 
chasers or  creditors,  as  is  shown  by  Agnew,  J.,  in  Ebbert's 
Appeal,  70  Pa.  St  79,  and*  as  is  recognized  by  Clark,  J.,  in 
Shafer's  Appeal,  106  Pa.  St  49.    Hence  that  case  can  have 
no  application  to  the  facts  here.    It  is  unquestionably  true 
that  as  between  partners  themselves  real  estate  purchased  with 
partnership  funds,  and  for  partnership  purposes  is  partner* 
ship  property,  and  it  may  be  shown  to  be  such,  notwithstand- 
ing the  deed  was  made  to  the  individuals  composing  the  firm 
as  tenants  in  common.    But  that  rule  cannot  be  invoked  here 
to  defeat  the  claims  made  on  this  fund  by  the  lien  creditors 
of  John  H.  Hall. 

We  do  not  agree  with  the  appellant's  contention  that  the 
sale  of  John  H.  Hall's  interest  in  the  partnership  on  the  judg- 
ment of  E.  W.  Perrott  estops  the  latter  from  claiming  pay- 
ment of  the  judgment  or  the  balance  due  thereon  out  of  Hall's 
interest  in  the  proceeds  of  the  sale  of  the  real  estate.     Hall's 
interest  in  the  real  estate  which,  as  against  that  judgment,  was 
not  firm  assets  and  did  not  pass  by  the  sale  of  his  interest  in 
the  partnership.     Hence,  the  appellant  as  purchaser  of  the  part- 
nership interest  did  not  acquire  any  interest  in  the  real  estate 
or  the  proceeds  resulting  from  the  sale  of  it.     Perrott  is  not 
now  claiming  Hall's  interest  in  the  partnership  sold  on  his 
judgment  and  purchased  by  the  appellant,  but  is  seeking  to  en- 
force his  judgment  against  his  debtor's  interest  in  the  proceeds 
of  the  real  estate  on  which  it  is  a  first  lien  and  which  is  not  an 
asset  of  the  firm  of  William  Hall  &  Company. 
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The  assignmeiits  of  error  are  overruled  and  the  decree  is 
afiSrmed. 


Partnership  Real  Estate  is  discuBsed  in  the  monographie  note  to 
Golthwaite  v.  Janney,  48  Am.  St.  Bep.  62-77;  Freeman  on  Gotenancv, 
and  Partition  sees.  111-120;  Adams  y.  Chnreh,  42  Or.  270,  70  Pae.  1037, 
59  L.  B.  A.  782,  95  Ajb.  St.  Bep.  740,  and  easea  eited  in  the  eroae- 
ref  erenee  note  thereto. 

The  Law  Protects  PurcTuuers  of  Real  Property  as  the  title  appears 
of  record,  unless  there  is  notice  of  something  to  the  contrary:  Booker 
V.  Booker,  208  111.  529,  70  N.  E.  709,  100  Am.  St.  Bep.  250,  and  eases 
eited  in  the  cross-reference  note  thereto.  For  the  application  of  this 
rule  to  property  appearing  of  record  as  owned  by  tenants  in  common : 
See  Mullins  y.  Butte  Hardware  Co.,  25  Mont.  525,  87  Am.  St.  Bep.  430, 
05  Pae.  1004. 
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[27  Utah,  132,  74  Pac.  876.] 

MASTER  AND  SEBVANT — ^Assmnptlon  of  Bl8k8.-~If  one  of 
ordinary  intelligence  engaging  in  an  emploTment  obviously  danger- 
ous, knows  the  manner  in  which  it  is  to  be  carried  on  and  consents 
thereto,  being  familiar  with  the  conditions  and  surroundings,  and 
aware  that  his  own  work  and  that  of  his  fellow-workmen  will  con- 
stantly change  its  character,  rendering  it  alternately  safe  and  danger- 
ous, he  assumes  the  risks  incident  to  the  employment,     (p.  949.) 

MASTER  AND  SERVANT— Assnmption  of  Riaks.— -If  an  ex- 
perienced empln3'6  of  ordinary  intelligence  at  work  on  a  gravel  bank 
voluntarily  selects  a  place  to  stand  that  is  obviously  dangerous,  be- 
ing familiar  with  the  bank,  its  conditions  and  surroundings,  the  char- 
acter of  the  materials  of  which  it  is  composed,  knowing  that  it  was 
undermined  at  the  particular  place  where  he  is  working,  and  aware 
that  the  bank  might  cave  and  fall  at  any  moment,  he  assumes  the 
risk  of  injury  therefrom  and  cannot  recover  therefor,  especially  when 
he  had  worked  at  the  bank  in  the  same  capacity  on  numerous  previous 
occasions,  and  was  as  familiar  with  it,  its  condition,  and  the  manner 
in  which  operations  were  carried  on  as  his  employer,     (p.  950.) 

MASTER  AND  SERVANT — ^Assnmptlon  of  Risks. — An  em- 
ployer may  carry  on  his  business  in  any  way  he  may  choose,  althoufrh 
another  method  would  be  less  dangerous,  and  if  his  employ^  knows 
the  hazards  incident  to  the  business  in  the  manner  in  which  it  is  car- 
ried on,  and  continues  in  the  employment,  he  assumes  the  risks  of  the 
more  dangerous  method,     (p.  950.) 

MASTER  AND  SERVANT—Aflsomption  of  RiakB.— An  em- 
ployS  who  engages  in  any  service,  and  consents  to  the  manner  in 
which  it  is  performed,  aware  of  the  conditions  and  the  dangers  inci- 
dent to  the  employment,  and  voluntarily  undertaking  to  perform  tue 
service  at  the  place  of  injury,  assumes  the  ordinary  risks  thereof* 
(p.  951.) 

Am.  St  Rep.,  YoL  101—60      (915) 
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MASTER  AND  SESVANT — Assumption  of  Bisks— Safe  Plsee 
to  Work. — If  a  servant  assents  to  occupy  the  place  assigned  him  in 
which  to  work,  and  incur  all  the  dangers  incident  thereto,  having 
sufficient  intelligence  and  experience  to  enable  him  to  comprehend 
sucli  dangers,  his  assent  dispenses  with  the  performance  of  the  mas- 
ter's duty  to  furnish  the  servant  with  a  safe  place  in  which  to  work, 
(pp.  951,  95^) 

Sutherland,  Van  Cott  &  Allison  and  S.  R.  Thurman,  for  the 
appellant 

If.  Sommer  and  D.  S.  Truman,  for  the  respondent 

^^  BAETCH,  J.    The  plaintiflf  brought  this  action  to  recover 
damages    for   personal  injuries,  which  he  alleges  he  received 
tlirough  the  negligence  of  the  defendant.     From  the  evidence 
it  appears^  substantially,  that  the  plaintiff  is  forty-tiiree  years 
of  age,  and  for  many  years  prior  to  and  at  the  time  of  the  acci- 
dent which  caused  his  injuries  was  in  the  employ  of  the  de- 
fendant as  a  section-hand.     When    he  received    his  injuries, 
which  was  on  January  29,  1901,  he  was  working  at  a  gravel 
bank  at  Santaquin,  on  the  defendant's  line  of  railway,  shoveling 
gravel  into  a  car  provided  by  the  company  for  that  purpose. 
He  had  worked  there  in  that  capacity  at  different  times  since 
the  year  1892.     The  bank  was  about  twelve  or  fifteen  feet  high, 
and  contained  different  layers  of  dirt,  cement  and  gravel.     At 
tlie  place  where  he  was  working,  where  the  accident  happened, 
the  thickness  of  the  gravel,  from  the  bottom  of  the  bank  to  the 
cement,  was  about  six  feet;  the  cement  was  about  two  feet,  and 
the  dirt  or  ground  on  top  of  the  cement  about  four  feet  thick,, 
making  the  bank  about  twelve  feet  high  at  that  point.     The 
method  employed  to  get  the  gravel  down  was  to  undermine 
the  bank  with  pick  and  shovel,  and  then  break  it  down  from 
the  top  when  it  did  not  fall  of  its  own  weight    At  the  time 
of  the  accident  the  bank  had  been  undermined  about  two  feet,, 
and  was  top-heavy,  and  broke  away  and  fell  of  its  own  accord, 
causing  the  injuries  of  which  complaint  is  made.     The  plaintiff 
was  familiar  with  the  method  of  loosening  the  gravel,  and  had 
on  previous  occasions,  with  other  fellow-workmen,  undermined 
the  bank  for  the  same  purpose.    He  was  familiar  with  the  bauk  ; 
knew  the  fnaterial  ***  of  which  it  was  composed;  was  aware, 
while  working  there  before  and  when  the  accident  occurred,  that 
the  bank  was  undermined,  that  it  was  dangerous  and  might  fall- 
al any  minute,  and  that  either  himself  or  his  fellow-workmen,, 
or  both,  had  undermined  it.     He  was  a  man  of  experience  in 
tliat   business,  of  ordinary  intelligence,  and  entirely  familiar 
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"with  all  the  sniToandiiig  conditions.  At  the  time  of  the  injury 
be  was  shoveling  gravel  upon  the  ear  at  a  place  of  his  own  se- 
lection. He  worked  there  in  November  and  December,  1900, 
then  went  to  Ogden  for  several  weeks,  and  when  he  returned 
he  resumed  work  at  the  gravel  bank. 

Bespeoting  theee  matters,  the  plaintiff  himself,  among  other 
things,  testified :  'T)uring  the  time  that  we  were  working  there 
we  undermined  the  bank  some  right  along,  and  I  did  as  much 
as  the  rest  It  was  undermined  in  places,  and  then  it  would 
cave  down,  first  at  one  place,  then  at  another,  and  so  on,  so  that 
at  one  time  or  another  during  the  work  it  was  undermined  all 
the  way  along  from  one  end  to  the  other.  The  men  did  the  un- 
derminings and  I  was  one  of  them,  the  pick  being  the  main 
thing  used  for  this  purpose.  We  undermined  it  in  order  to 
remove  the  support  There  were  places  at  the  upper  end  where 
the  bank  would  be  likely  to  fall  if  it  stood  perpendicular  with- 
out being  undermined,  the  gravel  being  so  loose  that  it  would 
not  hold  its  own  weight  up,  but  at  the  point  where  I  was  hurt 
the  bank  would  not  fall  if  it  stood  perpendicular.  I  knew  thi&» 
and,  when  I  started  to  undermine  it,  I  did  so  in  order  to  get 
it  to  fall  at  some  time  or  another;  I  knew  that  the  more  I  un- 
dermined it  the  more  likely  the  bank  would  fall When- 
ever the  track  was  close  up  to  the  bank,  we  would  go  up  on  top 
of  the  bank  and  start  to  pick  from  the  top,  and  throw  it  down. 
We  would  pick  down  through  the  cement,  and  get  it  out  I 
did  a  good  deal  of  this  myself,  so  that  I  knew  pretty  well  the 
kind  of  material  of  which  the  bank  was  composed.  I  knew  the 
kind  of  material  of  which  the  bank  was  composed  at  the  time  I 
was  hurt^  and  also  knew  it  at  the  time  I  was  working  there  in 
November  ***  and  December.*'  Speaking  of  what  he  and  others 
did  just  prior  to  the  accident,  the  witness  said :  "He  [foreman] 
didn't  tell  us  how  to  load  the  car,  nor  how  to  do  our  work,  nor 
where  to  station  ourselves.  We  went  down  to  the  car,  picked 
up  our  shovels>  and  selected  our  own  places;  Searles  and  my- 
self being  on  one  side  of  the  car  and  the  rest  of  the  men,  five 
in  number,  on  the  other.  I  was  attending  to  my  work,  bending 
down  shoveling.  I  did  watch  the  bank,  however,  to  see  if  there 
should  be  anything  to  indicate  a  fall.  I  didn't  think  about 
its  falling,  but  I  wanted  to  be  on  the  lookout  When  a  bank 
is  undermined,  you  cannot  tell  but  that  it  may  fall  any  minute. 
I  appreciated  this*  Somebody  had  told  me  that  when  a  bank 
was  undermined  it  might  fall  any  minute.    Of  course,  this  was 
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the  first  time  I  had  ever  worked  it.  I  wonld  occasionally  take 
a  look  at  the  bank  to  see  if  there  were  any  signs  of  falling,  so 
as  to  be  prepared  to  run  and  get  out  of  the  way  if  it  started  to 
come.  I  fully  appreciated  that  there  was  some  danger  that  it 
might  fall,  and  I  wanted  to  be  ready  to  run  if  it  did.  I  didn't 
have  any  idea  that  it  would  fall/' 

The  witness  Gurley,  who  was  at  work  with  the  plaintiff  when 
the  accident  occurred,  among  other  things,  testified:  '*When  I 
went  to  work  here  after  dinner,  it  was  on  the  same  side  of  the 
car  as  Mr.  Christienson  and  Mr.  Searles.  We  all  went  down 
together,  our  tools  being  already  there,  for  we  had  left  them 
when  we  went  to  dinner.  When  we  walked  down  there,  we 
selected  our  places  to  go  to  work,  and  I  think  Mr.  Christienson 
selected  his.  Seven  of  us  went  there  and  distributed  ourselves 
around  the  place  as  we  pleased.  As  I  stood  there  I  saw  the 
bank,  and  it  looked  dangerous  to  me,  because  I  thought  it  was 
undermined  too  far.  It  was  undermined  from  two  to  three  feet 
I  watched  it  pretty  closely  while  I  was  working  there,  for  I 
expected  the  bank  to  fall  in,  so  that  if  it  started  to  fall  I  was 
going  to  run.  When  it  did  fall  it  was  for  a  distance  of  about 
thirty  feet  along  the  face  of  the  bank.  *®®  It  didn^t  fall  up  to 
where  I  was,  but  pretty  close  to  me.     Searles  ran  and  got  out  of 

the  way The  conditions  there  on  the  bank  were  plain  to 

be  seen.  Anybody  could  look  at  it  and  see  that  it  was  under- 
mined, and  that  the  bank  up  here  had  no  direct  support  under 
iL  Anyone  could  see  this  who  stood  there  and  looked  at  the 
bank.  I  looked  at  the  bank,  and  saw  that  it  was  dangerous,  and 
concluded  to  stay  there,  and  work  and  watch  it,  and  take  my 
chances.  Mr.  Christienson,  being  right  by  my  side,  could  see 
the  danger  just  as  I  did.  Everything  that  led  me  to  conclude 
that  it  was  dangerous  was  open,  obvious,  and  plain  to  be  seen 
with  the  eye.  Anybody  could  see  if  Testimony  to  the  same 
eiTect  was  given  by  other  witnesses.  When  the  plaintiff  rested, 
the  defendant  interposed  a  motion  for  a  nonsuit,  which  was 
denied;  and,  the  defendant  offering  no  evidence,  the  case  was 
submitted  to  the  jury,  whereupon  a  verdict  was  returned  in 
favor  of  the  plaintiff  for  the  sum  of  four  thousand  dollars. 
Thereafter,  the  plaintiff  having  consented,  at  the  instance  of  the 
court  to  a  reduction  of  the  amount  of  the  verdict  to  three  thou- 
sand dollars,  judgment  was  entered  accordingly,  and  the  defend- 
ant appealed. 
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The  appellant,  in  the  first  instance,  insists  that  the  court 
erred  in  denying  the  defendant's  motion  for  a  nonsuit.  The 
motion  was  based,  int»  alia,  on  the  ground  that  the  plaintiff, 
in  entering  upon  the  performance  of  the  labor  in  which  he  waa 
engaged  at  the  time  of  the  accident,  assumed  the  risks  of  the 
injuries  he  sustained.  It  is  urged  that  the  undermining  and 
consequent  falling  of  the  bank  was  a  part  of  the  employment, 
and  that  the  company,  under  the  circumstances,  was  not  liable 
for  injuries  received  by  the  employ6  from  the  falling  earth. 
l^e  respondent  contends  that  the  company  was  bound  to  furnish 
the  plaintiff  a  safe  place  to  work,  that  he  did  not  assume  the  risk 
of  the  caving  of  the  bank,  and  that  the  assumption  **''  of  the 
risk  was  not  a  question  of  law  for  the  court,  but  one  of  fact 
for  the  jury. 

We  think,  under  the  evidence  in  this  case,  the  motion  for  a 
nonsuit  was  well  taken,  and  that  the  contention  of  the  respond- 
ent is  not  tenable.     The  plaintiff  has  failed  to  show  his  employer 
guilty  of  actionable  negligence.     He  himself  had  full  knowledge 
of  the  premises,  and  was  cognizant  of  the  methods  employed  in 
the  service,  and  of  the  conditions  existing  there.     This  is  man- 
ifest from  the  evidence.     It  is  true,  the  general  rule  is  that, 
where  a  master  employs  a  servant,  he  must  exercise  ordinary 
care  to  furnish  the  servant  a  reasonably  safe  place  in  which  to 
perform  the  service,  and  a  failure  to  do  so  will  render  the 
master  liable  for  any  injury  the  servant  may  receive  because  of 
such  failure;  but  such  rule  has  no  application  to  a  case  like  the 
one  disclosed  by  the  facts  and  circumstances  in  evidence  herein, 
Tvhere  the  very  nature  of  the  service  is  dangerous,  and  where  its 
dangerous  character  is  obvious  and  is  equally  within  the  knowl- 
edge of  the  servant  and  the  master,  and  is  comprehended  by  the 
servant.     Where  one  engages  in  an  employment  obviously  dan- 
gerous, and  knows  the  manner  in  which  it  is  to  be  carried  on,  is 
familiar  with  the  conditions  and  surroundings,  and  is  aware 
that  his    own  work  and  that  of  his  fellow-workmen  will  con- 
stantly change  its  character,  rendering  it  alternately  safe  and 
dangerous  he  assumes  the  risks  incident  to  the  employment. 
This  case  clearly  falls  within  such  rule.     ITie  evidence  shows 
that  the  gravel  bank  at  the  place  where  the  accident  happened 
^as  at  that  time  obviously  dangerous;  that  plaintiff  selected 
that  particular  place,  where  he  was  at  work  at  the  time  of  the 
^i^>  of  his  own  choice;  that  he  was  familiar  with  the  bank, 
its  conditions  and  surroundings,  and  acquainted  with  the  char- 
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acter  of  the  materials  of  which  it  was  composed;  that  he  knew 
the  bank  was  undermined  at  that  particular  place  where  he  was 
working;  that  he  observed  the  bank^  and  realized  that  he  was 
at  a  dangerous  place;  that  he  was  aware  that  the  ^^®  bank 
might  caye  and  fall  at  any  moment ;  that  he  had  worked  at  ihe 
bank  in  the  same  capacity  on  numerous  previous  occasiona^  and 
was  as  familiar  with  it  and  the  manner  in  which  these  opera- 
tions were  carried  on  as  his  employer,  if  not  more  so;  that  he 
was  aware  that  his  own  work  and  that  of  his  colaborers  rendered 
the  bank  dangerous,  and  of  a  character  continually  changing; 
and  that  he  is  a  man  of  experience  in  that  business  and  of  or- 
dinary intelligenoa     Where  such  facts  as  these  are  established 
by  the  evidence,  no  court  can  hold  the  employer  liable  for  in- 
juries sustained  by  the  employ^.    Nor,  under  the  conditions 
shown  to  have  existed  at  that  bank,  can  an  employer  be  required 
to  keep  the  place  absolutely  safe.    To  so  require  would  be  an 
interference  with  a  usual  mode  of  conducting  a  private  business, 
which  mode,  although  dangerous,  is  not  of  such  a  character  that 
the  employ^  cannot  avoid  injury  by  the  exercise  of  ordinary  care 
and  prudence.     Such  an  iuterf erence  with  a  private  enterprise 
would  be  contrary  to  the  well-settled  law  that  an  employer  may 
carry  on  his  business  in  the  way  he  may  choose,  although  an- 
other method  would  be  less  dangerous,  and,  if  the  employ^ 
knows  the  hazards  incident  to  the  business  in  the  manner  in 
which  it  is  carried  on,  and  continues  in  the  employment,  he 
assumes  the  risks  of  the  more  dangerous  method.    In  this  case 
a  part  of  the  business  was  to  undermine  the  bank  for  the  pur- 
pose of  removing  its  support  so  as  to  cause  the  gravel  to  break 
away  and  fall  down.     The  breaking  away  and  falling  of  the 
gravel  was  simply  the  result  of  natural  laws,  and  the  plaintiff, 
as  well  as  his  associates,  knew  or  ought  to  have  known  just  as 
much  about  the  hazards  connected  with  such  business,  and 
about  such  manner  of  conducting  it,  as  did  the  foreman  or  the 
employer.     The  employer,  in  the  conduct  of  the  operations, 
simply  took  advantage  of  the  laws  of  gravitation,  with  which 
the  plaintiff,  being  a  man  of  usual  intelligence,  must  be  pre- 
sumed to  have  been  cognizant    He,  having  engaged  in  such 
service,  and  consented  to  the  manner  in  which  **•  it  was  per- 
formed, aware  of  the  conditions  of  the  bank  and  the  dangers 
incident  to  the  employment,  and  having  of  his  own  volition 
undertaken  to  perform  the  service  at  the  place  of  injury,  must 
be  held  to  have  assumed  the  ordinary  risks  of  injury  incident 
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to  fiiat  service^  including  the  risk  of  fhe  injuries  he  received 
on  the  occasion  in  question^  and  cannot  now  be  heard  to  com- 
plain. 

We  are  aware  of  no  case  where,  under  such  facts  and  cir- 
cumstances as  are  disclosed  by  this  record,  a  recovery  by  an 
employ^  against  the  employer  was  permitted  by  an  appellate 
court.  In  Naylor  v.  Chicago  etc.  By.  Co.,  53  Wis.  661,  11  N". 
W.  24 — ^a  case  quite  similar  to  the  one  at  bar,  except  that  the 
Ciuperintendent  of  the  work  directed  the  plaintiff  where  to  work, 
"^hile  here  the  plaintiff  chose  his  own  place — -Mr.  Justice  Lyon, 
speaking  for  the  court  said:  ''Applied  to  this  case,  the  law  is 
tliat  if  the  plaintiff,  when  at  work  in  the  gravel  bank  on  the  day 
he  was  injured,  fully  knew  the  hazards  of  the  work — ^if  he  knew 
he  was  at  work  in  a  dangerous  place,  and  that  the  bank  of  earth 
above  was  liable  to  fall  upon  him — ^he  cannot  recover  in  this 
action.  In  that  case  it  is  quite  immaterial  that  the  work  might 
have  been  made  safe  by  detaching  earth  from  the  bank  above 
him,  or  in  any  other  manner.  Having  such  knowledge,  his 
implied  contract  was  that  he  assumed  the  hazards  of  the  em- 
ployment incident  to  the  business  as  it  was  conducted.'^  So,  in 
Swanson  v.  Great  Northern  By.  Co.,  68  Minn.  184,  70  N.  W. 
978,  it  was  said:  '*It  is  the  universal  rule  that,  in  performing 
the  duties  of  his  place,  a  servant  is  bound  to  take  notice  of  the 
ordinary  operation  of  familiar  natural  laws,  and  to  govern  him- 
self accordingly.  Failing  to  do  so,  he  takes  the  consequences. 
He  cannot  charge  such  consequences  upon  the  master,  when  he 
can  see  that  which  is  open  and  apparent  to  a  person  of  ordinary 
intelligence.  This  rule  has  been  referred  to  and  applied  in  this 
court  on  several  occasions.''  In  Simmons  v.  Chicago  etc.  B. 
B.  Co.,  110  111.  340,  it  was  observed :  "If  a  servant,  *^<>  know- 
ing the  hazards  of  his  employment,  as  the  business  is  conducted, 
is  injured  while  «igaged  therein,  he  cannot  maintain  an  action 
against  the  master  for  the  injury  merely  on  the  ground  that 
tliere  was  a  safer  mode  in  which  the  business  might  have  been 
conducted,  the  adoption  of  which  would  have  prevented  the 
injury.*'  In  Griffin  v.  Ohio  etc.  By.  Co.,  124  Ind.  326,  24  N. 
E.  888,  it  was  said :  ^It  haa  been  too  long  settled  to  now  admit 
of  controversy  that  when  a  servant  enters  upon  an  employment 
which  is,  from  its  nature,  necessarily  hazardous,  he  assumes  the 
usual  risks  and  perils  of  the  service.  In  such  cases  it  is  held 
that  there  is  an  implied  contract  on  the  part  of  the  servant  to 
take  all  the  risks  fairly  incident  to  the  service,  and  to  waive  any 
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right  of  Action  againfit  tbe  maflter  resolting  from  such  jJaL" 
Likewise,  in  SuUivan  v.  India  M.  Co.,  U3  Masg.  396,  the  law 
was  thus  stated :  '^When  the  servant  assents  to  occupy  the  placa 
[prepared  for  him,  and  incur  the  dangers  to  which  he  will  be 
exposed  thereby,  having  sufficient  intelligence  and  knowledge 
to  enable  him  to  comprehend  them,  it  is  not  a  question  whether 
such  place  mighty  with  reasonable  care,  and  by  a  reasonable 
expense,  have  been  made  safe.  His  assent  has  dispensed  with 
the  performance  on  the  part  of  the  master  of  the  duty  to  make 
it  so.  Having  consented  to  serve  in  the  way  and  manner  in 
which  the  business  was  being  conducted,  he  has  no  proper 
ground  of  complaint^  even  if  reasonable  precautions  have  been 
neglected'':  Pederson  y.  City  of  Eushford,  41  Minn.  289,  42  N. 
W.  1063 ;  Easmussen  v.  Chicago  etc.  Ey.  Co.,  65  Iowa,  236,  21 
K.  W.  583;  Eeiter  v.  Winona  etc.  Ey.  Co.,  72  Minn.  225,  75  N. 
W,  219;  Eegan  v.  Palo,  62  N.  J.  L.  30,  41  Atl.  364;  Songstad 
T,  BurUngton  etc.  Ey.  Co.,  5  Dak.  517,  41  N.  W.  755 ;  Swanson 
y.  City  of  Lafayette,  134  Ind.  625,  33  N.  E.  1033;  Galveston  etc 
Ey.  Co.  V.  Lempe,  59  Tex.  19;  Olson  v.  McMullen,  34  Minn.  94, 
24  N.  W.  318;  Larich  v.  Moies  18  B.  I.  613,  28  Atl.  661 ;  An- 
derson y.  Daly  Min.  Co.,  16  Utah,  28,  50  Pac  815;  Cisney  v. 
Pennsylvania  etc.  Co.,  199  Pa.  St  519,  49  AtL  309 ;  Anderson 
y.  Winston  (C.  C),  31  Fed.  ^^^  528;  Gulf  etc.  Ey.  Co.  v- 
Jackson,  65  Fed.  48,  12  C.  C.  A.  507;  City  of  Minneapolis  v. 
Lundin,  58  Fed.  525,  7  C.  C.  A.  344. 

The  appellant  has  cited  AUen  y.  Logan  City,  10  Utah,  279, 
37  Pac.  496,  in  support  of  its  contention  in  this  case.  But  we 
do  not  base  our  decision  herein  upon  that  case.  There  the  plain- 
tiff was  summoned  under  the  law  to  work  out  his  poll  tax,  and» 
obe3'ing  the  cummoDs,  placed  himself  in  the  hands  of  an  officer 
of  the  defendant  who  had  charge  of  the  work,  willing  to  obey 
his  directions.  He  had  worked  at  that  bank  but  two  half  day^ 
when,  on  the  day  of  the  accident,  the  defendant  assigned  him 
to  a  dangerous  position,  where  be  had  not  been  accustomed  to 
work,  and  failed  to  inform  him  of  the  existence  of  cracks  on 
top  of  the  bank,  which  had  been  occasioned  by  the  explosion  ot 
giant  powder  by  other  laborers  on  the  previous  day,  and  which 
could  not  be  observed  from  the  place  of  work,  and  of  ihe  ex- 
istence of  which,  as  well  as  of  the  blasting,  the  plaintiff  was  in 
total  ignorance,  but  the  defendant  was  aware  of  the  same^ 
While  the  plaintiff  was  at  work,  ignorant  of  the  omdition  of  the 
bank  on  top,  and  which  condition  was  not  open  to  his  yiev,  the 
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b«uik  broke  ftwaj  along  fhe  cracks^  fell,  and  injured  him.  We 
are  of  the  opinion  that  to  hold  that,  under  snch  circnmstances  as 
those,  he  could  not  recover,  was  extending  the  doctrine  of  as- 
Bumed  risks  too  far,  and  therefore  refrain  from  recognizing  that 
decision  as  controlling  authority  herein. 

The  conclusion,  under  the  facts  and  circumstances  in  evidence 
in  this  case,  is  irresistible  that  the  motion  for  a  nonsuit  ought 
to  have  been  sustained.  It  seems  the  judge  before  whom  the 
case  was  tried,  and  who  heard  and  observed  the  witnesses  on  fhe 
crtand,  had  been  forced  to  the  same  conviction,  wlien,  in  render- 
ing his  opinion  on  the  motion,  he  said:  "Personally,  I  regard  it 
as  an  accident,  pure  and  simple,  for  which  nobody  was  respon- 
sible/' We  do  not  deem  it  important  to  pass  upon  any  other 
question  presented. 

The  case  must  be  reversed,  with  costs,  and  the  ****  cause 
remanded,  with  directions  to  the  court  below  to  set  aside  its 
judgment,  and  enter  judgment  on  the  motion  for  nonsuit  in 
accordance  with  this  opinion.     It  is  so  ordered. 

Baskin,  C.  J.^  and  McOajty,  J.,  concur. 


The  Doctrine  of  Assumption  of  Risks  is  discussed  in  the  monographio 
notes  to  Houston  etc.  Ry.  Co.  v.  De  Walt,  97  Am.  .-r.  kep.  8SG-S96; 
Braril  Block  Coal  Co.  v.  Gibson,  98  Am.  St.  Rep.  314-321;  Wellston 
Coa]  Co.  ▼.  Smith,  87  Am.  St.  Rep.  573-584.  And  see  the  recent  case* 
of  McMillan  v.  North  Star  Min.  Co.,  32  Wash.  579,  98  Am.  St.  Bep. 
90H.  73  Pac.  685;  Grant  v.  Keystone  Lumber  Co,,  119  Wis.  229,  100 
Am.  St.  Rep.  883,  9#  N.  W.  535.  For  t^e  application  of  the  doctrine 
to  cases  where  banks  eaye  in  on  workmen,  see  Western  Stone  Co.  ▼. 
Mnscial,  196  HL  382,  89  Am.  St.  Rep.  325,  63  N.  E.  664;  Brown  v. 
Electric  By.  Co.,  101  Tenn.  252,  70  Am.  St.  Rep.  666,  47  S.  W.  415, 


NASH  T.  CLARK. 
127  Utah,  168,  75  Pac.  371.] 

EMINBirT  DOMAJK-^Pvlilie  Use.— Gonstitntional  provfeiotts 
that  private  property  shall  not  be  taken  for  public  use  without  com- 
pensation, mean  that  private  property  cannot  be  taken  for  strictly  a 
private  ase.     (p.  956.) 

BMZNEVT  DOMAIN— Public  Use. — ^Property  is  taken  for  a 
pubhe  use,  when  the  taking  is  for  a  use  that  will  promote  the  public 
interests  and  will  tend  to  develop  the  natural  resources  of  the  state, 
(p.  957.) 

EMIKENT  DOMATNT— Public  Use — Irrigatlcn.— The  owner  of 
an  arid  farm  may,  under  the  exercise  of  the  ripht  of  eminent  domain, 
condemn  a  right  of  way  through  the  ditch  of  another,  for  the  purpose 
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of  carrying  water  to  liia  land  for  irrigation  pnrposea.    Sneli  takiiig  ii 

for  a  pubUc  use.     (p.  959.) 

EMINENT  DOMAIN^-Pnblie  Use.— Inlgatioii  of  lands  is  for 
a  public  purposou  and  water  thus  used  is  put  to  a  public  ost.  (pb 
961.) 

J.  W.  N.  Whitecotton^  for  the  appellants. 

Warner^  Hentz^  Prentifis  &  Warner,  for  the  respondent* 

*^  McCARTY,  J.  Plaintiff  brought  this  action  to  condemn 
a  right  of  way  in  a  ditch  owned  by  the  def aidants.  The  pro< 
visions  of  the  statute  upon  which  he  bases  his  right  of  actiiuiy 
so  far  as  material  to  this  case,  are  as  follows :  Bevised  Statutes 
of  1898,  section  3588,  in  part  provides:  "Subject  to  the  pro- 
visions of  this  chapter  the  right  of  eminent  domain  may  be 
exercised  in  behalf  of  the  following  public  uses :  •  .  •  •  5.  Res- 
ervoirs, dams,  and  water-gates,  canals,  ditches,  flumes,  tun- 
nels, aqueducts,  and  pipes  for  supplying  persons,  mines,  mills, 
smelters,  or  other  works  for  the  reduction  of  ores,  with  water 
for  domestic  or  other  uses,  or  for  irrigating  purposes,  or  for 
draining  and  reclaiming  lands,  or  for  floating  logs  and  lumber 
on  streams  not  navigable.  6.  Roads,  railroads,  tramways,  tun- 
nels, ditches,  flumes,  pipes,  and  dumping  places  to  facilitate 
the  milling,  smelting,  or  other  reduction  of  ores,  or  the  work- 
ing of  mines;  outlets,  natural  or  otherwise,  for  the  deposit  or 
conduct  of  tailings,  refuse,  or  water  from  mills,  smelters  or 
other  works  for  the  reduction  of  ores,  or  from  mines;  mill 
dams;  .  •  •  .  also  an  occupaucy  in  common  by  the  owners  or 
possessors  of  different  mines,  mills,  smelters,  or  other  places 
for  the  reduction  of  ores,  of  any  place  for  the  flow,  deposit, 
or  conduct  of  tailings  or  refuse  matter.  ...  10.  Canals, 
reservoirs,  dams,  ditches,  flumes,  aqueducts,  and  pipes  for 
supplying  and  storing  water  for  the  operation  of  machinery 
for  the  purpose  of  generating  and  transmitting  electricity  for 
power,  light,  or  heat.*'  Section  1277  of  the  Revised  Statutes 
of  1898  is  as  follows:  *'Any  person  or  corporation  shall  have 
the  right  of  way  across  and  upon  public,  private,  and  corporate 
lands,  or  other  right  of  way,  for  the  construction,  maintenance, 
repair,  and  use  of  all  necessary  reservoirs,  dams,  water-gates, 
canals,  ditches,  flumes,  tunnels,  or  other  means  of  securing, 
storing,  and  conveying  water  for  irrigation,  or  for  any  neces- 
sary public  use,  or  for  drainage,  upon  payment  of  just  compen- 
sation therefor,  *®^  but  such  right  of  way  shall  in  all  cases 
be  exercised  in  a  manner  net  to  unnecessarily  impair  the  prac- 
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ileal  use  of  any  other  right  of  way,  highway,  or  public  or  pri- 
vate road^  nor  to  unnecessarily  injure  any  public  or  private 
property.  Such  right  may  be  acquired  in  the  manner  provided 
by  law  for  the  taking  of  private  property  for  public  use/' 

Section  1278  provides:  ^HlVhen  any  person  or  corporation  de- 
sires to  convey  water  for  irrigation,  or  for  any  other  beneficial 
purpose,  and  there  is  a  canal  or  ditch  already  constructed  that 
can  be  enlarged  to  convey  the  required  quantity  of  water,  then 
such  person  or  corporation,  or  the  owner  or  owners  of  the  lands 
through  which  a  new  canal  or  ditch  would  have  to  be  constructed 
to  convey  .the  quantity  of  water  necessary  shall  have  the  right 
to  enlarge  said  canal  or  ditch  already  constructed  by  compen- 
sating the  owner  of  the  canal  or  ditch  to  be  enlarged  for  the 
damage^  if  any,  caused  by  said  enlargement;  provided,  that 
said  ^ilargement  is  to  be  done  at  any  time  from  the  first  day 
of  October  to  the  first  day  of  March,  or  at  any  other  time  that 
may  be  agreed  upon  with  the  owner  of  said  canal  or  ditch/' 

The  complaint  herein  in  substance  alleges  that  plaintiff  is 
the  owner  of  eighty  acres  of  land  situated  in  Utah  county,  this 
state,  which  land,  without  irrigation,  is  arid,  barren  and  un- 
productive, but  with  irrigation  would  produce  in  abundance, 
hay,  grain  and  other  agricultural  crops;  that  For^ Canyon  creek 
is  a  natural  stream  of  water  in  Utah  county,  flowing  from  the 
mountains  north  of  plaintiff's  land  in  a  southerly  direction 
to  and  near  plaintiff's  land,  that  the  defendants  own  a  tract 
of  land  contiguous  to  and  adjoining    plaintiff's  land  dh  the 
north,  and  are  also  the  owners  of  a  certain  ditch  leading  from 
Fort  Canyon  creek  over  and  across  their  land  to  a  point  within 
one  hundred  feet  of  plaintiff's  land,  which  ditch  is  a  mile  and 
a  quarter  in  length,  eighteen  inches  wide,  and  twelve  inches 
deep;  that  plaintiff  owns  water  in  Fort  Canyon  creek  sufficient 
to  irrigate  his  land  above  mentioned;  that  there  is  no  other 
convenient  or  practicable  *®^  way  in  which  to  divert  the  waters 
of  said  creek  and  convey  the  same  onto  plaintiff's  land  except 
by  and  through  the  ditch  of  defendants;  that,  in  order  to  irri- 
gate his  land,  it  is  necessary  that  plaintiff  have  a  right  of  way 
through  defendants^  ditch;  that  for  plaintiff  to  enter  upon  de- 
fendants' land  to  enlarge  their  ditch  will  not  injure  them ;  that 
plaintiff  requested  of  defendants  that  they  allow  him  to  go  onto 
their  land  and  enlarge  their  ditch,  and  use  it  for  conducting 
his  water  to  and  on  his  land,  and  offered  to  contribute  his  share 
of  the  expense  of  maintaining  the  ditch  and  all  damages;  that 
the  defendants  refused  to  permit  him  to  do  so. 
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Plaintiff  aalcB  that  he  be  permitted  to  enlarge  defendants' 
ditch  to  the  extait  of  widening  it  one  foot  more ;  that  he  have 
a  perpetual  right  of  wblj  through  said  ditch  when  so  widened 
and  constmcted  for  the  purpose  of  diverting  and  carrying  his 
water  from  Port  Canyon  creek  to  his  land  fOT  irrigation  pur- 
poses ;  that  the  damages  for  euch  right  of  way  and  use  of  the 
ditch  by  plaintiff  be  fixed  and  determined,  and  that  upon  pay- 
ment by  the  plaintiff  of  such  damages  he  hare  such  ditch  con- 
demned to  the  extent  of  and  to  the  use  and  for  the  purposes 
above  set  forth,  and  that  defendants  be  enjoined  from  in  any 
way  or  manner  asserting  any  right  antagonistic  to  .this  right 
of  plaintiff;  that  if  plaintiff  is  permitted  by  decree  of  this 
court  to  enlarge  and  use  the  ditch  as  aforesaid,  his  land  can 
be  made  productive  and  the  use  of  the  water  to  which  plain- 
tiff is  entitled  can  and  will  be  put  to  a  beneficial  and  public 
use  in  the  irrigation  of  plaintiff's  said  land,  and  for  no  other 
purpose.  Defendants  interposed  a  general  demurrer  to  plain- 
tiffs complaint,  alleging  that  the  complaint  does  not  state  facts 
sufficient  to  constitute  a  cause  of  action.  The  demurrer  was 
overruled.  The  defendants  elected  to  stand  upon  their  de- 
murrer, and  the  plaintiff  introduced  evidence  in  support  of 
the  allegations  of  his  complaint,  and  the  court  entered  judg- 
ment and  decree  in  favor  of  plaintiff,  condemning  defendants' 
land  as  prayed  for  in  the  *•*  complaint;  and  for  a  reversal 
of  this  judgment  ttie  defendants  have  appealed  to  this  court. 

Appellants  contend  that  the  order  of  the  district  court  over- 
ruling the  demurrer  was  erroneous  for  the  reason  that  the  com- 
plaint on  its  face  shows  that  the  use  to  be  made  of  the  prop- 
erty sought  to  be  condemned  is  strictly  private,  and  in  no  sense 
a  public  use.  Both  the  constitution  of  the  United  States  and 
the  constitution  of  this  state  provide  that  ''private  property  shall 
not  be  taken  or  damaged  for  public  use  without  just  compensa- 
tion.** This  provision  is  construed  to  mean  that  private  prop- 
erty cannot  be  taken  for  strictly  a  private  use,  which  counsel 
for  respondent  concede  to  be  the  true  and  proper  construction. 
This  brings  us  to  the  only  question  presented  by  this  appeal, 
to  wit:  Was  the  condemnation  of  appellants*  land  in  this  case 
in  law  and  in  fact  for  a  public  use?  There  is  no  fixed  rule 
of  law  by  which  this  question  can  be  determined.  In  other 
words,  what  is  a  public  use  cannot  always  be  determined  by 
the  application  of  purely  legal  principles.  This  is  evident  from 
the  fact  that  there  are  two  lines  of  authorities,  neither  of  which 
attempt  to  lay  down  any  fixed  rule  as  a  guide  to  be  followed  ia 
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all  cases.     One  class  of  ftuthorities,  in  a  general  way,  holds 
that  by  public  use  ifi  meant  a  use  by  the  public  or  its  agencies — 
rhat  is,  the  public  must  haye  the  right  to  the  actual  use  in 
some  way  of  the  property  appropriated ;  4vhereas  the  other  line 
of  decisions  holds  that  it  is  a  public  use  within  the  meaning 
of  the  law  when  the  taking  is  for  a  use  that  will  promote  the 
public  interest,  and  which  use  tends  to  develop  the  great  nat- 
ural resources  of  the  commonwealth.    After  a  careful  examina- 
tion of  the  leading  cases  on  this  subject,  we  are  of  the  opinion 
that  the  class  of  decisions  last  mentioned  is  more  in  harmony 
with  «ilightened  public  policy  and  that  the  liberal  interpre- 
tation given  the  term  "public  *^^  use'^  which  the  legislature 
has  in  effect,  declared  shall  be  followed  in  this  state  is  far  more 
conducive  to  individual  and  public  advancement  than  the  re- 
stricted construction  adopted  and  followed  by  the  line  of  de- 
cisions first  referred  to. 

The  question  of  the  manner  of  appropriation  and  use  of 
water  for  domestic,  irrigation,  mining  and  manufacturing  pur- 
poses is,  and  ever  since  the  advent  of  ihe  early  pioneers  has 
been,  the  most  important  and  vital  of  all  industrial  questions 
with  which  the  people  within  this  arid  region  have  been  con- 
fronted. Their  requirements,  and,  we  might  add,  their  abso- 
lute necessities,  impelled  the  legislatures  and  courts  at  an  early 
date  in  the  history  of  the  states  and  territories  strictly  arid  in 
character  to  depart  from  and  lay  aside  as  impracticable  some 
legal  doctrines  and  rules  relating  to  the  control  and  use  of 
water  which  had  theretofore  been  adhered  to  and  followed  for 
ages,  and  to  adopt  and  put  in  operation  a  new  system  of  acquir- 
ing title  in  and  to  the  streams  which  are  within  the  arid  belt, 
the  use  of  which  was  found  to  be  indispensable  in  agricultural 
pursuits,  in  mining,  in  the  establishment  of  industries,  and  in 
the  general  development  of  tlie  arid  states  and  territories.  By 
an  examination  of  the  records  of  the  early  cases  in  this  state 
(then  territory)  wherein  the  court  declined  to  follow  and  be 
governed  by  the  common-law  doctrine  of  riparian  rights  in 
its  entirety,  the  same  arguments  were  advanced  by  those  claim- 
ing title  to  water  under  and  by  virtue  of  this  doctrine  as  are 
advanced  by  appellants  in  this  case,  to  wit,  that  fundamental 
rights  were  being  interfered  with,  and  the  property  of  one  citi- 
len  was  being  taken  and  given  to  another.  We  very  much 
doubt  whether  either  advocate  or  layman,  who  has  witnessed 
the  magnificent  results  wrought  by  the  change,  would  now  con- 
tend that  the  constitution  was  overridden,  or  any  natural  or 
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legal  right  of  the  citizens  invaded  and  their  property  confis- 
catedy  when  fhe  common-law  doctrine  of  riparian  rights  was 
modified  for  the  purposes  of  irrigation  and  minings  and  a  sjs-, 
tem  for  appropriating  •'■®*  and  acquiring  title  to  water  adopted' 
that  made  it  possible  for  populous  and  flourishing  common- 
wealths to  grow  up  where  the  country  otherwise  would  have 
remained  a  desert^  uninhabited^  with  the  possible  exception 
perhaps  of  an  occasional  cattle  or  sheep  ranch.  The  question 
of  how  to  increase  the  water  supply  in  the  arid  region  has 
steadily  grown  in  magnitude  and  importance  until  it  has  be^ 
come  national  atf  well  as  locaL  Congress  realizing  the  great 
public  necessity  for  an  increased  water  supply,  and  appreciat- 
ing the  great  possibilities  that  may  be  accomplished  in  this 
and  other  states  and  territories  within  the  arid  belt  by  con- 
serving and  storing  the  high  and  surplus  waters  caused  by  the 
melting  snows  which  in  the  spring  months  come  down  from 
the  mountains  in  torrents,  and  are  either  wasted  in  the  deserts 
or  filnd  their  way  into  box  canyons,  where  they  can  never  be 
made  available  for  irrigation  or  other  useful  purposes,  by  a 
provision  in  the  enabling  act  (section  12)  granted  to  this  state 
five  hundred  thousand  acres  of  public  lands  lying  within  the 
state,  with  which  to  create  a  fund  to  be  used  for  the  purpose 
of  building  reservoirs;  and  later  on,  by  an  act  known  as  the 
'^irrif,^ation  bill,"  created  a  fund  from  the  public  revenues, 
which  is  swelling  into  the  millions  of  dollars,  for  the  purpose 
of  aiding  in  this  most  important  of  all  enterprises  of  a  public 
character  in  the  arid  west,  and  upon  the  success  of  which  its 
future  growth  and  prosperity  largely  depends.  The  large  ex- 
penditure of  public  funds  in  this  direction  is  not  to  be  made 
for  the  purpose  of  enabling  the  states  and  territories  directly 
benefited  thereby,  in  their  sovereign  capacity,  to  engage  in  farm- 
ing and  other  lines  of  industry,  which  are  dependent  upon  the 
water  supply,  but  to  ultimately  enable  the  citizens,  as  individ- 
uals, to  provide  themselves  with  homes,  and  to  furnish  addi- 
tional opportunities  for  the  further  development  of  the  great 
natural  resources  with  which  the  arid  region  abounds.  These 
questions,  which  are  the  most  important  with  which  the  arid 
states  and  territories  have  had  to  deal,  and  the  successive  steps 
that  have  been  taken  in  ^^^  advancing  our  system  of  irri^- 
tion,  are  referred  to  for  the  pui*pose  of  showing  the  interest 
that  the  public  have  always  had  and  must  of  necessity  continue 
to  have  in  the  question  of  irrigation.  The  natural  physical 
conditions  of  this  state  are  such  that  in  the  great  majority  of 
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cases  the  only  possible  way  the  farmer  can  supply  his  land  with 
water  is  by  conveying  it  by  means  of  ditches  across  his  neigh- 
bor's lands  which  intervene  between  his  own  and  the  source 
■from  which  he  obtains  his  supply.    The  question  before  us  not 
only  involves  the  right  of  the  farmer  to  invoke  the  law  of 
eminent  domain^  when  necessary,  to  enable  him  to  convey  water 
to  his  farm,  but  that  of  the  miner,  manufacturer,  and  per- 
sons engaged  in  other  industrial  pursuits  to  build  canals,  flumes, 
and  lay  pipe  lines  over  adjoining  and  intervening  lands,  when 
necessary  for  the  purpose  of  conveying  water  necessary  for  the 
successful   prosecution   of   their   respective   enterprises.    The 
future  growth,  prosperity,  upbuilding  and  industrial  expansion 
of  the  state  not  only  depend  upon  the  storing  and  holding  back 
the  high  and  surplus  waters  so  they  can  be  used  in  times  of 
scarcity,  but  also  in  a  careful  and  judicious  husbandry  of  the 
supply  now  available;  and  it  is  entirely  within  the  province 
of  the  legislature  to  enact  such  laws  respecting  the  appropria- 
tion and  distribution  thereof  as  will  tend  to  prevent  unneces- 
sary loss  and  waste,  so  long  as  vested  rights  are  upheld  and 
maintained.    Experience  has  shown  that,  the  greater  the  amount 
of  water  flowing  in  a  ditch  of  a  given  size  and  grade,  the  less 
the  percentage  of  seepage  and  evaporation.    Therefore,  as  a 
general  rule,  the  owners  of  canals  and  ditches,  instead  of  being 
damaged  by  their  enlargement  and  the  turning  therein  of  an 
additional  quantity  of  water,  as  is  proposed  in  this  case,  will 
at  least  in  times  of  scarcity  during  the  hot  summer  months, 
and  especially  during  the  periods  of  protracted  droughts,  which 
have  become  so  common  of  late  years  in  this  state,  be  ^benefited 
thereby,  besides  receiving  the  market  value  of  the  land  con- 
demned.    In  view  of  the  physical  and  climatic  *®®  conditions 
in  this  state,  and  in  the  light  of  the  history  of  the  arid  west, 
which  shows  the  marvelous  results  accomplished  by  irrigation, 
to  hold  that  the  use  of  water  for  irrigation  is  not  in  any  sense 
a  public  use,  and  thereby  place  it  within  the  power  of  a  few 
individuals  to  place  insurmountable  barriers  in  the  way  of  the 
future  welfare  and  prosperity  of  the  state  would  be  giving  to 
the  term  ''public  use"  altogether  too  strict  and  narrow  an  in- 
terpretation, and  one  we  do  not  think  is  contemplated  by  the 
constitution. 

The  foregoing  conclusions  are  supported  by  abundant  au- 
thority :  10  Am.  &  Eng.  Ency.  of  Law,  2d  ed.,  1064,  and  cases 
cited.     In  the  case  of  Dayton  Mining  Co.  v.  Seawell,  11  Nev. 
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394^  the  plaintiff  sought  to  condemn  a  right  of  way  over 
tain  lands  to  a  mining  claim  owned  by  plaintiff,  to  be  used 
for  the  purpose  of  transporting  wood,  lumber,  timbers  and 
other  material  to  enable  it  to  conduct  and  carry  ca  its  business 
of  mining.    The  claim  was  made  in  that  case,  as  it  is  in  this 
that  the  statute  under  which  the  action  was  brought  was  UBCon- 
stitutional  for  the  same  reasons  as  are  urged  in  the  case  betoie 
us.     Mr.  Chief  Justice  Hawley,  speaking  for  the  court,  says: 
'That  mining  is  the  paramount  interest  of  the  state  is  not 
questioned.     That  anything  which  tends  directly  to  encourage 
mineral  developments  and  increase  the  mineral  resources  of 
the  state  is  for  the  benefit  of  the  public,  and  is  calculated  to 
advance  the  general  welfare  and  prosperity  of  the  people  of 
this  state^  is  a  self-evident  proposition.     Hence,  it  necess&rily 
follows  that,  if  the  position  contended  for  by  the  petitioner  is 
correct — and  I  believe  it  is — then  the  act  is  constitutional,  and 
should  be  upheld.    Although  other  and  weaker  reasons  have 
been  more  frequently  assigned,  it  seems  to  me  that  this  is  the 
true  interpretation  upon  which  courts  have  really  acted  in  sus- 
taining the  right  of  eminent  domain  in  favor  of  railroads  and 
other  objects,  and  in  several  of  the  decided  cases  this  reason  is 
expressly  given.  ....  Now,  it  happens,  or  at  least  is  liable  to 
happen,  that  individuals,  by  receiving  the  title  ^^  to  barren 
lands  adjacent  to  the  mines,  mills  or  works,  have  it  within  their 
power,  by  unreasonably  refusing  to  part  with  their  lands  for  a 

just  and  fair  compensation to  greatly  embarrass,  if  not 

entirely  defeat,  the  business  of  mining  in  such  localities.  In 
my  opinion,  the  mineral  wealth  of  this  state  ought  not  to  be  left 
undeveloped  for  any  quantity  of  land  actually  necessary  to  en- 
able the  owner  or  owners  of  mines  to  conduct  and  carry  on  the 
business  of  mining.  Nature  has  denied  to  this  state  many  of 
the  advantages  which  other  states  possess,  but  by  way  of  com- 
pensation to  the  citizens  has  placed  at  her  doors  the  richest 
and  most  extensive  silver  deposits  ever  yet  discovered.  The 
present  prosperity  of  the  state  is  entirely  due  to  the  mining  de- 
velopments already  made,  and  the  entire  people  of  the  state 
are  directly  interested  in  having  the  future  development  udf 
obstructed  by  the  obstinate  action  of  any  individual  or  in- 
dividuals/' In  the  case  of  Oury  v.  Goodwin,  3  Ariz.  255,  26 
Pac.  376,  practically  the  same  question  was  involved  as  is  pre- 
sented here,  and  the  supreme  court  of  Arizona,  in  an  elaborate 
and  exhaustive  opinion,  in  which  many  cases  are  cited  and  re- 
viewed, held  that  the  use  of  water  for  irrigation  is  a  public  uf?e, 
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that  an  act  of  the  Arizona  legislature^  providing  for  the 
<x>iidemnation  of  lands  for  canal  purposes,  was  constitutional: 
X>e  Oraffenried   y.  Savage,  9  Colo.    App.  131,  47  Pac.  902; 
TTunker  v.  Nichols,  1  Colo.  651;  SdiiUing  v.  Eominger,  4  Colo. 
XOa    In  the  case  of  Fallhrook  Irr.  Dist  v.  Bradley,  164  XT.  S. 
1.12, 17  Snp.  Ct  Sep.  56,  41  L.  ed.  369,  the  coiart,  in  the  course 
of  the  opinion,  says :  **0n  the  other  hand,  in  a  state  like  Cali- 
f oraia^  whidi  confessedly  embraoes  millions  of  acres  of  arid 
lands,  an  act  of  the  legislature  providing  lor  their  irrigation 
might  well  be  regarded  as  an  act  devoting  the  water  to  a  public 
uaa,  and  therefore  as  a  valid  exercise  of  the  legislative  power. 
«  •  •  •  To  irrigate,  and  thus  to  bring  into  possible  cultivation. 
these  large  masses  of  otherwise  wor&less  lands,  would  seem 
to  be  a  public  purpose^  and  a  matter  of  public  interest,  not  con- 
fined to  the  land  ownez%  ^^  or  even  to  any  one  section  of  the 
state.    The  fact  that  the  use  of  the  water  is  limited  to  the  land 
owner  is  not,  therefore,  a  fatal  objection  to  IMs  legislation/'    In 
ooBcluflion  the  oourt  oil  this  point  further  says:  '^e  have  no 
•doubt  that  the  irrigation  of  really  arid  hm^  is  a  public  purpose, 
and  the  water  thus  used  is  put  to  a  public  use*:  Ellin^ouse  v.. 
Taylor,  19  ManL  462,  48  Paa  757.    There  are  many  other, 
well-considered  cases  which  dedare  the  same  general  doctrinia 
as  those  referred  to,  but  we  deem  it  unnecessary  to  make  further 
citations. 

The  judgment  of  the  district  court  is  afiBrmed;  the  costs  of 
this  appeal  to  be  taxed  againat  tiie  appellonia. 

Bartch,  J.,  concura* 

Baakin,  C.  J.,  dissents. 


A8  to  What  U  a  PtOMe  U9€  within  tlie  meaning  of  the  law  of  emi- 
nent demain,  see  the  reoent  eases  of  fUlabnrg  etc.  Mfg.  Oo.  t.  Alex- 
ander, 101  Ya.  96,  fid  Am.  St.  Bep.  855,  43  &  E.  194;  Healy  Lumber 
Co.  V.  Morrifl,  33  Wash.  490,  99  Am.  St.  Bep.  964,  74  Pac.  681;  Gay- 
lorde  T.  IBanitary  IMet.,  204  111.  «76,  98  Am.  St.  Kep.  235,  68  N.  E. 
622;  monograpkie  note  to  Beakmsn  v.  Saratoga  ete.  B.  B.  Co.,  22 
Am.  Dee.  687-707.  And  ae  to  whether  property  may  be  taken,  under 
the  power  of  eminent  domain,  for  the  purpose  of  furthering  irriga- 
tion or  drainage,  see  In  re  Madera  Irrigation  Dist.,  92  Cal.  296,  27 
Am.  St  Bep.  106^  28  Pae.  272,  675,  14  L.  B.  A.  755;  Paxtooi  ete.  Land 
Co.  V.  Farmers'  etc  Land  Co.,  45  Neb.  884,  50  Am.  St.  Bep.  585,  &4 
N.  W.  848,  29  L.  B.  A.  853;  Matter  of  TuthiU,  163  N.  Y.  133,  79  Am. 
Qt.  Bep.  574,  57  K.  E.  808,  49  L.  B.  A.  781. 
St.  Bep.,  y<d.  101—61 
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COLE  y.  EICHABDS  IHEIGATION  COMPANY. 

[27  Utah,  205;  75  Pae.  376.] 

WATERS— Bigbts  of  Approprlaton. — ^If  the  watera  of  a  lut- 
oral  stream  have  been  appropriated  according  to  law^  and  put  to  a 
beneficial  nse^  the  rights  thus  acquired  carry  with  them  an  interest 
in  the  stream  from  the  points  where  the  waters  are  diverted  to  the 
source  from  which  the  supply  is  obtained  and  any  interference  with  the 
stream  by  a  person  having  no  interest  therein^  to  the  damage  of  the 
appropriator,  is  unlawful  and  actionable,     (p.  965.) 

WATEBS— Unlawful  Interference  with.— A  Constitational 
provision  that  "all  existing  rights  to  the  use  of  any  of  the  waten 
of  this  state  for  any  useful  or  beneficial  purpose  are  hereby  recog^ 
nized  and  confirmed/'  puts  it  beyond  the  power  of  any  person  to 
lawfully  go  upon  a  stream  of  water  in  which  he  has  acquired  no  right, 
and  interfere  with  existing  rights,  or  to  destroy  or  cut  off  the  sonree 
of  supply^  of  such  stream,  although  it  consists  of  a  pond  or  a  lake, 
(p.  965.) 

WATEBS— Appropriation— ^Ikmroes  of  Supply. — ^If  lakes  form 
a  part  of  the  source  of  supply  of  a  creek,  and  with  the  exception  of 
one  of  such  lakes  form  a  part  of  the  natural  channel  of  one  of  the 
tributaries  of  such  creeki  prior  appropriators  of  the  waters  of  the 
creek  are  entitled  to  the  same  usufructuary  rights  to  the  waters  which 
naturally  flow  and  collect  in  such  lakes,  and  which  eventually  find 
their  way  into  the  main  channel,  a«  they  have  to  the  balance  of  the 
natural  flow  of  the  creek,     (pp.  965,  966w) 

J.  M.  Thomas  and  Pieroe^  Critchlow  &  Barrette,  for  ilie  ap* 
pellants. 

Sutherland,  Van  Cott  &  Allison^  for  the  respondents. 

■^  McCAETY,J.  This  is  an  action  to  quiet  title  to  six  reser- 
voir sites  and  to  all  surplus  waters  that  flow  into  said  sites  from 
the  country  surrounding  them,  and  to  restrain  defendants  from 
interfering  with  any  of  the  reservoirs  and  reservoir  sites,  dams, 
headgates^  or  other  improvements  thereon,  or  from  appropriat- 
ing to  their  own  use  any  of  the  waters  stored  or  to  be  stored 
therein.  Four  of  these  reservoir  sites  are  situated  within  the 
watershed  and  near  the  headwaters  of  Little  Cottonwood 
Canyon,  and  the  other  two  reservoir  sites  are  situated  lower 
down,  and  on  the  main  channel  of  Little  Cottonwood  creek.  The 
complaint  contained  three  causes  of  action.  The  first  and  sec- 
ond causes  of  action  were  to  recover  damages  from  defendants 
for  their  alleged  wrongful  interference  with  some  of  the  reser- 
voir sites,  and  the  alleged  appropriation  of  the  waters  stored 
therein;  and  the  third  cause  of  action  to  quiet  plaintiffs*  title 
to  the  several  sites  and  to  all  surplus  waters  flowing  therein,  and 
to  enjoin  defendants  from  interfering  with  plaintiff^s  rights  to 
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the  same.  Defendants  demurred  to  the  first  and  second  causes 
of  action^  which  demurrer  was  sustained  by  the  court.  The 
plaintiffs  declined  to  amend^  and  the  case  was  tried  on  the  is- 
sues raised  by  the  allegations  of  the  third  cause  of  action^  and 
defendants  answered  thereto. 

The  complaint  alleges  and  the  answer  admits  that  Little 
Cottonwood  creek  is  a  natural  stream  of  water^  which  from  time 
immemorial  has  flowed  continuously  through  Little  Cottonwood 
Canyon;  that  for  many  years  the  natural  and  ordinary  waters 
of  said  stream  constituting  the  primary  waters  thereof  have  been 
and  are  now  *^  appropriated  by  farmers  and  others  residing 
in  Salt  Lake  county^  TJtah,  to  useful  and  beneficial  purposes; 
that  the  volume  ol  waters  flowing  continuously  at  all  seasons  of 
the  year  through  Little  Cottonwood  creek  and  constituting  the 
primary  waters  thereof  is  a  stream  equal  to  one  hundred  and 
eighty-five  and  thirty  hundredths  cubic  feet  per  second;  that  the 
waters  of  said  creek  are  derived  from  various  springs^  lakes  and 
other  natural  sources  of  water  supply^  and  all  are  tributary  to 
said  creek^  and  lie  within  the  watershed  thereof^  and  at  times 
there  is  a  surplus  of  waters  in  excess  of  said  primary  waters. 
11  further  appears  from  the  record  that  at  different  times  be- 
tween the  first  day  of  October,  1892,  and  the  fifteenth  day  of 
July,  1896,  plaintiffs  and  their  predecessors  in  interest  located 
the  reservoirs  mentioned,  viz..  Red  Pine  Reservoir  No.  1,  Red 
Pine  Reservoir  No.  2,  White  Pine  Reservoir  No.  3,  Minnie  Lake 
Reservoir,  Alta  Reservoir,  and  Qadd  Valley  Reservoir.  Plain- 
tiffs in  due  time  posted  notices  of  their  intention  to  appropriarte 
for  storage  in  these  reservoirs,  when  completed,  the  surplus  and 
unappropriated  waters  that  flowed  in  and  through  the  several 
reservoir  sites  mentioned,  had  surveys  made  of  the  sites,  and 
filed  plats  of  the  same  in  the  United  States  land  office  at  Wash- 
ington^ D.  C.  Some  work  was  done  on  the  several  sites  thus 
claimed  and  located.  Small  embankments  of  earth  and  stone 
were  thrown  up  across  the  outlets  of  the  lakes,  trenches  were 
dug  therein,  and  headgates  constructed,  so  that  a  portion  of  the 
natural  storage  water  could  be  drained  off.  All  of  these  reser- 
voir sites  except  Alta  and  Oadd  Valley  are  small  natural  lakes 
situated  on  and  near  the  head  of  tributaries  of  Little  Cotton- 
wood creek.  These  lakes,  which  are  nothing  more  than  small 
basins  in  the  canyons,  of  a  few  acres  each,  are  supplied  and 
filled  with  waters  which  eventually  find  their  way  into  said 
creek.  The  defendants  concede  the  right  of  plaintiffs  to  dam 
up  the  outlets  of  the  lakes  and  hold  back  the  surplus  and  unap- 
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propriaied  waters  tliat  flow  thereu!,  but  deaj  ilieir  right  to 
lower  the  outlets  and  drain  the  lakes  of  water   which  the 
'^^  plaintifib  have  not  held  hack  and  stored  by  meana  of  their 
artificial  embankments;  whereas  the  plaintiflPs  claim  the  right  to 
not  only  draw  off  the  surplus  waters  stored  by  them,  but  to  cot 
down  the  natural  barriers  at  the  outlets^  and  drain  the  lakes  of 
the  water  which  nature  has  stored  therein.    This  appears  to  be 
about  the  only  material  controverted  question  involved  in  the 
case^  as  the  evidence  shows  that  the  Alta  and  Oadd  Yalkj 
reservoirs  are  uncompleted^  and  in  no  condition  to  hold  water. 
A.  F.  Doremui^  the  state  engineer^  was  called  as  a  witness, 
and  testified  that  ke  made  an  examination  cxf  the  lakes  in  1901, 
and  found  that  Bed  Pine  No.  1  is  formed  by  a  natural  barrier 
across  the  bed  of  the  eanyen,  composed  of  large  cubes  of  granite, 
earth  and  graveL    Through  this  barrier  the  plaintiffs  had  cut 
a  channel  from  seven  to  eight  feet  in  depth  in  which  a  culvert 
had  been  built.    ''Above  this  lake,  and  in  the  same  neighbor- 
hood, were  three  others.    The  only  overflow  that  was  apparent 
was  from  the  lower  lake.    From  the  second  lake  you  could  hear 
the  water  running;  but  you  could  not  see  a  continuous  stream. 
You  could  see  it  in  places  between  the  spaces  in  the  rocks.    It 
escaped  from  this  barrier,  and  discharged  into  the  other  lake. 
This,  in  a  general  way,  describes  the  situation.    As  to  the  art- 
ificial work  done  on  Bed  Pine  No.  1,  my  opinion  is  that  it  is 
not  capable  of  storing  water  to  any  greater  extent  than  the 
natural  barrier  would  have  done.    In  the  first  place,  it  was  not 
much,  if  any^  higher.    In  the  second  place,  it  was  not  con- 
structed in  a  manner  that  would  hold  water  as  well  as  the 
natural  barrier.    It  would  be  like  substituting  a  leaky  barrel 
for  a  tight  barrel.    It  is  not  calculated  to  hold  water.     There 
was  a  small  overflow  at  Bed  Pine  No.  I.'*    The  record  shows 
that  practically  the  same  conditions  existed  at  the  other  lakes. 
It  will  thus  be  observed  that  the  work  done  on  the  several  reser- 
voirs was  not  of  a  character  to  increase  their  capacity  for  holding 
water.    Therefore,  the  only  change  made  by  plaintiffs  affecting 
the  volume  of  water  in  ^^  Little  Cottonwood  creek  was  to 
drain  the  lakes  in  a  few  days  by  drawing  therefrom  large  quan- 
tities of  water,  which  from  time  immemorial  had  graduallv, 
during  the  hot  summer  months,  when  most  needed,  found  its 
way  into  the  main  channel  of  the  creek.     The  effect  of  the 
course  thus  pursued  by  plaintiffs  was  to  diminish,  rather  than 
increase,  the  supply  of  water  in  this  creek.    The  court  found 
the  issues  in  favor  of  the  defendants,  and  plaintiffs  appealed. 
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Xl:  is  settled  in  this  arid  region  by  abimdant  authority  that 
wlieax  the  waters  of  a  natural  stream  haye  been  appropriated 
«M?cording  to  law,  and  pnt  to  a  beneficial  use,  the  rights  thus 
acqTiired  carry  wiih  them  an  interest  in  the  stream  from  the 
points  where  the  waters  are  diyerted  from  the  natural  channel 
to  iie  source  ifrom  which  the  supply  is  obtained,  and  any  inter- 
ference with  the  stream  by  a  party  having  no  interest  therein 
tlistt  msterially  deteriorates  the  water  in  quantity  or  quality 
previously  appropriated,  to  the  damage  of  those  entitled  to  its 
"ose,  is  unlawful  and  actionable:  Krrmey  on  Irrigation,  249; 
!Bear  Eiver  &  Auburn  Water  etc  Co.  ▼•  If ew  York  Min.  Co.,  8 
Cal.  327,  68  Am.  Dec  325;  HiU  t.  King,  8  Cal.  337;  Butte 
Canal  etc.  Co.  v.  Vaughn,  11  Cal.  143,  70  Am.  Dec.  769 ;  Phoe- 
Xiix  Water  Co.  v.  Fletcher,  23  Cal.  482 ;  Natoioa  Water  etc.  Co. 
V.  McCoy,  23  Cal.  491 ;  Stein  Canal  Co.  v.  Kern  Island  Irr.  Co.. 
53  CaL  563;  LobdeU  v.  Simpson,  2  Nev.  274,  90  Am.  Dec  537. 
Section  1,  article  17  of  the  constitution  of  Utah  provides  that 
^^1  emting  ri^ita  to  the  use  of  any  of  the  waters  of  this  state, 
for  any  useful  or  beneficial  purpose,  are  hereby  recognized  and 
confirmed.''    It  will  thus  be  <A»erved  that  the  organie  law  of 
this  state  has  put  it  beyond  the  power  of  any  party  to  lawfully 
go'  upon  a  stream  of  water  in  which  he  has  acquired  no  right, 
and  interfere   with   existing  rights,  or  destroy  or  cut  off  the 
source  **®  of  supply  of  such  stream  because  it  happens  to  be  a 
pond  or  lake.    It  is  a  matter  of  common  knowledge  that  some 
of  the  most  valuable  and  permanent  sources  of  water  supply 
in  this  state  are  its  numerous  lakes^  which  bodies  of  water  vary 
in  sbe  from  a  few  scpxare  rods  to  several  townshipa  of  land  in 
extent^  and  sections  1265  and  1266  of  the  Bevised  Statutes  of 
18d8  leeoguiae  the  rights  that  have  been  acquired  by  appropri- 
ation of  the  waters  of  the  lakes,  as  well  as  otiser  natural  sources 
of  supply  wiflnn  the  state. 

It  10  conceded  that  respondents  are,  and  for  many  years  have 
been  the  owners  of  and  entitled  to  the  use  of  all  tiie  normal 
flow  or  primary  waters  of  Little  Cottonwood  creek.  Therefore, 
in  the  light  of  the  foregoing  principles,  the  only  question  for 
our  determinatian  is,  Do  the  natural  waters  of  the  lakes  imder 
consideration  form  a  part  of  the  source  of  supply  of  Little  Cot- 
tonwood creek?  If  they  do,  tiien  the  judgment  of  the  district 
court  must  be  afiBjrmed.  The  great  preponderance  of  the  evi- 
dence not  only  shows  that  the  lakes  in  question  form  a  part  of 
the  source  of  supply  of  this  creek,  but,  with  the  exception  of 
the  upper  lake,  they  form  a  part  of  the  natural  channel  of  one 
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of  its  tributaries;  hence  it  necessarily  follows  that  respondeats 
have  the  same  usufructuary  rights  to  the  waters  which  natu- 
rally flow  and  collect  in  these  lakes,  which  eventually  find  their 
way  into  the  main  channel^  as  they  have  to  the  balance  of  the 
natural  flow  of  the  creek:  Malad  Valley  Irr.  Co.  v.  Campbell, 
2  Idaho,  411,  18  Pac.  52.  While  it  is  the  poUcy  of  the  state 
to  encourage  enterprises  which  tend  to  increase  the  available 
€upply  of  water  in  the  state,  yet  parties  engaged  in  these  laud- 
Able  undertakings  must  respect  tiie  vested  rights  of  others  to 
the  streams  and  other  sources  of  water  supply  throughout  the 
state  accrued  to  them  by  prior  appropriation. 

The  judgment  is  affirmed;  the  costs  of  this  appeal  to  be  taxed 
against  appellants. 

Baskin,  C.  J.,  and  Bartch,  J.,  concur. 


A  PrUpr  Apprapriator  of  the  Water  of  a  natural  stream  aeenroa  a 
property  right  therein:  Farm  Investment  Ck>.  ▼.  Carpenter,  9  W70. 
110,  87  Am.  St.  Bep.  918,  61  Pac.  258.  See,  too,  Willey  ▼.  Decker, 
11  Wyo.  490,  100  Am.  St.  Eep.  939,  73  Pac.  210;  Walsh  ▼.  WaUaee, 
26  Nov.  299,  99  Am.  St.  Rep.  692,  67  Pac.  914.  A  prior  appropria- 
tor  of  water  from  the  main  stream  is  not  subject  to  Bubnequent 
appropriation  from  its  tributaries  by  others:  Striekler  ▼.  Colondo 
Springs,  16  Colo.  61,  25  Am.  St.  Bep.  245,  26  Pac.  313;  Farmexs' 
etc  Ditch  Go.  ▼.  Agricultural  Ditch  Co.,  22  Colo.  613,  55  Am.  BL 
Bep.  149,  45  Pac  444. 


HEAVET  V.  COMMERCIAL  NATIONAL  BANK. 

[27  Utah,  222,  75  Pac.  727.] 

FOBOEBT— Negotiable  Instnuneiite. — ^If  a  bank  by  w^infa^Vf 
informs  a  person  that  it  holds  a  deposit  of  money  to  his  credit,  and 
the  addressee  requests  a  draft  for  the  amount,  and  upon  receiTing 
such  draft  indorses  it,  receiving  the  money,  his  indorsement  does 
not  constitute  forgery,     (p.  969.) 

NEGOTIABIiE  INSTBtTBCEKTS— NegUgence  of  Drawer.— If 
the  drawer  of  a  bill  of  exchange,  draft  or  check  has  been  induced 
through  fraud  to  deliver  it  to  an  impostor,  believing  him  to  be  the 
real  person  named  therein,  and  such  impostor  negotiates  the  in* 
Etrument,  and  receives  payment  thereon  from  an  innocent  third  per- 
son, as  between  the  bona  fide  holder  and  drawer,  the  latter  must 
stand  the  loss.     (p.  970.) 

BANES  AND  BANKINCK-Negotiable  Instnimeats— Negli- 
gence of  Indorsee. — If  a  bank  by  mistake  informs  a  person  that  it 
holds  a  certain  sum  of  money  on  deposit  to  his  credit,  and  he 
•hows  the  letter  so  informing  to  a  third  person,  and  requests  from 
the  bank  a  draft  for  the  amount  of  the  deposit,  which,  when  re- 
ceived he  indorses  to  such  third  person,  who  pays  him  the  amount 
of  the  deposit,  as  between  such  third  person  and  the  bank  the  latter 
must  stand  the  loss.     (p.  970.) 
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eywood  &  McCormick^  for  the  appellant 

Senderson  &  MacMillan^  for  the  respondent. 

•*^  McCAETY,  J.    The  transactions  and  circnmstancee  ont 
of  ivhich  this  action  arose  are  as  follows : 

On  November  10,  1902,  one  P.  M.  Cushnahan  deposited  with 
defendant  bank  the  sum  of  three  hundred  and  seventy-five  dol- 
lars for  the  credit  of  one  James  Molloy.  The  same  day  the 
clerk  of  defendant  bank  wrote  such  information  upon  a 
*^®  postal  card  addressed  to  James  Molloy,  Corinne,  inclosed 
siich  postal  card  in  an  envelope,  which  he  by  mistake  addressed 
to  James  Malloy,  Denver,  Colorado.  This  card  was  received 
by  one  James  Malloy,  of  Denver,  who  on  November  17th,  wrote 
defendant  bank  as  follows : 

'T)enver,  Colo.,  Nov.  17,  1902. 
•*T.  D.  Eyan,  Cashier,  Ogden,  Utah. 

'TDear  Sir :  Your  P.  C.  of  the  10th  received.  Please  send  me 
Kew  York  draft  for  the  $376.00,  less  your  charges. 

''JAMES  MALLOY. 

''2219  Larimer*  street,  Denver,  Colo.'' 

Before  sending  the  letter,  Malloy  showed  it  to  plaintiff  herein. 
Upon  receipt  of  this  letter,  and  believing  it  came  from  its  de- 
positor, in  compliance  therewith,  defendant  bank  made  out  the 
following  draft: 

,    "Commercial  National  Bank, 
'TTo.  14,601.  Ogden,  Utah,  Nov.  20,  1902. 

"Pay  to  the  order  of  James  Malloy,  three  hundred  and  sev- 
enty-four and  sixty  one-hundredths  ($374.60)  dollars. 

"E.  T.  HUME, 
"Cashier. 
"To  Kountze  Bros.,  Bankers,  New  York.'* 

This  draft  was  inclosed  with  the  following  letter,  which  was 
forwarded  to  the  address  indicated  in  Malloy's  letter  of  No- 
vember 17th,  which  was  plaintiff's  place  of  business: 

'  "Ogden,  Utah,  Nov.  20,  1902. 

"Mr.  James  Malloy,  Denver,  Colo.,  2219  Larimer  St. 

"Dear  Sir:  Complying  with  yours  of  the  ITlh,  we  inclose 
New  York  draft  for  $374.60. 

*Tours  truly, 

"T.  D.  EYAN, 
"Cashier. 
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When  the  draft  arrived  in  Denver^  the  leiier  in  wkidi  it  was 
inclosed  was  received  by  plaintiff  and  by  him  haaded  to  James 
Malloy,  whom  he  ■■''  had  known  for  a  conple  of  years.  Us 
letter  was  opened  and  the  draft  produced  in  plaintJAPa  pves- 
ence^  and  thereupon  James  Malloy  requested  plaintiff  to  go  wiili 
him  to  the  bank  and  get  the  money^  which  plaintiff  did.  He 
identified  him  there  as  James  Malloy,  but  waa  requested  by 
the  bank  to  place  his  (plaintiff's)  name  upon  the  back  of  the 
draft.  This  being  done,  the  money  was  handed  to  plaintiff,  and 
by  him  then  and  there  delivered  to  Malloy.  On  November  20fii 
James  MoUoy  (the  real  parl^  for  whom  the  money  was  deposr 
ited)  came  into  the  ban^,  and  it  was  then  discovered  that  a 
mistake  had  been  made,  and  the  bank  imposed  upon  by  fbe  Mal- 
loy letter  of  November  17th.  The  payment  of  the  draft  was 
immediately  stopped  in  New  York  and  an  effort  made  to  stop 
payment  in  Denver.  When,  in  due  course  of  business,  the  draft 
reached  New  York  payment  was  refused,  and  tte  draft  was 
protested  and  returned  to  the  Denver  bank,  which  bank  there- 
upon charged  the  amount  of  the  draft  against  plaintiff's  ac- 
coimt.  James  Malloy,  of  Denver,  disappeared  immediately 
after  the  draft  was  called  by  the  Denver  bank.  It  appears  that 
the  defendant  bank  wba  well  acquainted  wiiji  ttie  signature  of 
James  MoUoy,  of  Gorinne,  both  from  seeing  it  upon  his  ehecks 
drawn  against  his  deposits  in  the  beoik,  aod  also  aes  mdorsed 
upon  the  back  of  dividend  checks,  he  being  a  stockholder  of 
tlie  defendant  bank.  The  account  of  James  MoUoy  in  the  bank 
was  carried  in  the  name  of  James  Malloy,  but  his  signature 
and  indorsements  were  always  ^James  Molloy.'^  The  cause 
was  tried  by  the  court  sitting  without  a  jury.  The  court,  after 
hearing  the  evidence,  found  the  issues  in  favor  of  plaintiff,  and 
rendered  judgment  in  his  behalf  for  the  amount  of  the  draft 
and  interest  thereon.    Defendant  bank  appeals. 

Appellant  contends  that  James  Malloy,  having  pn)cured  Ihe 
draft  by  artifice  and  fraud,  acquired  no.  ri^t  *^  or  title  to  the 
same,  and  that  his  indorsement,  which  appellant  insists  was  a 
forgery,  coxdd  not  and  did  not  invest  respondent  with  any  legal 
right  to  recover  on  the  instrument  which  Malloy  himself  did  not 
possess,  however  innocent  and  free  from  blame  the  respondent 
may  have  been  in  the  part  he  took  in  the  transaction  which 
eventually  put  him  in  possession  of  the  draft  •  The  rule  con- 
tended for  by  appellant  has  been  held  to  apply  to  cases  in  which 
the  draft  or  bill  has  been  lost  or  stolen,  and  then  n^otiated 
upon  a  forged  indorsement,  but  the  facts  in  this  case  do  not 


S'eb.  1904.]     HsATEY  v.  Cojocbbcial  Nat.  Bank.  969 

bring  it  within  that  rule.    The  draft  in  question  was  issued  by 
appellant  on  Malloj^e  order,  in  his  fayor,  and  he  is  the  man 
to  whom  it  WES  sent.    True,  appellant  at  tiie  time  belieyed  him 
to  be  the  James  Molloy,  of  Corinne,  in  whose  favor  the  deposit 
'was  made  against  which  the  draft  was  supposed  to  have  beenl 
drawn.    The  fact,  however,  ronains  that  James  Malloy,  of  Den- 
ver, is  the  man  to  whom  the  draft  was  sent.    The  record  shows 
t!iat  whea  he  negotiated  ^ae  iostrument  he  made  no  attempt 
to  impersonate  some  other  person,  and  he  indorsed  it  by  writing 
his  own  name  on  ihe  back  thereof  without  any  intention  that 
his  signature  Aould  be  taken  for  that  of  any  o&er  person.    Un- 
der these  circxmistances,  whateyer  crime  Malloy  may  have  com- 
mitted by  procuring  and  negotiating  the  draft  in  the  manner 
he  did,  it  is  evident  that  his  indorsement  of  it  did  not  constitute 
forgery:  2  Bishop^s  Criminal  Law,  583.    Even  if  Mallows  in- 
dorsement of  the  draft  were  constiiied  to  be  a  forgery,  it  could 
ncty  in  the  face  of  ihe  admitted  facts  in  tiiis  case,  and  the  great 
weight  of  judicial  authority,  affect  the  result.    While  ther^ 
are  a  few  cases  which  hold  to  the  contrary,  yet  the  majority  of 
Hie  decisions  which  we  think  contain  the  better  reaaoniug  hold 
that,  where  a  drawer  of  a  check,  draft  or  bill  of  exchange  has 
been  induced,  through  fraud,  to  deliver  it  to  an  impostor,  be- 
lieving l^im  to  be  the  person  named  in  the  check,  draft  or  bill 
of  ezdiange,  and  the  impostor  negotiates  the  instrument,  and 
receives  paymesit  therecm  from  an  innocent  ^^  third  party,  as 
between  the  bona  fide  holder  and  drawer,  the  latter  must  stand 
tiie  loss:  Land  etc  Trust  Co.  y.  Northwestern  Nat  Bank,  196 
Pa.  St  230,  79  Am.  St  Eep.  717,  46  AtL  420,  60  L.  R.  A.  75 ; 
United  States  v.  National  Ex.  Bank  (C.  C),  45  Fed.  163;  Bob- 
ertson  y.  Coleman,  141  Mass.  231,  65  Am.  Bep.  471,  4  N.  K 
619;  Crippen  y.  American  Nat  Bank,  61  Mo.  App.  608;  Bur- 
rows y.  Western  TTnion  Td.  Co.,  86  Minn.  490,  91  Am.  St  Bep. 
880,  90  N.  W.  1111,  68  L.  B.  A.  433 ;  Emporia  Nat  Bank  v. 
Shotwell,  36  Kan.  360,  67  Am.  Eep.  171,  11  Pac.  141. 

In  this  case  it  appears  that  appellant  was  well  acquainted 
with  the  signature  of  James  Molloy,  of  Corinne,  who  was  both 
a  depositor  and  a  stockholder  of  defendant  bank,  and  that  hia 
signature  is  easily  distinguished  from  that  of  James  Malloy, 
of  Denver,  Colorado,  to  whom  the  draft  was  sent  Not  only 
is  there  a  marked  dissimilarity  between  the  signatures  of  the 
two  men,  but  their  names  are  spelled  differently.  Therefore,  it 
is  manifest  that,  if  appellant  had  exercised  ordinary  care  and 
prudence  at  the  time  it  received  the  order  from  James  Malloy, 
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of  Denver,  for  the  draft,  it  would  not  have  been  poeeible  for 
him  to  have  perpetrated  the  fraud  and  procured  the  draft. 
Not  only  did  appellant  fail  to  exercise  ordinary  busine^  caret 
on  this  occasion,  hut  accompanied  the  draft  with  a  letter  which, 
was  sufficient  to  enable  Malloy  to  dispel  every  doubt  that  the  or- 
dinary business  man  might  entertain  as  to  the  regularity  of  the 
transaction  that  put  him  in  possession  of  the  instrument.  The 
rule  is  tersely,  and,  we  think,  correctly,  stated  in  the  case  of 
Crippen  v.  American  Nat.  Bank,  51  Mo.  App.  508,  aa  follows: 
^'That  when  both  parties  to  a  transaction  are  innocent,  and  the 
loss  must  fall  upon  one,  it  should  be  upon  the  one  who  in  law 
most  facilitated  the  fraud.*'  Appellant,  having  issued  and 
placed  in  the  hands  of  an  impostor  its  draft,  a  negotiable  instru- 
ment that  is  accepted  and  exchanged  with  almost  the  same  de- 
gree of  confidence  in  commercial  centers  as  are  national  bank 
notcs^  ought  not  to  be  permitted  to  repudiate  it,  and  compel 
respondent,  who  honestly  ^^^  and  in  good  faith  became  an  in- 
dorser,  to  stand  the  loss,  which  the  record  shows  was  made  jwb- 
sible  by  appellant  failing  to  observe  tiie  usual  and  customary 
business  rules  followed  by  banking-houses  and  other  commercial 
institutions  in  issuing  this  class  of  paper.  As  was  said  by  the 
court  in  the  case  of  Levy  v.  Bank  of  America,  24  La.  Ann.  220, 
13  Am.  Bep.  124:  **The  plaintiffs  cannot  successfully  complain 
that  the  bank  failed  to  protect  them  from  the  devices  of  a  per- 
son who  had  with  so  little  effort  deceived  and  defrauded  them. 
.  •  •  •  It  seems  to  us  that  they  are  endeavoring  to  make  the 
bank  repair  a  loss  which  they  brought  on  themselves  by  their 
own  carelessness.'*  In  this  ca^e  it  was  not  shown,  nor  is  it 
claimed,  that  there  was  any  fact  or  circumstance  connected 
with  the  transaction  by  which  respondent  became  the  owner  of 
the  draft  in  question  that  would  have  justified  the  slightest 
suspicion  on  his  part  that  Malloy  obtained  it  by  fraud ;  but,  on 
the  other  hand,  he  knew  that  Malloy  had  sent  an  order  for  the 
draft,  which,  when  issued,  was  forwarded  to  respondent's  place 
oi  business,  the  letter  opened  in  his  presence,  and  the  draft  pro- 
duced and  shown  to  him  by  a  man  whom  he  had  known  for 
two  years.  Under  these  circumstances  respondent  did  no  more 
in  identifjdng  Malloy  and  indorsing  the  draft  than  any  busi- 
ness man  of  ordinary  prudence  would  have  been  justified  in 
doing  under  the  same  or  similar  circumstances. 

We  are  of  the  opinion,  and  so  hold,  that  appellant,  by  its  own 
carelessness  having  furnished  Malloy  the  means  by  which  he 
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perpetrated  the  fraud,  ought   to    stand   the   loss   occasioned 
thereby. 

The  judgment  is  affirmed,  with  costs. 

Baskin,  C.  J.,  and  Bartch,  J.,  concur. 

For  Authoriiiei  bearing  upon  the  decision  in  the  principal  ea86| 
Bee  Land  Title  and  Trust  Oo.  v.  Northwestern  Nat.  Bank,  196  Pa. 
St.  230,  79  Am.  St.  Rep.  717,  46  Atl.  420,  50  L.  B.  A.  75;  Burrows 
V.  Western  Union  TeL  Co.,  86  Minn.  499,  91  Am.  St.  Bep.  380,  90  N. 
'W.  1111;  First  Nat.  Bank  v.  City  Nat.  Bank,  182  Mass.  130  65  N. 
£•  24,  58  L.  B.  A.  433,  94  Am.  St^  Bep.  637,  and  monographic  note. 


BLOCK  &  GEIPP  V- SCHWARTZ. 

[27  Utah,  387,  76  Pac.  22.] 

0ONST1TU TiOKAIi   LAW. — Statutes    will   not   be   Declared 

Void  simplj  because,  in  the  opinion  of  the  court,  they  are  unwise, 

or  opposed  to  justice  and  equity.    Statutes  must  in  some  way  violate 

constitutional  provisions  in  order  that  they  may  be  declared  void. 

(p.  974.) 

CONSTITUTIONAL  QUABANTT  that  No  Person  Shall  bo 
DeprlTed  of  life,  liberty  or  property,  without  due  process  of  law 
embraces  not  only  freedom  from  servitude  and  from  imprisonment 
and  arbitrary  restraint  of  person,  but  also  all  our  religious,  civil, 
political  and  personal  rights,  including  the  right  in  each  subject  to 
purchase,  hold,  and  sell  or  dispose  of  his  property  in  the  same  way 
that  his  neighbor  may,  and  of  such  "liberty"  no  one  can  be  de- 
prived without  due  process  of  law.     (p.  976.) 

CONSTITUTIONAL  LAW— Liberty  to  SeU  Property.— A 
statute  which  deprives  an  owner  of  his  ** liberty"  to  sell  his  prop- 
erty, or  contract  in  relation  thereto,  in  the  same  manner  as  others 
engaged  in  the  same  business  may  lawfully  do,  invades  his  guaran- 
tee constitutional  rights,  and  cannot  be  upheld,     (p.  977.) 

CONSTITUTIONAL  LAW  —  Exercise  of  Police  Power.— 
Neither  the  legislature  nor  the  executive  can,  under  the  guise  of 
police  regulation,  arbitrarily  or  unjustly,  without  good  cause,  restrict 
or  infringe  upon  the  property  rights  or  the  liberty  of  any  person 
within  the  protection  of  the  constitution,  and  whenever  the  legis- 
lature  undertakes  to  determine  what  is  a  proper  exercise  of  the 
police  power,  its  determination  is  a  subject  of  judicial  scrutiny,  (p. 
980.)  

CONSTITUTIONAL  LAW.— Police  Power  may  be  exercised 
to  promote  the  safety,  health,  comfort  and  welfare  of  society,  and 
'  to  sustain  legislation  as  a  proper  exercise  of  such  power,  it  must 
have  reference  to  some  such  end.     (p.  980.) 

CONSTITUTIONAL  LAW.— Exercise  of  PoUce  Power  does 
not  justify  the  enactment  of  a  statute  prohibiting  solvent  mer- 
chants from  disposing  of  their  stock  of  goods  in  bulk  without 
notifying  their  creditors,     (pp.  980,  981.) 
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OOmgrrrunOVAL  ULW— SUt^btB  BacyMtBC  sale  •€  SteeSc 

of  OoodB  In  Bulk. — ^A  statute  prohibiting,  under  a  penalty,  amy  mer- 
chant, whether  Bolvent  or  insolvent,  from  selling  or  dispooiiig  of  his 
stock  of  goodis  in  bulk,  without  an  imrentory  thereof,  ajtd  notifica- 
tion to  his  creditors,  and  which  applies  also  to  persons  acting  in.  a 
fiduciary  capacity  and  under  judicial  process,  and  whWi  Soes  aot 
apply  to  merchants  who  are  not  indebted,  is  unconstitutional  as  de- 
priTzng  a  solTent  merchant  of  his  property  and  libertj  %m  eontcmct 
without  dme  f roeew  of  law,  a&d  as  beia|r  cla«  legislatiaB.  CP- 
981.) 

CXnrSRTUnOiCAl*  ZJLW^-natittoo  WIAA  VmaUk  CMmlnr 
ally  Otao  Feisoa  for  the  4oimg  of  an  act  which  another  peisoit  im  th* 
oamo  lino  of  bwmeoo  may  lawfully  do,  are  uaeonstitatioiiml,  as  be- 
ing class  legislation,  and  as  a  deprivation  of  property  and  liberty 
without  due  process  of  law.     (p.  986.) 

Zane  &  Stringfellow^  for  the  appellant 
W.  R.  Huthinson,  for  the  respondent 

«^  BAETCH,  J.  This  actioB  was  originally  brought  in  a 
justice's  court  on  April  2,  1902,  to  recover  two  koxidred  and 
sey^ity-aeTen  doUars  and  fortj-seveBi  coits  for  inercbsLndise 
sold  and  delivered  to  the  defendant  ^^^  Schwarta.  On  the 
same  day,  at  the  instance  of  the  plaintiffs,  the  goods  were  at- 
tached while  in  the  poesesBion  of  the  intearyeoer,  Jchn  Mann, 
to  whom  Schwartz  had  previously,  on  March  29, 1902,  sold  and 
delivered  the  same  for  the  sum  of  five  hundred  and  fifty  dollars, 
which  was  its  fair  value^  the  purchase  having  beoi  m&de  in 
good  faith.  After  the  writ  of  attadmieiLt  was  levied  upon  tiie 
goods  the  purchaser  filed  his  complaint  in  intervention,  claim- 
ing to  own  all  the  property  included  in  the  levy,  and  praying 
that  the  attachment  be  dissolved,  and  the  goods  restored  to  his 
possession,  and  for  damages  and  costs.  Neither  tiie  seller  nor 
the  purchaser  made  an  inventory  of  the  merchandise  before  sale^ 
as  required  by  the  act  apiM*oved  March  14,  1901  (Utah  Sess. 
Laws,  p.  67,  c.  67) ;  nor  did  they  in  other  respeets  comply  with 
the  requirements  of  that  act  The  cause  was  first  tried  in  the 
justice^s  court,  where  judgment  was  rendered  in  favor  of  the 
intervener,  and  then  appealed  to  and  tried  in  the  district  court» 
where  the  sale  was  held  fraudulent  and  void  under  the  statute 
referred  to,  and  judgment  rendered  in  favor  of  the  plaintiffs. 
The  appeal  to  this  court  presents  simply  the  question  of  the  con- 
stitutionality of  the  law  relating  to  the  sale  of  merchandise  in 
bulk,  found  in  that  enactment. 

The  appellant  contends  that  the  act  is  unconstitutional  and 
void,  and  that,  therefore,  he  cannot  be  pimished  for  a  violation 
pf  its  provisions.     He  insists  that  it  is  repugnant  to  and  in 
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conflict  with  both  federal  and  state  constitutionB,  in  that  it 
abTidges  and  interfeies  with  the  inherent  and  inalienable  rights 
"wliich  are  gnanmteed  to  e^eiy  subject  1^  both  constitutions. 
Tlie  Tespondent  contends  that  the  act  is  not  in  conflict  with 
tiie  supreme  kw,  but  is  the  result  of  a  proper  exercise,  by  the 
legislature,  of  the  police  power  of  the  state.     In  determining 
the  question  Ihus  presaited  it  behooves  us  to  be  mindful  of  the 
fact  Ihst  the  eaoactmeut  in  eontroYeisy  has,  in  the  judgment  of 
bcyth  the  kgislatiye  and  executive  brandkes  of  the  state  govem- 
roent,  been  declared  a  valid  exercise  of  legislative  power.    Courts 
■••  win  alwBjv  approach  such  a  judgment  with  that  considera- 
ticm  and  respect  whidi  is  due  to  ^e  co-ordinate  branches  of  the 
govemment,  and  if,  upon  an  examination  and  comparison  of  the 
enactment  with  the  constitutional  provisions  whidi  it  is  claimed 
to  violate,  there  is  a  weU-groanded  doiuht  of  its  validity,  such 
doubt  must  be  resolved  in  favcv  of  ifai  constitutionality.    If, 
however,  notwithstanding  the  enaetnaent  was  passed  with  all 
due  deliberatioin  and  fozmalities,  it  be  found  to  contravene 
oonstitutioBal  provisions,  or  to  constitute  an  infringement  upon 
the  rights  of  individuals  guaranteed  by  the  constitution,  then 
the  oourte  have  the  conoeded  power  to  declare  void  the  enact- 
ment, as  being  a  violation  of  the  supreme  law  of  the  land.    But, 
although  mch  power  is  lodged  in  the  courts,  they  will  not  de- 
clare void  a  legislative  euactment  unless  there  is  a  substantial 
conflict  between  it  and  the  constitution;  and  so  high  a  regard 
do  the  courte  entertain  for  the  judgment  of  the  makers  of  the 
Iaw  that  in  determining  flie  validity  of  an  enactment  every 
presumption  vrill  be  indulged  in  favor  of  ite  constitutionalily. 
The  question  of  tiie  validily  of  a  legislative  act  can  alone  be 
determined  by  reference  to  the  constitutional  inhibitions  and 
restraints.    Whenever  as  to  any  subject  within  the  jurisdiction 
of  the  stete,  the  ocmstitutions  of  the  state  and  of  the  United 
States  &re  mlent,  the  legislature  may  speak;  and  when  it  does 
vpeBk  its  Gsactment  will  not  be  dedared  void  simply  because, 
in  the  opinion  of  the  court,  it  is  unwise,  or  opposed  to  juetiee 
and  equity.    The  sole  question  in  audi  case  k  whether  the  act 
violates  ^  supreme  law  of  the  state  or  of  the  United  States. 
If  it  does,  it  is  the  plain  duty  of  the  courts  to  dectare  its  in- 
validity.   The  question  under  consideration  must  be  determined 
in  the  light  of  these    principles,  which  have  been  frequently 
asserted  by  the  courts. 

Section  1  of  the  act  in  oontroyersy  reads:  ^^A  sale  of  any 
portion  of  a  stock  of  merchandise  otherwise  than  in  the  ordinary 
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conrse  of  trade,  and  in  the  regular  and  usual  prosecution  of  the 
seller's  business,  or  a  sale  of  ®®*  an  entire  stock  of  merchandise 
in  bulk,  is  fraudulent  and  void  as  against  the  creditors  of  the 
seller,  unless  the  seller  and  purchaser  shall  at  least  five  days 
before  the  sale  make  a  full  and  detailed  inventory,  showing 
the  quantity,  and  so  far  as  possible,  with  the  exercise  of  reason- 
able diligence,  the  cost  price  to  the  seller  of  each  article  to  be 
included  in  the  sale,  and  unless  snch  purchaser  shall  at  least 
five  days  before  the  sale,  in  good  faith,  make  full  and  explicit 
inquiry  of  the  seller  as  to  the  names  and  places  of  residence  or 
places  of  business  of  each  and  all  of  the  creditors  of  the  seller, 
and  the  amount  owing  each  creditor,  and  unless  the  purchaser 
shall  at  least  five  days  before  the  sale,  in  good  faith,  notify,  or 
cause  to  be  notified,  personally  or  by  registered  mail,  each  of 
the  seller's  creditors  of  whom  the  purchaser  has  knowledge  or 
can  with  the  exercise  of  reasonable  diligence  acquire  knowledge, 
of  said  proposed  sale,  and  of  the  said  cost  price  of  the  mer- 
chandise to  be  sold  and  of  the  price  proposed  to  be  paid  therefor 
by  the  purchaser/'     Section  2  makes  the  violation  of  the  pro- 
visions of  the  first  section  &  misdemeanor,  and  prescribes  a 
penalty   thereof.    Under  the   provisions  of  the  act  a  sale  of 
any  portion  or  all  of  a  stock  of  merchandise,  made  out  of  the 
ordinary  course  of  trade,  by  any  merchant  who  has  creditors, 
without  a  detailed  inventory  made  at  least  five  days  before  the 
sale,  showing  the  cost  price  of  each  article,  and  notice  of  the  pro- 
posed sale,  the  cost  price,  and  selling  price,  given  at  least  five 
days  before  the  sale  to  each  creditor,  is  not  only  fraudulent 
and  void,  but  also  renders  both  the  seller  and  purchaser  guilty 
of  a  misdemeanor,  and  subjects  them  to  the  penalty  provided 
in  the  act  for  that  crime.     Not  only  this,  but  the  merchant, 
though  ever  so  solvent  and  able  to  pay  his  debts,  must,  in  order 
to  effect  a  sale  of  the  whole  or  any  portion  of  his  stock  out  of 
the  usual  course  of  trade,  expose  the  secrets  of  his  business  to 
every  person  who  may  seek  to  buy  and  to  whom  he  may  desire 
to  sell,  as  well  as  to  every  creditor.     The  making  of  inventories 
and  giving  notices  as  required  by  the  ax3t,  it  can  *•*  readily 
be  seen,  would,  in  many  instances,  almost  absolutely  prohibit 
the  consummation  of  such  sales.     Such  would  doubtless  be  the 
practical  operation  of  the  act  in  its  application  to  large  depart- 
ment stores,  where  the  creditors  are  numerous,  and  the  stock 
of  merchandise  immense.    The  lapse  of  time  necessarily  in- 
cident to  a  compliance  with  the  provisions  of  the  act  would  have 
a  strong  tendency  to  prevent  advantageous  sales  by  the  class  of 
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merchants  affected.  In  many  instances  it  wonld^  doubtless, 
require  many  days^  or  even  months^  to  complete  such  an  in- 
ventory and  give  such  notices;  and  in  active  business  com- 
munities purchasers  are  not  likely  to  look  with  much  favor  on 
such  delays.  In  this  age  of  competition  it  is  quite  apparent 
that  this  would  place  such  a  merchant  at  a  great  disadvantage 
in  his  struggles  to  provide  for  his  family — ^in  competing  with 
his  neighbor  who  has  no  creditors.  These  same  disadvantages 
would  likewise  follow  the  purchaser  of  the  merchandise,  in  his 
endeavor  to  again  dispose  of  the  goods  if  he  should  happen  to 
be  a  debtor. 

The  act  appears  to  be  unreasonably  restrictive,  and  is  liable 
to  subject  individuals  to  punishment  for  acts  wholly  innocent. 
It  seems  calculated  to  inflict  upon  the  seller  the  loss  of  an  ad- 
vantageous sale,  and  cause  the  purchaser  to  refrain  from  mak- 
ing what  might  to  him  be  an  advantageous  purchase,  because 
of  the  risk  of  delay.    It  is  favorable  to  one  class  of  merchants 
and  unfavorable  to  another,  and  thus  places  competitors  in  the 
same  line  of  business  upon  different  planes.     In  its  operation, 
as  to  one  class  of  merchants,  it  brands  as  criminals  persons 
perfectly  solvent,  and  abimdantly  able  to  discharge  their  debts 
and  obligations,  for  making  bargains  according  to  customs  and 
usages  which  have  prevailed  in  the  commercial  world  from 
time  immemorial,  while  as  to  the  other  class  the  same  bargains 
would  be  lawful    It  holds  out  advantages  to  one  and  denies 
them  to  another,  both  pursuing  the  same  business  for  a  liveli- 
hood.    As  to  the  debtor  class,  it  prevents  a  free  exchange  of 
lawful  commodities,  and  thus  ^^^  operates  in  restraint  of  trade. 
Undoubtedly,  the  legislature  has  power  to  legislate  as  to  the 
general  right  of  debtors  to  dispose  of  their  property,  and  in  en- 
acting such  legislation  the  legislature  has  the  right  to  consider 
the  debtor's  right  of  disposal  of  his  property  by  contract  or 
otherwise  in  connection  with  the  general  right  of  creditors  to 
have  afforded  an  opportunity  to  collect  their  claims;  but  such 
legislation  must  not  transcend  constitutional   limitations,   or 
invade  the  guaranteed  rights  and  liberties  of  individuals.    If 
within  such  limitations,  such  legislation  will  be  upheld,  although 
it  be  deemed  unwise,  or,  in  its  operation,  unfair  and  unjust.     So 
the  act  in  question,  as  we  have  seen,  would  evidently,  in  its 
general  operation,  result  unjustly  and  unfairly;  yet,  if  it  does 
not  trench  upon  constitutional  law,  it  cannot  be  held  void. 

The  appellant,  however,  claims  that  the  enactment  interferes 
with  and  abridges  his  inalienable  rights,  as  well  as  those  of 
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others  in  like  situation,  subjects  of  this  commonwealth;  and 
for  his  and  their  protection  against  the  consequences  which  nat- 
nrally  flow  from  snch  an  enactment  he  appeals  to  section  1, 
article  14,  of  amendments  to  the  constitution  of  the  United 
States,  which,  on  this  subject,  provides:  ^o  state  diaJl  make 
or  enforce  any  law  which  shall  abridge  the  privileges  or  im- 
munities of  citizens  of  the  United  States;  nor  shall  any  state 
deprive  any  person  of  life,  liberty  or  properiy,  without  due  pro- 
cess of  law;  nor  deny  to  any  person  within  its  jurisdiction  the 
equal  protection  of  the  laws/'    For  like  reasons  he  appeals  to 
section  1,  article  1,  of  the  constitution  of  this  state,  which  inter 
alia,  provides :  '^AIl  men  have  the  inherent  and  inalienable  right 
to  enjoy  and  defend  their  lives  and  liberties;  to  acquire,  possess 
and  protect    property;  .  ...  to  assemble    peaceably,  protest 
against  wrongs,  and  petition  for  redress  of  grievances^;  and 
also  to  section  7  of  article  1,  which  provides :  '^o  person  diall 
be  deprived  of  life,  liberty  or  property,  without  due  process  of 
law/^    These  constitutional  provisions  constitute  the  supreme 
law  of  the  '^^  commonwealth  upon  this  subject    To  ibat  law 
the  executive,  the  legislative,  and  the  judicial  departments  of 
the  government  alike  must  bow  obedience,  as  well  as  every  sub* 
ject.    It  forbids  the  abridgment  by  the  state  of  the  priviUges 
and  immunities  of  all  dtizeus.    Under  its  mandate  no  person 
can  be  deprived  of  life,  liberty,  or  property  without  due  process 
of  law,  and  every  person  is  entitled  to  ti^  equal  protection  of 
the  laws^  and  may  acquire  prop^ty,  possess  and  protect  it,  as 
well  as  defend  his  life  and  liJ3erty.     These  are  ioherent  and 
inalienable  rights  of  citizens,  and  are  constitutional  guaranties. 
An  enactment,  therefore,  which  deprives  a  person  arbitrarily  of 
his  property,  or  of  some  part  of  his  personal  liberty,  is  just 
as  much  inhibited  by  the  supreme  law  as  one  whidi  would  de- 
prive him  of  life.    And  ^^berty,'^  in  the  sense  in  whidi  the 
term  is  here  employed,  is  not  restricted  to  mere  freedom  from 
imprisonment,  but  it  embraces  the  right  of  a  person  to  use  his 
God-given  powess,  employ  his  faculties,  exercise  his  judgment 
in  the  affairs  of  life,  and  to  be  free  in  the  enjoyment  and  dis- 
posal of  his  acquisitions,  subject  only  to  such  restraints  as  are 
imposed  by  the  law  of  the  land  for  the  public  welfare.    The 
word  liberty,''  as  thus  employed  in  the  constitutions  and  un- 
derstood in  tbe  United  States,  is  a  term  of  oomprehensive  soc^. 
It  embraces  not  only  freedom  from  servitude  and  from  im- 
prisonment and  arbitrary  restraint  of  person^  but  also  all  our 
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religious^  civil,  political,  and  personal  rights,  including  the  right 
in  each  subject  to  purchase,  hold,  and  sell  or  dispose  of  property 
ijx  the  same  way  that  his  neighbor  may;  and  of  such  liberiiiea 
no  one  can  be  deprived  except  by  due  process  of  law. 

Properi;y  has  some  essential  attributes  without  which  we  could 
not  conceive  it  to  be  properiy.    Among  these  are  use,  enjoy- 
ment, susceptibility  of  purchase,  sale  and  of  contracts  in  rela^ 
tion  thereto.    The  taking  away  of  any  one  of  the  essential  at- 
tributes may  violate  the  constitutional  guaranty  that  no  person 
shall  be  deprived  of  his  properiy  without  due  process  of  law  as 
^^''^  cleariy  as  in  case  of  a  physical  taking  without  due  process 
of  law.     An  enactment,  therefore,  like  the  one  in  controversy, 
which  deprives  an  owner  of  his  liberty  to  sell  his  property,  or 
contract  in  relation  thereto;  in  the  same  manner  as  others  en- 
gaged in  the  same  business  might  lawfully  do,  invades  his  rights 
guaranteed  by  the  constitution,  and  cannot  be  upheld;  and  to 
prevent  the  free  exchange  and  sale  or  disposal  of  property  ac- 
cording to  the  immemorial  usages  of  trade  is  to  deprive  it  of 
one  of  its  main  attributes.     '"The  third  absolute  right,  inherent 
in  every  Englishman,"  says  Sir  William  Blackstone  in  his  classi- 
fication of  fundamental  rightfe,  ''is  that  of  property,  which  con- 
sists in  the  free  use,  enjoyment,  and  disposal  of  all  his  acquisi- 
tions, without  any  control  or  diminution,  save  only  by  the  laws 
of  the  land*':  1  Blackstone's  Commentaries,  138.     The  right 
thus  referred  to  and  defined  by  the  illustrious  commentator  is 
absolute  and  inherent  in  every  American,  subject  of  the  United 
States,  by  virtue  of  the  supreme  law  of  the  land.     Therefore, 
"when  a  law  annihilates  the  value  of  property,  and  strips  it  of 
its  attributes,  by  which  alone  it  is  distinguished  as  property,  the 
owner  is  deprived  of  it  according  to  the  plainest  interpretation, 
and  certainly  within  the  spirit  of  a  constitutional  provision  in- 
tended especially  to  shield  private  rights  from  the  exercise  of 
arbitrary  power'*:  Wynehamer  v.  People,  13  N.  Y.  378,  398. 
Judge  Cooley,  in  his  work  on  Constitutional  Limitations,  sixth 
edition,  484,  speaking  of  doubtful  or  questionable  legislation, 
says:  ''The  doubt  might  also  arise  whether  a  regulation  made 
for  any  one  class  of  citizens,  entirely  arbitrary  in  its  character, 
and  restricting  their  rights,  privileges,  or  legal  capacities  in  a 
manner  before  unknown  to  the  law,  could  be  sustained,  notwith- 
standing its  generality.    Distinctions  in  these  respects  must  rest 
upon  some  reason  upon  which  they  can  be  defended — like  the 
want  of  capacity  in  infants  and  insane  persons;  and  if  the  legis- 
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lature  should  undertake  to  provide  that  persons  following  some 
specified  lawful  trade  or  employment  should  not  have  capacity 
^^®  to  make  contracts,  or  to  receive  conveyances,  or  to  bnild 
such  houses  as  others  were  allowed  to  erect,  or  in  any  other  way 
to  make  such  use  of  their  property  as  was  permissible  to  others, 
it  can  scarcely  be  doubted  that  the  act  would  transcend  the  due 
bounds  of  legislative  power,  even  though  no  express  constitu- 
tional provision  could  be  pointed  out  with  which  it  would  come 
in  conflict.     To  forbid  to  an  individual  or  a  class  the  right  to 
the  acquisition  or  enjoyment  of  property  in  such  manner  a^ 
should  be  permitted  to  the  community  at  large  would  be  to 
deprive  them  of  liberty  in  particulars  of  primary  importance 
to  their  'pursuit  of  happiness/'*    In  Bank  v.  Divine  Grocery 
Co.,  97  Tenn.  603,  37  S.  W.  390,  it  was  said :  "To  take  from 
property  its  chief  element  of  value,  and  to  deny  to  the  citizen 
the  right  to  use  and  transfer  it  in  any  proper  and  legitimate 
-manner,  is  as  much  depriving  him  of   his  property  as  if  the 
property  itself  were  tak^.**    In  People  v.  Otis,  90  N.  Y.  48, 
it  was  said :  "Depriving  an  owner  of  property  of  one  of  its  essen- 
tial attributes  is  depriving  him  of  his  property  within  the  con- 
stitutional provisions.'*    In  State  v.  Goodvrill,  33  W.  Va.  179, 
25  Am.  St.  Eep.  863,  10  S.  E.  285,  6  L.  R.  A.  621,  it  was  said; 
"The  right  to  use,  buy  and  sell  property,  and  contract  in  re- 
spect thereto,  including  contracts  for  labor — which  is,  as  we 
have  seen,  property — is  protected  by  the  constitution.     If  the 
legislature,  without  any  public  necessity,  has  the  power  to  pro- 
hibit or  restrict  the  right  of  contract  between  private  persons 
in  respect  to  one  lawful  trade  or  business,  then  it  may  prevent 
the  prosecution  of  all  trades,  and  regulate  all  contracts.*'     So, 
in  State  v.  Loomis,  115  Mo.  307,  22  S.  W.  350,  21  L.  R.  A. 
789,  it  was  observed :  "Liberty,  we  have  seen,  includes  the  right 
to  acquire  property,  and  that  means  and  includes  the  right  to 
make  and  enforce  contracts.     We  do  not  say  that  such  rights 
cannot  be  regulated  by  general    law,  but  we  do  say  that  the 
legislature  cannot  single  out  one  class  of  persons  who  are  com- 
petent to  contract,  and  deprive  them  of  rights  in  that  respect 
which  are  accorded  ^®®  to  other   persons.     The  constitutional 
declaration  that  no  person  shall  be  deprived  of  life,  liberty,  or 
property  without  due  process  of  law  was  designed  to  protect 
and  preserve  their  existing  rights  against  arbitrary  legislation 
as  well  as  against  arbitrary  executive  and  judicial  acts.     The 
sections  of  our  statute  in  question  deprive  a  class  of  persons  of 
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the  right  to  make  and  enforce  ordinary  contracts^  and  they  in- 
troduce a  system  of  state  paternalism  which  is  at  war  with  the 
fimdamental  principles  of  our  government,  and  as  we  have  be- 
fore said,  are  not  due  process  of  law/'    People  v.  Gillson,  109 
N".  'Y.  389,  4  Am.  St.  Rep.  465,  17  K  E.  343,  is  a  case  where 
the   legislature  had  passed  an  act  prohibiting  the  sale  or  dis* 
poBal  of  any  article  of  food,  or  any  offer  or  attempt  to  do  so> 
upon  any  representation  or  inducement  that  anything  else  would 
be  delivered  as  a  gift^  prize,  premium,  or  reward  to  the  pur- 
chasers, and  provided  that  any  person  violating  any  of    ita 
provisions  should  be  deemed  guilty  of  a  misdemeanor.    Mr» 
Justice  Feckham,  holding  the  enactment  unconstitutional  and 
void,  in  the  course  of  his  opinion,  said:  'It  cannot  be  truth- 
fully maintained  that  this  legislation  does  not  seriously  infringe 
upon  the  liberty  of  the  owner  or  dealer  in  food  products  to  pur- 
sue a  lawful  calling  in  a  proper  manner,  or  that  it  does  not, 
to  some  extent  at  least,  deprive  a  person  of  his  property  by  cur- 
tailing his  power  of  sale;  and  unless  this  infringement  and 
deprivation  are  reasonably  necessary  for  the  common  welfare, 
or  may  be  said  to  fairly  tend  in  that  direction  or  to  that  result, 
the  legislation  is  invalid,  as  plainly  violative  of  the  constitu- 
tional provision  under  discussion/'    Again,  he  said:  *'Nor  can 
this  act  stand  as  a  valid  exercise  of  legislative  power  to  enact 
what  shall  amount  to  a  crime.    The  power  of  the  legislature  to 
Bo  declare  is  exceedingly  large,  and  it  is  difficult  to  define  its 
exact  limit.    But  that  there  is  a  limit  even  to  that  power,  under 
our  constitution,  we  entertain  no  dou'bt,  and  we  think  that  limit 
has  been  reached  and  passed  in  the  act  under  review.    The 
power  has  been  unlawfully  exercised  in  this  instance  *^^  for 
the  same  reason  that  we  have  already  stated — ^because  it  violates 
the  constitutional  provision  which  secures  to  each  person  in  this 
state  his  liberty  and  property,  except  as  he  shall  be  deprived  of 
one  or  both  by  due  process  of  law.^'    In  Butchers*  Union  Co. 
V.  Crescent  City  Co.,  Ill  TJ.  S.  746,  4  Sup.  Ct.  Eep.  652,  28  L. 
ed.  585,  Mr.  Justice  Field,  speaking  of  constitutional  rights, 
said:  ''Among  these  inalienable  rights,  as  proclaimed  in  that 
great  document^  is  the  right  of  men  to  pursue  their  happiness, 
by  which  is  meant  the  right  to  pursue  any  lawful  business  or 
vocation  in  any  manner  not  inconsistent  with  the  equal  rights 
of  others,  which  may  increase  their  prosperity  or  develop  their 
faculties,  so  as  to  give  to  them  their  highest  enjoyment.    The 
common  business  and  callings  of  life,  the  ordinary  trades  and 
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pursidtfly  which,  are  innocuouB  in  themselves^  and  haye  been 
followed  in  all  communities  from  time  immemorial^  must 
therefore  be  fr^  in  this  country  to  all  alike  upon  the  same 
conditions..  The  right  to  pursue  them  without  let  or  hindrance, 
except  that  which  is  applied  to  all  peisons  of  the  same  age, 
sex,  and  condition,  is  a  distinguishing  privilege  of  citizens  of 
the  United  States,  and  an  essential  element  of  that  freedom 
which  they  claim  as  their  birthright^':  Matter  of  Application 
of  Jacobs,  98  N*.  T.  98,  50  Am.  Hep.  636 ;  City  of  Clinton  t. 
Phillips,  68  m.  l/)2,  11  Am.  Hep.  52  ;•  State  v.  Julow,  129 
Bo.  163,  50  Am.  St.  Eep.  443,  31  S.  W.  781,  29  L.  E'.  A.  257; 
Millet  V.  People,  117  Jll  294,  57  Am.  Eep.  869,  7  K  E.  631 ; 
Wally  V.  Kennedy,  2  Terg.  554,  24  Am.  Dec.  511;  People  t. 
Marx,.  99  If.  T.  377,  62  Am.  Eep..  3^4,  2  N.  E.  29 ;  Tick  Wo  ▼. 
Hopkins,  118  F.  S.  356,  6  Sup.  Ct  Eep.  1064,  30  L.  ed.  220. 

Nor  can  the  act  be  sustained,,  in  its  present  form,  as  a  proper 
exercise  of  the  police  power  of  the  state.  That  power,  though 
somewhat  shmuded  in  mystery  as  to  its  limits,  which  are  not 
easy  to  prescribe  with  precision,  has  stood  sponsor  for  multi- 
tudes of  legislative  enactments;,  but  such  enactments  were 
nevertheless  always  bound  to  be  within  constitutionaL  limita 
*^*  The  power,  however  broad  and  comprehensive,  is  not  para- 
mount  to  the  constitution,  but  is  always  bounded  by  its  provi- 
sions. If,  therefore,  an  act  of  the  legislature  is  repugnant  to 
a  provision  of  the.  constitution,  it  cannot  be  held  vaHd  as  a 
proper  exercise  of  the  police  power.  Likewise,  if  a  right  of 
property  or  of  person  be  protected  by  the  constitution,  it  can- 
not be  destroyed  by  any  exercise  of  the  police  power  either  by  the 
legislature  or  the  executive  power  of  the  state. 

Neither  the  legrslature  nor  the  executive  oan,  under  the  guise 
of  police  CBgulation  or  otherwise,,  arbitratily  or  unjustly,  with- 
out good  cause,  lestriot  or  infringe  upon  the  property  rights 
or  the  liberty  of  any  subject  within  the  protection  of  the  su- 
preme law;  and  whenever  the.  legislatuie  undertakes  to  deter- 
mine what  is  a  proper  exercise  of  police  power,  its  determination 
is  a  subject  for  judicial  scrutiny.  The  power  may  be  exercised 
to  promote  the  safety^  health,,  comfort  audi  welfare  of  socieiy, 
and  to  sustain  legislation  as.  a  proper  exercise  of  the  police 
power  it  must  have  neference  to  some,  such  end.  By  virtue  of 
that  power  the  use  of  property  is^  regulated  by  enforcing  the 
maxim,  ''Sic  utere  tuo  ut  alienum  non  laedas.''  The  enact- 
ment in  controversy  does  not  appear  to  have  reference  to  either 
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orf  i;lie  objects  bere  infiieaited.    K  can  hardly  be  said  that  a  law 
wliich  preventB  a  penson^  -fliongh  indebted,  who  is  abundantly 
able  io  pay  Ins  dfibts,  from  veiling  his  property  in  fhe  same  way 
his  .iieighbois  do,  and  in  ttoeordanee  with  a  time-honored  ens- 
torn  or  nsage^  either  piomoteB  ihe  safety,  health,  comfort  or 
"welf are  of  the  community  or  the  state.     If  the  act  referred  gen- 
eocally  to  inBolvent  debtors  it  would  present  a  diflEerent  question ; 
but  it  xelates  e^ply  to  ddbtoiB  and  purdiasers  of  debtors  of  a 
particular  and  specified  busineBs,  whether  fiolvent  or  insolTcnt; 
80  that  the  merchant  who  is  worth  a  fortune  CFver  and  above  his 
indebtedness,  and  who  is  able  to  respond  instantly  to  his  cred- 
itoiBy  ^o  may  be  only  such   'because  of  convenience  *^^  in 
trade  and  hmdncBs  transaotion,  nevertheless  finds  himself,  under 
the  provisions  of  the  act,  deprived  of  l^e  liberty  to  sell  his 
goods,  or  to  contract  in  relation  thereto  in  the  same  manner 
that  others  engaged  in  ihe  same  business  may  lawfully  do.    Kot 
only  iha,  but  by  making  a  sale  which  would  be  perfectly  law- 
ful if  made  by  his  neighbor,  both  he  and  his  purchaser  become 
crbninals,  and  amenable  to  the  penalty  provided  in  the  act. 

Ix>oldng  again  at  the  provisions  of  the  enactmeirt,  it  will  be 
observed  that  it  aims  at  but  one  kind  of  business— the  mercan- 
tile— and  impliedly  and  arbitrarily  divides  those  engaged  there- 
in into  two  elasses.    The  merchants  of  the  one  class  being  un- 
afEected  in  their  property  rights,  may  make  sales  and  contracts 
in  relation  thereto  as  fliey  see  fit ;  while  the  some  kind  of  sales 
and  contracts,  if  made  in  the  same  manner  Ijy  the  merchants  of 
the  other  class,  are  not  only  declared  void,  but  will  render  both 
the  sellers  and  purchasers  liable  to  criminal  prosecution.    The 
enactment,  as  we  have  seen,  not  only  places  the  debtor  class  in 
the  mercantile  business  at  a  great  disadvantage  in  competing 
wrtti  others  in  the  same  line  of  business,  but  its  provisions  are 
exceedingly  crtrict  and  oppressive.    Nor  do  its  provisions  apply 
generally  to  all  debtors  within  the  commonwealth.    They  apply 
only  to  merchants,  who  are  debtors,  while  farmers,  miners, 
manufacturers,  traders  and  other  dealers,  though  debtors,  may 
sell  and  dispose  c^  their  properly  when  and  as  they  please  so 
long  as  they  act  in  good  faith.    If  the  act  is  designed  to  pre- 
vent fraud,  why  not  make  it  general?    Looking  alone  at  the 
debtor  class,  Hx&pe  appean  to  be  such  a  discrimination  as  is 
difScnit  to  zaeoncile  with  ji»tice  and  fair  dealing.    Nor  do  we 
perceive  any  justification  for  restraining  a  merchant  who  is  in 
debt^  but  solvent^  iiani  selling  his  merchandise,  in  whole  or  in 
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part,  as  he  may  deem  most  advantageouB,  in  order  to  prevent  one 
who  is  insolvent  from  exercising  the  same  piivil^e. 

There  is  another  feature  which  must  be  deemed  quite  material 
in  determining  the  validity  or  invalidity  *^^  of  this  legiftlfttion. 
Under  the  terms  of  the  act  ^'a  sale  of  any  portion  of  a  stock  of 
merchandise,''  or  ''a  sale  of  an  entire  stock''  in  bulk,  made  other- 
wise than  as  in  the  act  provided,  '^is  fraudulent  and  void  as 
against  creditors/'  and  renders  both  the  seller  and  buyer  liable 
to  criminal  prosecution.    Now,  it  will  be  noticed  that  nowhere 
in  its  provisions  is  there  an  exemption  of  any  sale  by  admin- 
istrators, executors,  trustees,  assignees  for  the  benefit  of  cred- 
itors, trustees  in  bankruptcy,  or  public  officers  acting   under 
judicial  process.    Tliere  being  no  such  exemption,  it   would 
seem  that  such  sales  of  merchandise  owned  by  debtors,  made  by 
persons  acting  in  a  fiduciary  capacity  or  under  judicial  process, 
must  also  be  made  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  the  act^ 
in  order  that  the  seller  and  purchaser  may  avoid  the  penalties 
provided.    It  is  evident  that  such  a  law  would  not  only  deprive 
property  of  one  of  its  chief  attributes,  but  would  greatly  hamper 
tbe  administration  of  estates  and  retard  the  enforcing  of  judicial 
process.     Nor  is  this  law  necessary  for  the  public  weaL     Broad 
and  extensive  as  the  public  power  of  a  state  is,  it  cannot  be  as- 
sumed that  it  warrants  such  legislation  as  this.    It  is  true,  there 
are  extreme  cases  where  the  exercise  of  that  power  is  justified 
by  the  maxim,  "Salus  populi  suprema  lex  est,"  and  so,  in  some 
cases  of  great  emergency  and  overruling  necessity,  the  taking  or 
destruction  of  property,  even  without  compensation  and  without 
due  process  of  law,  may  be  justified;  but  such  is  not  this  case. 
The  police  power  can  never  avail  to  declare  an  act  valid  when 
the  constitution  savs  it  is  invalid.     *TTie  limits  to  the  exercise  of 
the  police  power  can  only  be  this:  the  regulation  must  have 
reference  to  the  comfort,  the  safety,  or  the  welfare  of  society; 
it  must  not  be  in  confiict  with  the  provisions  of  the  Constitu- 
tion": Potter's  Dwarris  on  Statutes  and  Constitution,  458. 

Speaking  of  the  regulation  of  the  conduct  of  corporations 
whose  charters  are  inviolable,  by  the  legislature,  under  the  police 
power.  Judge  Cooley  says:  "The  limits  to  the  exercise  of  the 
police  power  in  these  *^^  cases  must  be  this:  The  regulations 
must  have  reference  to  the  comfort,  safety  or  welfare  of  society. 
They  must  not  be  in  confiict  with  any  of  the  provisions  of  the 
charter;  and  they  must  not,  under  pretense  of  regulation,  take 
from  the  corporation  any  of  the  essential  rights  and  privileges 
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Ixich  the  charter  confers.    In  short,  they  must  be  police  reg- 
TLL&iions  in  fact,  and  not  amendments  ol  the  charter  in  curtail- 
ment  of  the  corporate  f ranchise'^ :  Gooley's  Constitutional  lim- 
ita^tions,  6th  ed.,  710.    In  Watertown  v.  Mayo,  109  Mass.  315, 
1^  Am.  Eep.  694,  Mr.  Justice  Colt  said :  "To  a  great  extent  the 
le^slature  is  the  proper  judge  of  the  necessity  for  the  exercise 
of  this  restraining  power.    It  is  not  easy  to  prescribe  its  limit 
Tlie  law  will  not  allow  rights  of  property  to  be  invaded  under 
tJxe  guise  of  a  police  regulation  for  the  preservation  of  health 
OX"  protection  against  a  threatened  nuisance;  and  when  it  appears 
Uiat  such  is  not  the  real  object  and  purpose  of  the  regulation 
courts  will  interfere  to  protect  the  rights  of  the  citizen.*'    In 
Matter  of  Application  of  Jacobs,  98  K  Y.  98,  60  Am.  Eep.  636, 
"Mr.  Justice  Earl  says :  '^Generally  it  is  for  the  legislature  to  de- 
termine what  laws  and  regulations  are  needed  to  protect  the 
public  health  and  secure  the  public  comfort  and  safety;  and  while 
its  measures  are  calculated,  intended,  convenient  and  appropriate 
to  accomplish  these  ends,  the  exercise  of  its  discretion  is  not 
subject  to  review  by  the  courts.    But  they  must  have  some  rela- 
tion to  these  ends.    Under  the  mere  guise  of  police  regulations 
personal  rights  and  private  property  cannot  be  arbitrarily  in- 
vaded, and  the  determination  of  the  legislature  is  not  final  or  con- 
clusive.   If  it  passes  an  act  ostensibly  for  the  public  health,  and 
thereby  destroys  or  takes  away  the  property  of  a  citizen,  or  in- 
terferes with  his  personal  liberty,  then  it  is  for  the  courts  to 
scrutinize  the  act,  and  see  whether  it  really  relates  to  and  is 
convenient  and  appropriate     to  promote  tiie  public  health.'' 
Again,  referring  to  the  same  subject,  he  says :  "Such  legislation 
may  invade  one  class  of  rights  to-day  and  another  to-morrow, 
and,  if  it  can  be  '^^  sanctioned  under  the  constitution,  while  far 
removed  in  time,  we  will  not  be  far  away  in  practical  statesman- 
ship from  those  ages  when  governmental  prefects  supervised 
the  building  of  houses,  the  rearing  of  cattle,  the  sowing  of  seed, 
and  the  reaping  of  grain,  and  governmental  ordinances  regulated 
the  movements  and  labor  of  artisans,  the  rate  of  wages,  the  price 
of  food,  the  diet  and  clothing  of  the  people,  and  a  large  range 
'  of  other  affairs  long  since  in  all  civilized  lands  regarded  as  out* 
side  of  governmental  functions.     Such  governmental  interfer- 
ences disturb  the  normal  adjustments  of  the  social  fabric,  and 
usually  derange  the  delicate  and  complicated  machinery  of  in- 
dustry, and  cause  a  score  of  ills  while  attempting  the  removal  of 
one."    In  the  Slaughter-House  Cases,  16  Wall.  36,  87,  21  L.  ed. 
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394^  Mr.  vJu&tioie  iField^  iiafeiiungrto  the  police  power  of  the 
0aid:  '^AU  ^orjbs  of  JiestrioiioBB  and  huxdeiie  are  imposed  under 
xty  and  when  thetse  aie  not  .ia  conflicl;  with  any  constitutional 
prohibiticais  or  fundamental  prin<upleB  they  <cannot  be  succesB- 
fullj  assailed  in  a  judicial  tribimaL  •  •  .  .  But  under  the  pre- 
tense of  prescribing  a  police  regulation  the  .atate  cannot  be  per- 
mitted to  encroach  upon  any  of  the  just  rights  of  the  citizen 
which  the  constitution  intended  to  Beeure  against  abridgment 
So,  in  Lawton  v.  Steele,  152  XJ.  S.  ia3, 14  Sup.  Ct.  Kep.  499,  38 
L.  ed.  385,  Mr.  Justice  Brown  said :  "To  justify  the  state  in  thwi 
interposing  its  authority  in  behalf  of  the  public,  it  must  appear: 

1.  That  the  interests  of  the  pubUc  generally,  as  di^in^uished 
from  those  of  a  particular  flass,  require  such  interference;  an^^ 

2.  That  the  means  are  reasonable  for  the  accomplishment  of  the 
purpose,  and  not  unduly  oppressi^  upon  individuals.  The  leg- 
islature may  not,  under  the  guiae  of  protecting  the  ^public  in- 
terests arbitrarily  interfere  with  private  business,  or  impose 
unusual  and  unnecessary  restrictions  upon  lawful  occupation. 
In  other  words,  its  determination  83  to  what  is  a  proper  exercise 
of  its  police  powers  is  not  final  or  conclusive,  but  is  subject  to  the 
supervision  of  the  courts'' :  Tiedeman's  ^^^  Limitation  of  Police 
Power,  sees.  S5, 194;  State  y.  Julow,  129  Mo.  163,  50  Am.  St 
Rep.  443,  31  S.  W.  781,  29  L.  B.  A.  257;  Ex  parte  TThitwell, 
98  Cal.  73,  35  Am.  St.  Rep.  152,  32  Pac.  870,  19  L.  E.  A.  727; 
Austin  V.  Murray,  16  Pick.  121 ;  Commonwealth  v.  Alger,  7  Cush. 
53,  85;  Ex  parte  Sing  Lee,  96  Cal.  3:54,  31  Am.  St  Rep.  213, 
31  Pac.  245,  24  L.  E.  A.  195;  Coe  v.  Schultz,  47  Barb.  64;  Lake 
View  V.  Rose  Hill  Cem.  Co.,  70  111.  191,  22  Am.  Rep.  71 ;  Ber- 
tholf  V.  O'Reilly,  74  N.  Y.  S09,  30  Am.  Rep.  ^3 ;  Mugler  t. 
Kansas,  123  T7.  S.  623,  661,  8  Sup.  Ct  Bep.  273,  "SI  L.  ed.  205. 

The  respondents  cite  and  rely  upon  several  cases  from  the 
states  of  Massachusetts,  Maryland,  Teimessee,  and  WashingtoUt 
where  enactments  upon  the  same  subjedt  were  enforced.  While 
enactments  of  similar  character  have  1)een  upheld  in  those 
states,  an  examination  shows  that  they  aU  differ  materially  in 
important  features  from  the  one  here  under  consideration.  The 
law  in  Massachusetts  exempts  all  sales  from  its  jrovisions 
made  by  oflBcers  acting  in  a  fiduciary  capacity  or  under  judi- 
cial process;  and,  white  it  declares  a  sale  made  in  violation  of 
Its  provisions  fraudulent  and  void  as  againrft  creditors,  it  does 
not  subject  the  seller  and  buyer  acting  in  disobedience  of  the 
law  to  criminal  prosecution :  Mass.  Stats.  1903,  p.  389,  c.  415. 
Notwithstanding  this,  however,  it    seems  apparent  from    the 
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^etpisAxm  in  Squire  ft  Co.  t.  DeUier  (Mass.),  69  K.  E.  812, 
tbat  iQsB  supreme  oomt  of  thst  state  Tegarded  tbeir  statute  as 
goang  to  ih6  very  Eimt  et  oomtitutianal  authority,  when  they 
said-:  ^'AUhoiigh  ihe  reqnireiDeiits  of  Hne  act  are  Tery  strict 
^we  eaimot  <say  that  the  deternriiffltinn  of  the  legislature,  as  he* 
twecn  the  interestB  of  o^mers  of  stocks  of  zaerchandise  and 
^eir  ctedhois,  ^wsas  so  far  wrong  as  io  render  the  statute  nncon- 
etitatifmaL^  We  apprehend,  from  a  perusal  of  that  opinion, 
ihat  if  there,  as  heve,  &e  deteimination  of  the  legislature  had 
goneix)  tiie  length  of  applying  rthe  pronsions  of  the  act  to  per- 
sons acting  in  <a  fiduciary  or  ofi&cial  capacity  and  under  judiciaH 
process,  and  pnmded  ^^^  criminal  punishment  for  ibe  persons 
-affected  if  fbey  disobeyed  sueh  provisions,  the  court  would  have 
hesitated  hefove  pronouncing  tiie  act  constitutionaL 

Under  the  act  of  the  state  of  Maryland,  a  sale  made  in  dis- 
obedienoe  of  ihe  statutory  provisicns  is  not  absolutely  fraudu- 
lent and  Toid,  us  under  our  enactment,  but  is  simply  ^'pre- 
sumed  to  be  fraudulent  and  void  as  against  the  creditors  of  the 
soiled":  Vd.  (Laws  1900,  p.  907,  c.  679.  In  the  case  cited 
from  that  state  the  question  of  tiie  constitutionality  of  the  act 
was  neither  presented  nor  decided :  Hart  t.  Boney,  93  Md.  432, 
49  Atl.  €61. 

So,  under  fhe  act  of  Tennessee,  a  sale  made  in  ddsobedienee 
of  fee  provisions  thereof  is  only  ^'presumed  to  be  fraudulent 
and  void  as  against  creditors  €i  the  seller^:  Tennessee  Acts, 
1901,  p.  284,  c.  183.  The  supreme  court  of  Tennessee  held 
the  act  'valid,  Mr.  Justice  Wilkes  dissenting:  Neas  v.  Borches, 
109  Tcnn.  898,  97  Am.  St.  Eep.  851,  71  fi.  W.  50. 

It  will  'be  -noticed  that  in  none  of  the  acts  thrus  far  referred 
to,  except  in  our  own,  is  disobedience  of  the  provisions  thereof 
by  fee  «eller  said  buyer  made  a  criminal  offense.  Tho  supreme 
€OUTt  of  Missouri,  in  State  v.  Julow,  129  Mo.  163,  50  Am.  St. 
Eep.  443,  31  S.  W.  781,  29  L.  K.  A.  257,  determining  fee 
validity  of  an  act  someirfiat  similar  in  jcharacter  to  the  one 
here  under  consideration,  said:  ^f  an  owner,*'  etc.,  ''obeys 
th£  law  on  wlxich  this  pzoaecution  xeats,  hie  is  thereby  deprived 
of  a  right  and  a  liberly  to  contract  or  terminate  a  contract 
as  all  others  nuiy.  If  he  disobeys  it,  then  he  is  punished  for 
the  performanoe  of  sji  act  whoUy  innocent^  unless,  indeed,  the 
doing  of  such  act  guaranteed  by  fee  organic  law^  fee  exercise 
of  a  right  of  which  the  legislature  is  forbidden  to  deprive  him, 
ean,  hj  that  body,  be  conclusively  pronounced  criminal.  We 
deny  fee  power  of  fee  legislature  to  do  this — ^to  brand  as  an 
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offense  that  which  the  constitution  designates  and  declaies  to 
be  a  right,  and  therefore  an  innocent  act;  and  oonsequently 
we  hold  that  the  statate  which  professes  to  ^^^  exert  such  a 
power  is  nothing  more  or  less  than  a  ^gislative  judgment/ 
and  an  attempt  to  deprive  all  who  are  included  within  its  terms 
of  a  constitutional  right  without  due  process  of  law/' 

The  provisions  of  the  act  of  the  state  of  Washington  (Seas. 
Laws  1901^  p.  222,  c  109)  are  so  materially  different  from 
those  of  our  enactment  that  the  case  of  McDaniels  y.  Connellj 
Shoe  Co.,  30  WasL  649,  94  Am.  St.  Eep.  889,  71  Pac  37,  60 
L.  B.  A.  947,  cited  hy  respondents,  as  sustaining  the  statate 
of  that  state,  cannot  be  regarded  as  authority  herein.  Nor^ 
for  the  reasons  given,  can  any  one  of  the  cases,  from  the  sev- 
eral states  referred  to,  be  relied  upon  as  controlling  authority 
in  this  case. 

While  it  is  within  the  province  of  the  legislature  to  prevent 
fraudulent  sales  as  a  protection  to  creditors,  still,  when  it  at- 
tempts to  do  this — ^to  remove  one  evil — ^it  must  not  so  restrict 
individual  rights  and  disturb  industrial  pursuits  and  usages 
as  to  cause  a  score  of  wrongs. 

We  are  of  the  opinion  that  the  enactment  in  controversy 
abridges  some  of  the  inalienable  rights  of  persons  guaranteed 
by  the  constitution;  that  it  is  not  a  proper  exercise  of  the  police 
power  of  the  state ;  that  it  deprives  property  of  one  of  its  chief 
attributes,  and  some  persons  of  the  liberty  to  dispose  of  prop- 
•erty  as  others  may;  that  it  punishes  criminally  one  person  for 
the  doing  of  an  act  which  another  person  in  the  same  line  of 
business  may  lawfully  do;  that  it  deprives  the  persons  to  whom 
it  applies  of  a  right  of  property  without  due  process  of  law; 
and  that,  therefore,  it  is  null  and  void. 

The  judgment  must  be  reversed,  with  costs,  and  remanded, 
with  directions  to  the  court  below  to  proceed  in  accordance 
herewith.    It  is  so  ordered. 

Baskin,  C.  J.,  and  McCariy,  J.,  concur. 


OONSTITUTIONALITY  OF  STATUTES  BEGULATrMTO  THE  SAIfl 
OF  STOCKS  OF  MERCHANDISE  IN  BXTIiK. 

Statutes  somewhat  similar  to  that  involved  in  the  principal  case 
have  been  recently  enacted  in  a  number  of  the  states,  among  them 
being  California,  Maryland,  Massachusetts,  Tennessee,  Utah,  Vir- 
ginia, Washington  and  Wisconsin.  These  statutes  all  have  for  their 
ob.iect  the  prevention  of  a  sale  of  his  stock  of  goods  in  bulk  by  a 
merchant,  whether  solvent  or  insolvent,  without  notice  to  his  cred- 
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l^ors  without  first  complying  with  varions  details  mentioned  in 
Bneh  statntoB.  The  constitationality  of  such  statutes  has  been  at- 
'tacked  upon  th«  ground  that  they  are  class  legislation,  and  amount 
^o  a  deprivation  of  property  and  liberty  without  due  process  of 
IsLW,  and  that  they  are  not  within  a  valid  exercise  of  the  police 
power  of  the  state. 

Contrary  to  the  conclusion  reached  in  the  principal  case,  statutes 
providing  that  sales  of  merchandise  in  bulk,  not  made  in  the  ordi- 
nary course  of  trade  and  in  the  regular  and  usual  prosecution  of 
^he  seller's  business,  shall  be  void,  or  presumed  to  be  void,  as  against 
liis  creditors,  unless  certain  requirements  for  the  information  and 
protection  of  creditors  are  complied  with,  so  far  as  they  have  re- 
ceived judicial  interpretation  and  construction,  have  been  declared 
±ree  from  objection  upon  constitutional  grounds.    Such  statutes  were 
expressly  held  to  be  valid  and  constitutional  in  Squire  v.  Teller,  185 
Mass.  18,  69  N.  £.  312;  Neas  v.  Borches,  109  Tenn.  398,  97  Am.  St. 
Bep.  851,  71  8.  W.  50.    McDaniels  v.  Connelly  Shoe  Co.,  30  Wash. 
549,  94  Am.  St.  Bep.  889,  71  Pac.  37,  60  L.  B.  A.  947.    In  Hart  v. 
Boney,  93  Md.  432,  49  Atl.  661.     Such  a  statute -was  enforced  as 
valid,  though  its  constitutionality  was  not  expressly  passed  upon. 

In  Fisher  v.  Hernnan,  118  Wis.  424,  95  N.  W.  392,  the  court  assumed 
the  validity  of  such  a  statute,  although  it  expressly  refused  to  pass 
upon  the  question  of  its  constitutionality  because  such  question  was 
not  presented  to  it  either  by  oral  argument  or  the  briefs  of  counsel. 
The  cases  cited  above  were  called  to  the  attention  of  the  supreme 
court  of  Utah  and  by  it  commented  upon  in  deciding  the  principal 
case.  That  court  distinguished  them  from  the  principal  case  and 
refused  to  follow  them  as  controlling  authority  on  the  questions  in- 
volved, for  two  reasons:  1.  Because  the  statute  of  Utah,  unlike  that 
of  either  Massachusetts  or  Washington,  failed  to  exempt  from  the 
operation  of  its  provisions  persons  acting  in  a  fiduciary  or  official 
capacity,  or  under  judicial  process;  and  2.  Because  none  of  the 
fltatutes  of  the  other  states,  like  that  of  Utah,  made  it  a  criminal 
offense  by  both  the  buyer  and  seller  of  the  stock  of  goods,  to  act 
in  making  the  sale  and  purchase  in  disobedience  or  disregard  of 
their  provisions. 

In  a  late  case  in  Virginia  (Young  v.  Commonwealth,  101  Va.  853, 
45  S.  E.  327)  it  was  held  in  accord  with  the  rule  laid  down  in  the 
principal  case,  that. the  only  authority  which  the  state  has  to  regu- 
late  or  control  the  private  business  of  a  citizen  grows  out  of  its 
police  power,  or  power  to  enact  laws  pertaining  to  the  public  health, 
the  public  safety  or  the  public  morals,  and  that  a  statute  similar 
in  most  respects  to  that  involved  in  the  principal  case  regulating 
such  private  business  in  a  manner  which  in  no  wise  pertains  to  pub- 
lic health,  safety  or  morals  is  not  a  valid  exercise  of  the  police 
powen 
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latnre  should  undertake  to  provide  that  persons  following  some 
specified  lawful  trade  or  employment  should  not  have  capacity 
^^®  to  make  contracts,  or  to  receive  conveyances,  or  to  bnild 
such  houses  as  others  were  allowed  to  erect,  or  in  any  other  way 
to  make  such  use  of  their  property  as  was  permissible  to  others, 
it  can  scarcely  be  doubted  that  the  act  would  transcend  the  due 
bounds  of  legislative  power,  even  though  no  express  constitu- 
tional provision  could  be  pointed  out  with  which  it  would  come 
in  conflict.     To  forbid  to  an  individual  or  a  class  the  right  to 
the  acquisition  or  enjoyment  of  property  in  such  manner  as 
should  be  permitted  to  the  community  at  large  would  be  to 
deprive  them  of  liberty  in  particulars  of  primary  importance 
to  their  'pursuit  of  happiness/ ''    In  Bank  v.  Divine  Grrocery 
Co.,  97  Tenn.  603,  37  S.  W.  390,  it  was  said :  "To  take  from 
property  its  chief  element  of  value,  and  to  deny  to  the  citizen 
the  right  to  use  and  transfer  it  in  any  proper  and  legitimate 
manner,  is  as  much  depriving  him  of   his  property  as  if  the 
property  itself  were  taken.^'    In  People  v.  Otis,  90  N.  Y.  48, 
it  was  said :  "Depriving  an  owner  of  property  of  one  of  its  essen- 
tial attributes  is  depriving  him  of  his  property  within  the  con- 
stitutional provisions/'    In  State  v.  Goodwill,  33  W.  Va.  179, 
25  Am.  St.  Eep.  863,  10  S.  E.  285,  6  L.  R.  A.  621,  it  was  said: 
"The  right  to  use,  buy  and  sell  property,  and  contract  in  re- 
spect thereto,  including  contracts  for  labor — which  is,  as  we 
have  seen,  property — ^is  protected  by  the  constitution.     If  the 
legislature,  without  any  public  necessity,  has  the  power  to  pro- 
hibit or  restrict  the  right  of  contract  between  private  persons 
in  respect  to  one  lawful  trade  or  business,  then  it  may  prevent 
the  prosecution  of  all  trades,  and  regulate  all  contracts.^'     So, 
in  State  v.  Loomis,  115  Mo.  307,  22  S.  W.  350,  21  L.  R.  A. 
789,  it  was  observed :  '^Liberty,  we  have  seen,  includes  the  right 
to  acquire  property,  and  that  means  and  includes  the  right  to 
make  and  enforce  contracts.     We  do  not  say  that  such  rights 
cannot  be  regulated  by  general    law,  but  we  do  say  that  the 
legislature  cannot  single  out  one  class  of  persons  who  are  com- 
petent to  contract,  and  deprive  them  of  rights  in  that  respect 
which  are  accorded  ^®®  to  other   persons.     The  constitutional 
declaration  that  no  person  shall  be  deprived  of  life,  liberty,  or 
property  without  due  process  of  law  was  designed  to  protect 
and  preserve  their  existing  rights  against  arbitrary  legislation 
as  well  as  against  arbitrary  executive  and  judicial  acts.     The 
sections  of  our  statute  in  question  deprive  a  class  of  persons  of 
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the  right  to  make  and  enforce  ordinary  contracts^  and  they  in« 
troduce  a  system  of  state  paternalism  which  is  at  war  with  the 
fundamental  principles  of  onr  government^  and  as  we  have  be- 
fore said,  are  not  due  process  of  law."    People  v.  Gillson,  109 
N.  Y.  389,  4  Am.  St.  Rep.  465,  17  N.  E.  343,  is  a  case  where 
the  legislature  had  passed  an  act  prohibiting  the  sale  or  dis- 
posal of  any  article  of  food,  or  any  offer  or  attempt  to  do  bo„ 
upon  any  representation  or  inducement  that  anything  else  would 
be  delivered  as  a  gift^  prize,  premium,  or  reward  to  the  pur- 
chasers, and  provided  that  any  person  violating  any  of    ita 
provisions  should  be  deemed  guilty  of  a  misdemeanor.    Mr. 
Justice  Peckham,  holding  the  enactment  unconstitutional  and 
void,  in  the  course  of  his  opinion,  said:  'It  cannot  be  truth- 
fully maintained  that  this  legislation  does  not  seriously  infringe 
upon  the  liberty  of  the  owner  or  dealer  in  food  products  to  pur- 
sue a  lawful  calling  in  a  proper  manner,  or  that  it  does  not, 
to  some  extent  at  least,  deprive  a  person  of  his  property  by  cur- 
tailing his  power  of  sale;  and  unless  this  infringement  and 
deprivation  are  reasonably  necessary  for  the  common  welfare, 
or  may  be  said  to  fairly  tend  in  that  direction  or  to  that  result, 
the  legislation  is  invalid,  as  plainly  violative  of  the  constitu- 
tional provision  under  discussion."    Again,  he  said:  "Nor  can 
this  act  stand  as  a  valid  exercise  of  legislative  power  to  enact 
what  shall  amount  to  a  crime.    The  power  of  the  legislature  to 
so  declare  is  exceedingly  large,  and  it  is  difficult  to  define  its 
exact  liniit.    But  that  there  is  a  limit  even  to  that  power,  under 
our  constitution,  we  entertain  no  doubt,  and  we  think  that  limit 
has  been  reached  and  passed  in  the  act  under  review.    The 
power  has  been  unlawfully  exercised  in  this  instance  *^^  for 
the  same  reason  that  we  have  already  stated — because  it  violates 
the  constitutional  provision  which  secures  to  each  person  in  this 
state  his  liberty  and  property,  except  as  he  shall  be  deprived  of 
one  or  both  by  due  process  of  law.'*    In  Butchers'  Union  Co. 
V.  Crescent  City  Co.,  Ill  TJ.  S.  746,  4  Sup.  Ct.  Eep.  652,  28  L. 
ed.  585,  Mr.  Justice  Field,  speaking  of  constitutional  rights, 
said:  "Among  these  inalienable  rights,  as  proclaimed  in  that 
great  document^  is  the  right  of  men  to  pursue  their  happiness, 
by  which  is  meant  the  right  to  pursue  any  lawful  business  or 
vocation  in  any  manner  not  inconsistent  with  the  equal  rights 
of  others^  which  may  increase  their  prosperity  or  develop  their 
faculties,  so  as  to  give  to  them  their  highest  enjoyment.    The 
coinmon  business  and  callings  of  life,  the  ordinary  trades  and 
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latnre  should  undertake  to  provide  that  persons  following  some 
specified  lawful  trade  or  employment  should  not  have  capadtj 
^^®  to  make  contracts^  or  to  receive  conveyances,  or  to  build 
such  houses  as  others  were  allowed  to  erect,  or  in  any  other  way 
to  make  such  use  of  their  property  as  was  permissible  to  others^ 
it  can  scarcely  be  doubted  that  the  act  would  transcend  the  due 
bounds  of  legislative  power,  even  though  no  express  constitu- 
tional provision  could  be  pointed  out  with  which  it  would  come 
in  conflict.  To  forbid  to  an  individual  or  a  class  the  right  to 
the  acquisition  or  enjoyment  of  property  in  such  manner  as 
should  be  permitted  to  the  community  at  large  would  be  to 
deprive  them  of  liberty  in  particulars  of  primary  importance 
to  their  'pursuit  of  happiness/ '^  In  Bank  v.  Divine  Grocery 
Co.,  97  Tenn.  603,  37  S.  W.  390,  it  was  said :  "To  take  from 
property  its  chief  element  of  value,  and  to  deny  to  the  citizen 
the  right  to  use  and  transfer  it  in  any  proper  and  legitimate 
manner,  is  as  much  depriving  him  of  his  property  as  if  the 
property  itself  were  tak^.'^  In  People  v.  Otis,  90  N.  Y.  48, 
it  was  said :  "Depriving  an  owner  of  property  of  one  of  its  essen- 
tial attributes  is  depriving  him  of  his  property  within  the  con- 
stitutional provisions.'*  In  State  v.  Goodvnll,  33  W.  Va.  179, 
26  Am.  St.  Eep.  863,  10  S.  E.  285,  6  L.  R.  A.  621,  it  was  said : 
'TThe  right  to  use,  buy  and  sell  property,  and  contract  in  re- 
spect thereto,  including  contracts  for  labor — which  is,  as  we 
have  seen,  property — ^is  protected  by  the  constitution.  If  the 
legislature,  without  any  public  necessity,  has  the  power  to  pro- 
hibit or  restrict  the  right  of  contract  between  private  persons 
in  respect  to  one  lawful  trade  or  business,  then  it  may  prevent 
the  prosecution  of  all  trades,  and  regulate  all  contracts.*'  So, 
in  State  v.  Loomis,  115  Mo.  307,  22  S.  W.  350,  21  L.  R.  A. 
789,  it  was  observed :  "Liberty,  we  have  seen,  includes  the  right 
to  acquire  property,  and  that  means  and  includes  the  right  to 
make  and  enforce  contracts.  We  do  not  say  that  such  rights 
cannot  be  regulated  by  general  law,  but  we  do  say  that  the 
legislature  cannot  single  out  one  class  of  persons  who  are  com- 
petent to  contract,  and  deprive  them  of  rights  in  that  respect 
which  are  accorded  ^®®  to  other  persons.  The  constitutional 
declaration  that  no  person  shall  be  deprived  of  life,  liberty,  or 
property  without  due  process  of  law  was  designed  to  protect 
and  preserve  their  existing  rights  against  arbitrary  legislation 
as  well  as  against  arbitrary  executive  and  judicial  acts.  The 
sections  of  our  statute  in  question  deprive  a  class  of  persons  of 
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the  right  to  make  and  enforce  ordinary  contracts^  and  they  in« 
troduce  a  system  of  state  paternalism  which  is  at  war  with  the 
fundamental  principles  of  onr  government^  and  as  we  have  be- 
fore said,  are  not  due  process  of  law/'    People  v.  Gillson,  109 
N.  Y.  389,  4  Am.  St.  Eep.  465,  17  N.  E.  343,  is  a  case  where 
the  legislature  had  passed  an  act  prohibiting  the  sale  or  dis- 
posal of  any  article  of  food,  or  any  offer  or  attempt  to  do  so> 
upon  any  representation  or  inducement  that  anything  else  would 
be  deliyered  as  a  gift»  prize,  premium,  or  reward  to  the  pur* 
chasers,  and  provided  that  any  person  violating  any  of    it& 
provisions  should  be  deemed  guilty  of  a  misdemeanor.    Mr. 
Justice  Feckham,  holding  the  enactment  unconstitutional  and 
void,  in  the  course  of  his  opinion,  said:  ^t  cannot  be  truth- 
fully maintained  that  this  legislation  does  not  seriously  infringe 
upon  the  liberty  of  the  owner  or  dealer  in  food  products  to  pur- 
sue a  lawful  calling  in  a  proper  manner,  or  that  it  does  not, 
to  some  extent  at  least,  deprive  a  person  of  his  property  by  cur- 
tailing his  power  of  sale;  and  unless  this  infringement  and 
deprivation  are  reasonably  necessary  for  the  common  welfare, 
or  may  be  said  to  fairly  tend  in  that  direction  or  to  that  result, 
the  legislation  is  invalid,  as  plainly  violative  of  the  constitu- 
tional provision  under  discussion.*'    Again,  he  said:  "Nor  can 
this  act  stand  as  a  valid  exercise  of  legislative  power  to  enact 
what  shall  amount  to  a  crime.    The  power  of  the  legislature  to 
so  declare  is  exceedingly  large,  and  it  is  difficult  to  define  its 
exact  limit.    But  that  there  is  a  limit  even  to  that  power,  under 
our  constitution,  we  entertain  no  doubt,  and  we  think  that  limit 
has  been  reached  and  passed  in  the  act  under  review.    The 
power  has  been  unlawfully  exercised  in  this  instance  *^^  for 
the  same  reason  that  we  have  already  stated — ^because  it  violates 
the  constitutional  provision  which  secures  to  each  person  in  this 
state  his  liberty  and  property,  except  as  he  shall  be  deprived  of 
one  or  both  by  due  process  of  law.*'    In  Butchers'  Union  Co. 
v.  Crescent  City  Co.,  Ill  U.  S.  746,  4  Sup.  Ct.  Eep.  652,  28  L. 
ed.  686,  Mr.  Justice  Field,  speaking  of  constitutional  rights, 
said:  ^' Among  these  inalienable  rights,  as  proclaimed  in  that 
great  document,  is  the  right  of  men  to  pursue  their  happiness, 
by  which  is  meant  the  right  to  pursue  any  lawful  business  or 
vocation  in  any  manner  not  inconsistent  with  the  equal  rights 
of  others,  which  may  increase  tbeir  prosperity  or  develop  their 
faculties,  so  as  to  give  to  them  their  highest  enjoyment.    The 
coinmon  business  and  callings  of  life,  the  ordinary  trades  and 
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of  Denyer,  for  the  draft,  it  would  not  have  been  possible  for 
him  to  have  perpetrated  the  fraud  and  procured   the    draft. 
Not  only  did  appellant  fail  to  exercise  ordinary  business  caret 
on  this  occasion^  but  accompanied  the  draft  with  a  letter  whicK 
was  suflBcient  to  enable  Malloy  to  dispel  every  doubt  that  the  or- 
dinary business  man  might  entertain  as  to  the  regalarity  of  the 
transaction  that  put  him  in  possession  of  the  instrument.     The 
rule  is  tersely,  and,  we  think,  correctly,  stated  in  the  case  of 
Crippen  v.  American  Nat.  Bank,  61  Mo.  App.  508,  as  follows: 
''That  when  both  parties  to  a  transaction  are  innocent,  and  the 
loss  must  fall  upon  one,  it  should  be  upon  the  one  who  in  law 
most  facilitated   the   fraud.'*    Appellant,  having   issued    and 
placed  in  the  hands  of  an  impostor  its  draft,  a  negotiable  instru- 
ment that  is  accepted  and  exchanged  with  almost  the  same  de- 
gree of  confidence  in  commercial  centers  as  are  national  bank 
notes,  ought  not  to  be  permitted  to  repudiate  it,  and  compel 
respondent,  who  honestly  **®  and  in  good  faith  became  an  in- 
dorser,  to  stand  the  loss,  which  the  record  shows  was  made  pos- 
sible by  appellant  failing  to  observe  tiie  usual  and  customary 
business  rules  followed  by  banking-houses  and  other  commercial 
institutions  in  issuing  this  class  of  paper.     As  was  said  by  the 
court  in  the  case  of  Levy  v.  Bank  of  America,  24  La.  Ann.  220, 
13  Am.  Bep.  124:  "The  plaintiffs  cannot  successfully  complain 
that  the  bank  failed  to  protect  them  from  the  devices  of  a  per- 
son who  had  with  so  little  effort  deceived  and  defrauded  them. 
•  •  •  •  It  seems  to  us  that  they  are  endeavoring  to  make  the 
bank  repair  a  loss  which  they  brought  on  themselves  by  their 
own    carelessness.*'     In  this  ca^e  it  was  not  shown,  nor  is  it 
claimed,  that   there  was  any  fact  or  circumstance   connected 
with  the  transaction  by  which  respondent  became  the  owner  of 
tlie  draft  in  question  that  would  have  justified   the   slightest 
suspicion  on  his  part  that  Malloy  obtained  it  by  fraud ;  but,  on 
the  other  hand,  he  knew  that  Malloy  had  sent  an  order  for  the 
draft,  which,  when  issued,  was  forwarded  to  respondent's  place 
of  business,  the  letter  opened  in  his  presence,  and  the  draft  pro- 
duced and  shown  to  him  by  a  man  whom  he  had  known  for 
two  years.    Under  these  circumstances  respondent  did  no  more 
in  identifying  Malloy  and  indorsing  the  draft  than  any  busi- 
rcss  man  of  ordinary  prudence  would  have  been  justified  in 
doins:  under  the  same  or  similar  circumstances. 

We  are  of  the  opinion,  and  so  hold,  that  appellant,  by  its  own 
carelessness  having  furnished  Malloy  the  means  by  which  he 
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perpetrated  the  fraud,  ought   to   stand   the   loss   occasioned 
thereby. 

The  judgment  is  afiOrmed,  with  costs. 

Baskin,  C.  J.,  and  Bartch^  J.,  concur. 

For  Authoriiiei  bearing  upon  the  decision  in  the  prineipal  ease^ 
Bee  Land  Title  and  Trust  Oo.  y.  Northwestern  Nat.  Bank,  196  Pa. 
St.  230,  79  Am.  St.  Rep.  717,  46  Atl.  420,  50  L.  B.  A.  75;  Burrows 
V.  Western  Union  TeL  Ca,  86  Minn.  499,  91  Am.  St.  Bep.  380,  90  N. 
'W.  1111;  First  Nat.  Bank  v.  City  Nat.  Bank,  182  Mass.  130  65  N. 
£•  24,  58  L.  B^  A.  433,  94  Am.  St,  Bep.  637,  and  monographie  note. 


BLOCK  &  GEIPP  v-SCHWAETZ. 

[27  Utah,  387,  70  Pac.  22.] 

OONBTITUTIOKAIi   LAW. — Statntes    wiU   not   be   Declared 

Void  simply  because,  in  the  opinion  of  the  court,  they  are  unwise, 

or  opposed  to  justice  and  equity.    Statutes  must  in  some  way  violate 

constitutional  provisions  in  order  that  they  may  be  declared  void. 

(p.  974.) 

COKSTITUTIONAL  GUABAinnr  that  ITo  Person  ShaU  be 
Deprived  of  life,  liberty  or  property,  without  due  process  of  law 
ombraces  not  only  freedom  from  servitude  and  from  imprisoninent 
and  arbitrary  restraint  of  person,  but  also  all  our  religious,  civil, 
political  and  personal  rights,  including  the  right  in  each  subject  to 
purchase,  hold,  and  sell  or  dispose  of  his  property  in  the  same  way 
that  his  neighbor  may,  and  of  such  "liberty"  no  one  can  be  de- 
prived without  due  process  of  law.     (p.  976.) 

CONSTITUTIONAL  LAW— Liberty  to  SeU  Property.— A 
statute  which  deprives  an  owner  of  his  "liberty"  to  Bell  his  prop- 
erty, or  contract  in  relation  thereto,  in  the  same  manner  as  others 
engaged  in  the  same  business  may  lawfully  do,  invades  his  guaran- 
tee constitutional  rights,  and  cannot  be  upheld,     (p.  977.) 

CONSTITUTIONAL  LAW  — Exercise  of  Police  Power.— 
Neither  the  legislature  nor  the  executive  can,  under  the  guise  of 
police  regulation,  arbitrarily  or  unjustly,  without  good  cause,  restrict 
or  infringe  upon  the  property  rights  or  the  liberty  of  any  person 
within  the  protection  of  the  constitution,  and  whenever  the  legis* 
lature  undertakes  to  determine  what  is  a  proper  exercise  of  the 
police  power,  its  determination  is  a  subject  of  judicial  scrutiny,  (p. 
980.)  

CONSTITUTIONAL  LAW.— Police  Power  may  be  exercised 
to  promote  the  safety,  health,  comfort  and  welfare  of  society,  and 
'  to  sustain  legislation  as  a  proper  exercise  of  such  power,  it  must 
have  reference  to  some  such  end.     (p.  980.) 

OONSTITXTTIONAL  LAW.— Exercise  of  Police  Power  does 
not  justify  the  enactment  of  a  statute  prohibiting  solvent  mer- 
chants from  disposing  of  their  stock  of  goods  in  bulk  without 
notifying  their  creditors,     (pp.  980,  981.) 
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OOVBTlTOmVAL  ULW— SUtSte  IfaigriaHBC  Sato  aC  StBcSc 

of  GtoodB  In  Bulk. — A  statute  prohibiting,  under  a  penalty,  anj  mer- 
chant, whether  solvent  or  insolyonty  from  selling  or  dispo«iii|jr  of  his 
stock  of  goods  in  bulk,  without  an  iarentory  thereof,  sad  aotifica- 
tion  to  his  creditors,  and  which  applies  also  to  persons  actinia  in  a 
fiduciary  capacity  and  under  judicial  process,  and  whieh  doem  aot 
apply  to  merchants  who  are  not  indebted,  is  unconstitutional  as  de- 
priTiaig  a  solrent  mcrohant  of  his  property  and  Kbeity  t«  eontract 
without  dae  proeess  of  law,  and  as  beinir  claas  legidaticm.  CP- 
981.) 

OaarSRTirROiiAX*  ZAW.r-8ta«id(M  WMA  PBdak  Cfe^Bin- 
any  One  Pexaon  for  the  doing  of  an  act  which  another  penon  ia  the 
sams  line  of  bnsineas  may  lawfully  do,  aro  uaeonstitutional,  as  be- 
ing class  legislation,  and  as  a  deprivation  of  property  and  liberty 
without  due  process  of  law.     (p.  986.) 

Zone  &  Stringfellow^  for  the  appellant 
W.  R.  Huthinson,  for  the  respondent 

^^  BAETCH,  J.    This  actioB  wa*  originally  hrought  in  a 
justice's  court  on  April  2,  19Qf2,  to  recover  two  himdred  and 
sev^itj-Beyen  dollars  and  forty-eevea  c^iis  for  merchandise 
•old   and   delivered   to  the  defendant  ^*^  Schwarts.     On  the 
same  daj^  at  the  instance  of  the  plaintiffs^  the  goods  were  at- 
tached while  in  the  poBseoaion  of  tiie  iBt&tYeoer,  John  Mann, 
to  whom  Schwartz  had  preyionaly,  an  March  29, 1902,  sold  and 
delivered  the  same  for  the  sum  of  five  hundred  and  fifty  doXlars, 
which  was  its  fair  value,  the  pirehase  having  beoi  made  in 
good  faith.    After  the  writ  of  attadunent  was  levied  u|k«i  the 
goods  the  pmrchaser  filed  his  eomplaint  in  intervention,  claim- 
ing to  own  aU  the  property  included  in  the  levy,  and  praying 
that  the  attachment  be  dissolved,  and  the  goods  jestoaced  to  his 
possession,  and  for  damages  and  costs.    Neither  tiie  seller  nor 
the  purchaser  made  an  inventory  of  the  merchandise  before  sale^ 
as  required  by  the  act  approved   March  14,  1901  (Utah  Sess. 
Laws,  p.  67,  c.  67) ;  nor  did  th^  in  other  req^eeta  comply  with 
the  requirements  of  that  act    l%e  cause  was  first  tried  in  the 
justice^s  court,  where  judgment  was  rendered  in  favor  of  the 
intervener,  and  then  appealed  to  and  tried  in  the  district  courts 
where  the  sale  was  held  fraudulent  and  void  under  the  statute 
referred  to,  and  judgment  rendered  in  favor  of  the  plaintiffs. 
The  appeal  to  this  court  presents  simply  the  question  of  the  con- 
stitutionality of  the  law  relating  to  the  sale  of  merchandise  in 
bulk,  found  in  that  enactment. 

The  appellant  contends  that  the  act  is  unconstitutional  aad 
void,  and  that,  therefore,  he  cannot  be  punished  for  a  violation 
pf  its  provisions.     He  insists  that  it  is  repugnant  to  and  in 
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conflict  with  botb  federal  and  state  constitutions,  in  that  it 
abridges  and  interferes  with  the  inherent  and  inalienable  rights 
"which  are  guaranteed  to  e^ery  subject  hj  both  constitutions. 
TThe  respondent  contends  that  the  act  is  not  in  conflict  with 
the  supreme  kw,  but  is  the  result  of  a  proper  exercise^  by  the 
legislating  of  the  police  power  of  the  state.  In  determining 
the  qnestiooi  thus  preamted  it  behooTes  us  to  be  mindful  of  the 
fact  that  the  enactment  in  eoatroveiBy  has,  in  the  judgment  of 
Iboth  the  legislatiTe  and  executive  branches  of  the  state  goYem- 
menty  been  declared  a  TaHd  exercise  of  legislative  power.  Courts 
***  win  always  approach  such  a  judgment  with  that  oonsidera^ 
tion  and  respect  whidi  is  due  to  tihie  co-ordinate  branches  of  the 
goyenimeiEty  and  if,  upon  an  examination  and  comparison  of  the 
enactment  with  the  constitutional  proyisions  which  it  is  claimed 
to  Tiolate,  there  is  a  well-gToanded  doubt  of  its  validity,  such 
doubt  must  be  resolved  in  fa^ror  of  tti  constitutionality.  If, 
however,  notwHiiataiiding  the  enaetaoaent  was  passed  with  all 
due  deliberation  and  fonnalities,  it  be  found  to  contravene 
constitutional  provisions,  or  to  constitute  an  infringement  upon 
the  rights  of  individuals  guaranteed  by  the  constitution,  then 
the  courts  have  the  conceded  power  to  declare  void  the  enact- 
ment, as  being  a  violation  of  the  supreme  law  of  the  land.  But, 
although  snch  power  is  lodged  in  the  courts,  thqr  will  not  de- 
clare void  a  legislative  enactment  unless  there  is  a  substantial 
conflict  between  it  and  the  constitution;  and  so  high  a  regard 
do  the  courts  entertain  for  the  judgment  of  the  makers  of  the 
law  that  in  determining  the  vaUdity  of  an  enactment  every 
presumption  will  be  indulged  in  favor  of  its  constitutionality. 
The  question  of  the  validity  of  a  legislative  act  can  alone  be 
determined  by  reference  to  the  constitutional  inhibitions  and 
restraints.  Whenever  as  to  any  subject  within  the  jurisdiction 
of  the  state,  the  oonstitutions  of  the  state  and  of  the  United 
States  are  mlent,  the  legislature  may  speak;  and  when  it  does 
speak  its  enactm^it  will  not  be  dedared  vcad  simply  because, 
in  the  opinion  of  the  court,  it  is  unwise,  or  opposed  to  justice 
and  equity.  The  sole  question  in  sudi  case  is  whether  the  act 
violates  the  supreme  law  of  the  state  or  of  the  United  States. 
If  it  doesi,  it  is  the  plain  duty  of  the  courts  to  declare  its  in- 
validity. The  question  under  consideration  murt  be  determined 
in  the  light  of  these  principles^  whidi  have  been  frequentiy 
asserted  by  the  courts. 

Section  1  of  the  act  in  controversy  reads:  '^A  sale  of  any 
portion  of  a  stock  of  merdnandise  otherwise  than  in  the  ordinary 


974  American  State  Reports,  Vol.  101.  [Utah, 

conrse  of  trade,  and  in  the  regular  and  usual  prosecution  of  the 
seller's  business,  or  a  sale  of  ^®*  an  entire  stock  of  merchandise 
in  bulk,  is  fraudulent  and  yoid  as  against  the  creditors  of  the 
seller,  unless  the  seller  and  purchaser  shall  at  least  five  days 
before  the  sale  make  a  full  and  detailed  inventory,  showing 
the  quantity,  and  so  far  as  possible,  with  the  exercise  of  reason- 
able diligence,  the  cost  price  to  the  seller  of  each  article  to  be 
included  in  the  sale,  and  unless  6;uch  purchaser  shall  at  least 
five  days  before  the  sale,  in  good  faith,  make  full  and  explicit 
inquiry  of  the  seller  as  to  the  names  and  places  of  residence  or 
places  of  business  of  each  and  all  of  the  creditors  of  the  seller, 
and  the  amount  owing  each  creditor,  and  unless  the  purchaser 
shall  at  least  five  days  before  the  sale,  in  good  faith,  notify,  or 
cause  to  be  notified,  personally  or  by  registered  mail,  each  of 
the  seller's  creditors  of  whom  the  purchaser  has  knowledge  or 
can  with  the  exercise  of  reasonable  diligence  acquire  knowledge, 
of  said  proposed  sale,  and  of  the  said  cost  price  of  the  mer- 
chandise to  be  sold  and  of  the  price  proposed  to  be  paid  therefor 
by  the  purchaser/*    Section  2  makes  the  violation  of  the  pro- 
visions of  the  first  section  a  misdemeanor,  and  prescribes  a 
penalty   thereof.    Under  the   provisions  of  the  act  a  sale  of 
any  portion  or  all  of  a  stock  of  merchandise,  made  out  of  the 
ordinary  course  of  trade,  by  any  merchant  who  has  creditors, 
without  a  detailed  inventory  made  at  least  five  days  before  the 
sale,  showing  the  cost  price  of  each  article,  and  notice  of  the  pro- 
posed sale,  the  cost  price,  and  selling  price,  given  at  least  five 
days  before  the  sale  to  each  creditor,  is  not  only  fraudulent 
and  void,  but  also  renders  both  the  seller  and  purchaser  guiliy 
of  a  misdemeanor,  and  subjects  them  to  the  penalty  provided 
in  the  act  for  that  crime.    Not  only  this,  but  the  merchant, 
though  ever  so  solvent  and  able  to  pay  his  debts,  must,  in  order 
to  effect  a  sale  of  the  whole  or  any  portion  of  his  stock  out  of 
the  usual  course  of  trade,  expose  the  secrets  of  his  business  to 
every  person  who  may  seek  to  buy  and  to  whom  he  may  desire 
to  sell,  as  well  as  to  every  creditor.     The  making  of  inventories 
and  giving  notices  as  required  by  the  act,  it  can  ^^®*  readily 
be  seen,  would,  in  many  instances,  almost  absolutely  prohibit 
the  consummation  of  such  sales.     Such  would  doubtless  be  the 
practical  operation  of  the  act  in  its  application  to  large  depart- 
ment stores,  where  the  creditors  are  numerous,  and  the  stock 
of  merchandise  immense.    The  lapse  of  time  necessarily  in- 
cident to  a  compliance  with  the  provisions  of  the  act  would  have 
a  strong  tendency  to  prevent  advantageous  sales  by  the  class  of 
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merchants  affected.  In  many  instances  it  would^  doubtless^ 
require  many  days,  or  even  months,  to  complete  such  an  in- 
ventory and  give  such  notices;  and  in  active  business  com- 
munities purchasers  are  not  likely  to  look  with  much  favor  on 
Buch  delays.  In  this  age  of  competition  it  is  quite  apparent 
that  this  would  place  such  a  merchant  at  a  great  disadvantage 
in  his  struggles  to  provide  for  his  family — in  competing  with 
his  neighbor  who  has  no  creditors.  These  same  disadvantages 
would  likewise  follow  the  purchaser  of  the  merchandise,  in  his 
endeavor  to  again  dispose  of  the  goods  if  he  should  happen  to 
be  a  debtor. 

The  act  appears  to  be  unreasonably  restrictive,  and  is  liable 
to  snbject  individuals  to  punishment  for  acts  wholly  innocent. 
It  seems  calculated  to  inflict  upon  the  seller  the  loss  of  an  ad- 
vantageous sale,  and  cause  the  purchaser  to  refrain  from  mak- 
ing what  might  to  him  be  an  advantageous  purchase,  because 
of  the  risk  of  delay.    It  is  favorable  to  one  class  of  merchants 
and  unfavorable  to  another,  and  thus  places  competitors  in  the 
same  line  of  business  upon  different  planes.    In  its  operation, 
as  to  one  class  of  merchants,  it  brands  as  criminals  persons 
perfectly  solvent,  and  abundantly  able  to  discharge  their  debts 
and  obligations,  for  making  bargains  according  to  customs  and 
usages  which  have  prevailed  in  the  commercial  world  from 
time  immemorial,  while  as  to  the  other  class  the  same  bargains 
would  be  lawful    It  holds  out  advantages  to  one  and  denies 
them  to  another,  both  pursuing  the  same  business  for  a  liveli- 
hood.   As  to  the  debtor  class,  it  prevents  a  free  exchange  of 
lawful  commodities,  and  thus  *^  operates  in  restraint  of  trade. 
Undoubtedly,  the  legislature  has  power  to  legislate  as  to  the 
general  right  of  debtors  to  dispose  of  their  property,  and  in  en- 
acting sueh  legislation  the  legislature  hais  the  right  to  consider 
the  debtor's  right  of  disposal  of  his  property  by  contract  or 
otherwise  in  connection  with  the  general  right  of  creditors  to 
have  afforded  an  opportunity  to  collect  their  claims;  but  such 
legislation  must  not  transcend  constitutional   limitations,   or 
invade  the  guaranteed  rights  and  liberties  of  individuals.    If 
within  such  limitations,  such  legislation  will  be  upheld,  although 
it  be  deemed  unwise,  or,  in  its  operation,  unfair  and  unjust.     So 
the  act  in  question,  as  we  have  seen,  would  evidently,  in  its 
general  operation,  result  unjustly  and  unfairly;  yet,  if  it  does 
not  trench  upon  constitutional  law,  it  cannot  be  held  void. 

The  appellant,  however,  claims  that  the  enactment  interferes 
\riih  and  abridges  his  inalienable  rights,  as  well  as  those  of 
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others  in  like  sitnation,  subjeciB  of  tUs  oommonwealfh ;  and 
for  his  and  their  protection  against  the  consequences  which  nat- 
urally flow  from  snch  an  enactment  he  appeals  to  sectioiL  1, 
article  14,  of  amendments  to  the  constitation  of  the  TJnited 
States,  which^  on  this  subject,  provides :  ^o  state  riiall  make 
or  enforce  any  law  which  shall  abridge  the  privileges  or  im- 
munities of  citizens  of  the  United  States;  nor  shall  any  state 
deprive  any  person  of  life,  liberty  or  property,  without  due  pro- 
cess of  law;  nor  deny  to  any  person  within  its  jurisdiction  the 

equal  protection  of  the  laws/'    For  like  reasons  he  appeals  to 
section  1,  article  1,  of  the  constitution  of  this  state^  which  inter 
alia,  provides :  ''All  men  have  the  inherent  and  inalienable  right 
to  enjoy  and  defend  their  lives  and  liberties;  to  acquire,  possess 
and  protect    property;  .  •  •  •  to  assemble    peaceably,   protest 
against  wrongs,  and  petition  for  redress  of  grievances^;  and 
also  to  section  7  of  article  1,  which  provides :  ''No  person  diall 
be  deprived  of  life,  liberty  or  property,  without  due  procesB  of 
law/'    These  constitutional  provisions  constitute  the  aupreme 
law  of  the  '^^  commonwealth  upon  this  subject    To  that  law 
the  executive,  liie  legislative,  and  the  jv^dicial  departments  of 
the  government  alike  must  bow  obedienoe,  as  well  as  every  sub- 
ject.    It  forbids  the  abridgment  by  the  state  of  the  privileges 
and  immunities  of  all  dtissens.    Under  its  mandate  no  person 
can  be  deprived  of  life,  liberty,  or  property  without  due  process 
of  law,  and  every  person  is  entitled  to  the  equal  protection  of 
the  laws^  and  may  acquire  property,  possess  and  protect  it,  as 
well  as  defend  his  life  and  liberty.     These  are  inherent  and 
inalienable  rights  of  citizens,  and  are  constitutional  gnarantieB. 
An  enactment^  therefore,  which  deprives  a  person  arbitrarily  of 
his  property,  or  of  some  part  of  his  personal  liberty,  is  just 
as  much  inhibited  by  the  supreme  law  as  one  whidi  would  de- 
prive him  of  life.    And  'liberty,'^  in  the  sense  in  whidi  the 
term  is  here  employed,  is  not  restricted  te  mere  freedom  from 
imprisonment,  but  it  embraces  the  right  of  a  person  to  use  his 
God-given  powers,  employ  his  faculties,  ezeieise  his  judgment 
in  the  affairs  of  Life,  and  to  be  free  in  the  enjoyment  and  dis- 
posal of  his  acquisitions,  subject  only  to  such  restraints  as  are 
imposed  by  the  law  of  the  land  for  the  public  welfare,    ^e 
word  "liberty,'^  as  thus  employed  in  the  constitutions  and  un- 
derstood in  l^e  United  Stetes,  is  a  term  of  comprehensive  soqie. 
It  embraces  not  only  freedom  from  servitude  and  from  im- 
prisonment and  arbitrary  restraint  of  person^  but  also  all  our 
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religious^  civil,  political,  and  personal  rights,  including  the  right 
in  each  subject  to  purchase,  hold,  and  sell  or  dispose  of  property 
in  the  same  way  that  his  neighbor  may;  and  of  such  liberi;iea 
no  one  can  be  deprived  except  by  due  process  of  lisiw. 

Property  has  some  essential  attributes  without  which  we  could 
not  conceive  it  to  be  property.    Among  these  are  use,  enjoy- 
ment, susceptibility  of  purchase,  sale  and  of  contracts  in  rela^ 
tion  thereto.    The  taking  away  of  any  one  of  the  essential  at- 
tributes may  violate  the  constitutional  guaranty  that  no  person 
shall  be  deprived  of  his  property  without  due  process  of  law  as 
^*^^  clearly  as  in  case  of  a  physical  taking  without  due  process 
of  law.     An  enactment,  therefore,  like  the  one  in  controversy, 
which  deprives  an  owner  of  his  liberty  to  sell  his  property,  or 
contract  in  relation  thereto,  in  the  same  manner  as  others  en- 
gaged in  the  same  business  might  lawfully  do,  invades  his  rights 
guaranteed  by  the  constitution,  and  cannot  be  upheld;  and  to 
prevent  ihe  free  exchange  and  sale  or  disposal  of  property  ac- 
cording to  the  immemorial  usages  of  trade  is  to  deprive  it  of 
one  of  its  main  attributes.     "The  third  absolute  right,  inherent 
in  every  Englishman,''  says  Sir  William  Blackstone  in  his  classi- 
fication of  fundamental  rights,  ''is  that  of  property,  which  con- 
sists in  the  free  use,  enjoyment,  and  disposal  of  all  his  acquisi- 
tions, wittiout  any  control  or  diminution,  save  only  by  the  laws 
of  the  land*':  1  Blackstone^s  Commentaries,  138.     The  right 
thus  referred  to  and  defined  by  the  illustrious  commentator  is 
absolute  and  inherent  in  every  American,  subject  of  the  "United 
States,  by  virtue  of  the  supreme  law  of  the  land.     Therefore, 
"when  a  law  annihilates  the  value  of  property,  and  strips  it  of 
its  attributes,  by  which  alone  it  is  distinguished  as  property,  the 
owner  is  deprived  of  it  according  to  the  plainest  interpretation, 
and  certainly  within  the  spirit  of  a  constitutional  provision  in- 
tended especially  to  shield  private  rights  from  the  exercise  of 
arbitrary  power"*:  Wynehamer  v.  People,  13  N.  T.  378,  398. 
Judge  Cooley,  in  his  work  on  Constitutional  Limitations,  sixth 
edition,  484,  speaking  of  doubtful  or  questionable  legislation, 
says:  *'The  doubt  might  also  arise  whether  a  regulation  made 
for  any  one  class  of  citizens,  entirely  arbitrary  in  its  character, 
and  restricting  their  rights,  privileges,  or  legal  capacities  in  a 
manner  before  imknown  to  the  law,  could  be  sustained,  notwith- 
standing its  generality.    Distinctions  in  these  respects  must  rest 
upon  some  reason  upon  which  they  can  be  defended — like  the 
want  of  capacity  in  infants  and  insane  persons;  and  if  the  legis- 
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lature  should  undertake  to  provide  that  persons  following  some 
specified  lawful  trade  or  employment  should  not  have  capadtj 
^"^®  to  make  contracts^  or  to  receive  conveyances,  or  to  build 
such  houses  as  others  were  allowed  to  erect,  or  in  any  other  way 
to  make  such  use  of  their  property  as  was  permissible  to  otiiers^ 
it  can  scarcely  be  doubted  that  the  act  would  transcend  the  due 
bounds  of  legislative  power,  even  though  no  express  constitu- 
tional provision  could  be  pointed  out  with  which  it  would  come 
in  conflict.     To  forbid  to  an  individual  or  a  class  the  right  to 
the  acquisition  or  enjoyment  of  property  in  such  manner  as 
should  be  permitted  to  the  community  at  large  would  be  to 
deprive  them  of  liberty  in  particulars  of  primary  importance 
to  their  ^pursuit  of  happiness/'*    In  Bank  v.  Divine  Grocery 
Co.,  97  Tenn.  603,  37  S.  W.  390,  it  was  said :  "To  teke  from 
property  its  chief  element  of  value,  and  to  deny  to  the  citizen 
the  right  to  use  and  transfer  it  in  any  proper  and  legitimate 
-manner,  is  as  much  depriving  him  of   his  property  as  if  the 
property  itself  were  taken.*'    In  People  v.  Otis,  90  N.  Y.  48, 
it  was  said :  "Depriving  an  owner  of  property  of  one  of  its  essen- 
tial attributes  is  depriving  him  of  his  property  within  the  con- 
stitutional provisions.*'    In  State  v.  Goodwill,  33  W.  Va.  179, 
25  Am.  St.  Eep.  863,  10  S.  E.  285,  6  L.  R.  A.  621,  it  was  said  ; 
"The  right  to  use,  buy  and  sell  property,  and  contract  in  re- 
spect thereto,  including  contracts  for  labor — ^which  is,  as  we 
have  seen,  property — ^is  protected  by  the  consftitution.     If  the 
legislature,  without  any  public  necessity,  has  the  power  to  pro- 
hibit or  restrict  the  right  of  contract  between  private  persons 
in  respect  to  one  lawful  trade  or  business,  then  it  may  prevent 
the  prosecution  of  all  trades,  and  regulate  all  contracts."     So, 
in  State  v.  Loomis,  115  Mo.  307,  22  S.  W.  350,  21  L.  R.  A. 
789,  it  was  observed :  "Liberty,  we  have  seen,  includes  the  right 
to  acquire  property,  and  that  means  and  includes  the  right  to 
make  and  enforce  contracts.     We  do  not  say  that  such  rights 
cannot  be  regulated  by  general    law,  but  we  do  say  that  the 
legislature  cannot  single  out  one  class  of  persons  who  are  com- 
petent to  contract,  and  deprive  them  of  rights  in  that  respect 
which  are  accorded  ^®®  to  other   persons.     The  constitutional 
declaration  that  no  person  shall  be  deprived  of  life,  liberty,  or 
property  without  due  process  of  law  was  designed  to  protect 
and  preserve  their  existing  rights  against  arbitrary  legislation 
as  well  as  against  arbitrary  executive  and  judicial  acts.     The 
sections  of  our  statute  in  question  deprive  a  class  of  persons  of 
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the  right  to  make  and  enforce  ordinary  contracts,  and  they  in- 
troduce a  system  of  state  paternalism  which  is  at  war  with  the 
fundamental  principles  of  our  government,  and  as  we  have  be- 
fore said,  are  not  due  process  of  law/*    People  v.  Gillson,  109 
N.  Y.  389,  4  Am.  St.  Rep.  465,  17  N",  E.  343,  is  a  case  where 
the  legislature  had  passed  an  act  prohibiting  the  sale  or  dis» 
poBal  of  any  article  of  food,  or  any  oflEer  or  attempt  to  do  so> 
upon  any  representation  or  inducement  that  anything  else  would 
be  delivered  as  a  gift,  prize,  premium,  or  reward  to  the  pur» 
chasers,  and  provided  that  any  person  violating  any  of    ita 
provisions  should  be  deemed  guilty  of  a  misdemeanor.    Mr. 
Justice  Peckham,  holding  the  enactment  tmconstitutional  and 
Yoid,  in  the  course  of  his  opinion,  said:  'TLt  cannot  be  truth- 
fully maintained  that  this  legislation  does  not  seriously  infringe 
upon  the  liberty  of  the  owner  or  dealer  in  food  products  to  pur- 
sue a  lawful  calling  in  a  proper  manner,  or  that  it  does  not, 
to  some  extent  at  least,  deprive  a  person  of  his  property  by  cur- 
tailing his  power  of  sale;  and  unless  this  infringement  and 
deprivation  are  reasonably  necessary  for  the  common  welfare, 
or  may  be  said  to  fairly  tend  in  that  direction  or  to  that  result, 
the  legislation  is  invalid,  as  plainly  violative  of  the  constitu- 
tional provision  under  discussion.'*    Again,  he  said:  "Nor  can 
this  act  stand  as  a  valid  exercise  of  legislative  power  to  enact 
what  shall  amount  to  a  crime.    The  power  of  the  legislature  to 
so  declare  is  exceedingly  large,  and  it  is  difficult  to  define  its 
exact  limit.    But  that  there  is  a  limit  even  to  that  power,  imder 
our  constitution,  we  entertain  no  doubt,  and  we  think  that  limit 
has  been  reached  and  passed  in  the  act  under  review.    The 
power  has  been  xmlawfuUy  exercised  in  this  instance  ^^^  for 
the  same  reason  that  we  have  already  stated — ^because  it  violates 
the  constitutional  provision  which  secures  to  each  person  in  this 
state  his  liberty  and  property,  except  as  he  shall  be  deprived  of 
one  or  both  by  due  process  of  law.'*    In  Butchers'  Union  Co. 
V.  Crescent  City  Co.,  Ill  TJ.  S.  746,  4  Sup.  Ct.  Eep.  652,  28  L. 
ed.  585,  Mr.  Justice  Field,  speaking  of  constitutional  rights, 
said:  ''Among  these  inalienable  rights,  as  proclaimed  in  that 
great  document,  is  Ihe  right  of  men  to  pursue  their  happiness, 
by  which  is  meant  the  right  to  pursue  any  lawful  business  or 
vocation  in  any  manner  not  inconsistent  with  the  equal  rights 
of  others,  which  may  increase  their  prosperity  or  develop  their 
faculties,  so  as  to  give  to  them  their  highest  enjoyment.    The 
common  business  and  callings  of  life,  the  ordinary  trades  and 
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pnrsuitfl^  which,  are  innocuous  in  themselves^  and  hare  beea 
foUowed  in  all  communities  from  time  immemorial^  must 
therefore  be  free  in  this  coimtrj  to  all  alike  upon  the  same 
conditions.  The  right  to  pursue  them  without  let  or  hindrance, 
except  that  which  is  applied  to  all  peisons  of  the  same  age, 
sex,  and  condition,  is  a  distinguishing  privilege  of  citizens  of 
the  United  States,  and  an  essential  element  of  that  freedom 
which  they  claim  as  their  birthright*' :  Matter  of  Application 
of  Jacobs,  98  ST.  T.  98,  50  Am.  Eep.  636 ;  CSty  of  Clinton  v. 
Phillips,  68  m.  W2,  11  Am.  Hep.  52;"  State  v.  Julow,  129 
Mo.  163,  50  Am.  St.  Eep.  443,.  31  S.  W.  781,  29  L.  R.  A.  257; 
KiUet  V.  People,  117  III  294,  57  Am.  Eep.  869,  7  K.  K  631; 
Wallj  V.  Kennedy,  2  Terg.  554,  24  Am..  Dec.  511;  People  v. 
Marx,.  99  H.  Y.  377,  52  Am.  Eep..  3^4,  2  N".  E.  29 ;  Tick  Wo  v. 
Hopkins,  118  F.  S.  356,  6^  Sup.  CL  Eep.  1064,  30  L.  ed.  220. 

Nor  can  tiia  act  be  sustained,,  in.  iia  present  form,  as  a  proper 
exercise  of  the  police  power  of  tha  stdse.  That  power,  tiiough 
somewhat  shrouded  in  mystery  as  to  its  limits,  which  are  not 
essy  to  prescribe  with  piecisioUy  has  stood  sponsor  for  multi- 
tudes of  legislative  enactments;,  but  such  enactments  were 
nevertheless  always  bound  to  be  within,  constitutional  limits 
*^*  The  power,;  however  broad  and  comprehensive,  is  not  para- 
mount to  the  constitation,  but  is  always  bounded  by  its  previa 
sions.  If,  therefore,  an  act  of  the  legislature  is  repugnant  to 
a  provision,  of  tha  constitution,  it  cannot  be  held  valid  as  a 
proper  exercise  of  the  police  power.  Likewise,  if  a  right  of 
property  or  of  person,  be  protected  by  the  constitution,  it  can- 
not be  destroyed  by  any  exercise  of  the  police  power  either  by  the 
legislature  or  the  executive  power  of  the  state. 

Neither  the  legislature  nor  tha  executive  oazr,  under  the  guise 
of  police  regulation  or  otherwise,  arbitradly  or  unjustly,  with- 
out good  cause,  restrict,  or  infringe  upon  the  property  rights 
or  the  liberty  of  any  subject  within  tha  protection  of  the  su- 
preme law;  and  whenever  the.  legislature  undertakes  to  deter- 
mine what  iff  a  proper  exercise  o£  police  power,  its  determinatiaa 
is  a  subject  for  judicial  scrutiny.  The  power  meay  be  exercised 
to  promote  the  safety,  health,,  comfort  and  welfare  of  society, 
and  to  sustain  legislation  as.  a  proper  exercise  of  the  polioe 
power  it  must  have  reference  to  some  such  end.  By  virtue  of 
that  power  the  use  of  property  ia  regxdated  by  en&rcing  the 
maxim,  ''Sic  utere  tuo  ut  aliennm  non  laedas.^'  The  enact- 
ment in  controversy  does  not  appear  to  have  ref ^enca  to  eiUier 
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rf  the  objects  here  infficated.    Tt  can  hardly  be  said  fhat  a  law 
(v^hich  prevenlB  a  penBon,  -fliangh  indebted,  who  is  abundantly 
EtUe  ^  pay  this  debts,  from  veiling  hk  -property  in  fhe  same  way 
biB  TiRJghbojB  do,  and  in  aocoTdanoe  with  a  time-honored  ens- 
fcom  or  mage,  either  promotee  ihe  safety,  health,  comfort  or 
welfare  of  the  conmranity  or  the  state.    If  the  act  referred  gen- 
ecally  -fco  inBohent  debtors  it  would  present  a  different  question ; 
but  it  Telates  amply  to  debtors  and  purchasers  of  debtors  of  a 
particular  and  specified  business,  whether  solTent  or  insolyent; 
so  lliat  the  n^rchaixt  who  is  worth  a  fortune  over  and  above  his 
indebtedness,  and  who  is  able  io  Tcspond  instantly  to  his  cred- 
itofPB,  who  may  be  only  such   'because  of  con-venience  *^**  in 
trade  and  business  transaction,  nevertheless  finds  himself,  under 
Ibe  provisions  of  the  art,  deprived  of  the  liberty  to  sell  his 
goods,  OT  to  contract  in  relation  thereto  in  the  same  uianner 
that  others  engaged  in  'ttie  same  business  may  lawfully  do.    l^ot 
only  ibis,  but  by  making  a  sale  which  would  be  perfectly  law- 
ful if  made  by  his  neighbor,  both  he  and  his  purchaser  become 
d-iminals,  and  amensible  to  'ttie  penalty  provided  in  the  act. 

liodking  again  at  the  provisions  of  the  enactment,  it  will  be 
observed  that  it  aims  at  but  one  tind  of  biiBiness — ^the  mercan- 
tile— and  impliedly  and  arbitrarily  divides  those  engaged  there- 
in into  two  elasses.    The  merchants  of  the  one  dlass  being  un- 
affected iin  their  property  rights,  may  malce  sales  and  contracts 
in  relation  thereto  as  ftey  see  *fit ;  while  the  same  kind  of  sales 
and  contracts,  if  made  in  fhe  same  manner  by  the  merchants  of 
the  other  class,  are  not  only  declared  void,  but  will  render  both 
the  eellers  and  purchasers  liable  to  criminal  prosecution.    The 
enactment,  as  we  have  seen,  not  only  places  the  debtor  class  in 
the  mercantile  business  at  a  great  disadvantage  in  competing 
with  others  in  the  same  line  of  business,  but  its  provisions  are 
earoeedingly  Strict  and  oppressive.    ITor  do  its  provisions  apply 
generally  to  all  debtors  vnthin  the  commonwealth.    They  apply 
only  to  merchants,  who  are  debtors,  while  farmers,  miners, 
manufactnrsrs,  traders  and  other  dealers,  though  debtors,  may 
sell  and  dispose  ctf  their  property  when  and  as  they  please  so 
long  as  they  act  in  good  faith.    If  the  act  is  designed  to  pre- 
vent fraud,  why  not  make  it  general?    Looking  alone  at  the 
debfcor  ckss,  there  appears  to  be  such  a  discrimination  as  is 
difBcuflt  to  sfBGoncile  with  justice  and  fair  dealing.    Nor  do  we 
petoeive  any  justification  for  restraining  a  merchant  who  is  in 
ddU^  but  solvent,  from  selling  his  merchandise,  in  whole  or  in 
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part^  as  he  may  deem  most  advantageouB^  in  order  to  preTent  one 
who  is  insolyent  from  exercising  the  same  privilege. 

There  is  another  feature  which  must  be  deemed  quite  material 
in  determining  the  validity  or  invalidity  ^^^  of  this  legislation. 
Under  the  terms  of  the  act  ^^a  sale  of  any  portion  of  a  stock  of 
merchandise^''  or  '^a  sale  of  an  entire  stock''  in  bulk^  made  oih^- 
wise  than  as  in  the  act  provided^  ''is  fraudulent  and  void  as 
against  creditors/'  and  renders  both  the  seller  and  buyer  liable 
to  criminal  prosecution.    Now^  it  will  be  noticed  that  nowhere 
in  its  provisions  is  there  an  exemption  of  any  sale  by  admin- 
istrators^ executors,  trustees,  assignees  for  the  benefit  of  cred- 
itorSy  trustees  in  bankruptcy^  or  public  officers  acting   under 
judicial  process.    There  being  no  such  exemption,  it   would 
seem  that  such  sales  of  merchandise  owned  by  debtors,  made  by 
persons  acting  in  a  fiduciary  capacity  or  under  judicial  process, 
must  also  be  made  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  the  ac^ 
in  order  that  the  seller  and  purchaser  may  avoid  the  penalties 
provided.    It  is  evident  that  such  a  law  would  not  only  deprive 
property  of  one  of  its  chief  attributes^  but  would  greatly  hamper 
the  administration  of  estates  and  retard  tiie  enforcing  of  judicial 
process.     Nor  is  this  law  necessary  for  the  public  weaL    Broad 
and  extensive  as  the  public  power  of  a  state  is,  it  cannot  be  as- 
sumed that  it  warrants  such  legislation  as  this.     It  is  true,  there 
are  extreme  cases  where  the  exercise  of  that  power  is  justified 
by  the  maxim,  "Salus  populi  suprema  lex  est,"  and  so,  in  some 
cases  of  great  emergency  and  overruling  necessity,  the  taking  or 
destruction  of  property,  even  without  compensation  and  without 
due  process  of  law,  may  be  justified ;  but  such  is  not  this  case. 
The  police  power  can  never  avail  to  declare  an  act  vaUd  when 
the  constitution  says  it  is  invalid.     ''The  limits  to  the  exercise  of 
the  police  power  can  only  be  this:  the  regulation  must  have 
reference  to  the  comfort,  the  safety,  or  the  welfare  of  society; 
it  must  not  be  in  conflict  with  the  provisions  of  the  Constitu- 
tion": Potter's  Dwarris  on  Statutes  and  Constitution,  458. 

Speaking  of  the  regulation  of  the  conduct  of  corporations 
whose  charters  are  inviolable,  by  the  legislature,  under  the  police 
power.  Judge  Cooley  says:  "The  limits  to  the  exercise  of  the 
police  power  in  these  *^^  cases  must  be  this:  The  regulations 
must  have  reference  to  the  comfort,  safety  or  welfare  of  society. 
They  must  not  be  in  conflict  with  any  of  the  provisions  of  the 
charter;  and  they  must  not,  under  pretense  of  regulation,  take 
from  the  corporation  any  of  the  essential  rights  and  privileges 
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which  the  charter  confers.    In  shor^  they  mnst  be  police  reg- 
Illations  in  fact^  and  not  amendments  of  the  charter  in  cartail- 
sxient  of  the  corporate  f ranchise^^ :  Cooley's  Constitutional  lim- 
itations^ 6th  ed.^  710.    In  Watertown  v.  Mayo^  109  Mass.  315, 
12  Am.  Eep.  694,  Mr.  Justice  Colt  said:  *T?o  a  great  extent  the 
legislature  is  the  proper  judge  of  the  necessity  for  the  exercise 
of  this  restraining  power.    It  is  not  easy  to  prescribe  its  limit 
Tlie  law  will  not  allow  rights  of  property  to  be  invaded  under 
the  guise  of  a  police  regulation  for  the  preservation  of  health 
ox*  protection  against  a  threatened  nuisance;  and  when  it  appears 
that  such  is  not  the  real  object  and  purpose  of  the  regulation 
courts  will  interfere  to  protect  the  rights  of  the  citizen.*'    In 
Matter  of  Application  of  Jacobs,  98  N".  Y.  98,  60  Am.  Bep.  636, 
Mr.  Justice  Earl  says :  "Generally  it  is  for  the  legislature  to  de- 
termine what  laws  and  regulations  are  needed  to  protect  the 
public  health  and  secure  the  public  comfort  and  safety;  and  while 
its  measures  are  calculated,  intended,  convenient  and  appropriate 
to  accomplish  these  ends,  the  exercise  of  its  discretion  is  not 
subject  to  review  by  the  courts.    But  they  must  have  some  rela- 
tion to  these  ends.    Under  the  mere  guise  of  police  regulations 
I)ersonal  rights  and  private  property  cannot  be  arbitrarily  in- 
vaded, and  the  determination  of  the  legislature  is  not  final  or  con- 
clusive.   If  it  passes  an  act  ostensibly  for  the  public  health,  and 
thereby  destroys  or  takes  away  the  property  of  a  citizen,  or  in- 
terferes with  his  personal  liberty,  then  it  is  for  the  courts  to 
scrutinize  the  act,  and  see  whether  it  really  relates  to  and  is 
convenient  and  appropriate     to  promote  the  public  health/* 
Again,  referring  to  the  same  subject,  he  says :  "Such  legislation 
may  invade  one  class  of  rights  to-day  and  another  to-morrow, 
and,  if  it  can  be  ^^^  sanctioned  under  the  constitution,  while  far 
removed  in  time,  we  will  not  be  far  away  in  practical  statesman- 
ship from  those  ages  when  governmental  prefects  supervised 
the  building  of  houses,  the  rearing  of  cattle,  the  sowing  of  seed, 
and  the  reaping  of  grain,  and  governmental  ordinances  regulated 
the  movements  and  labor  of  artisans,  the  rate  of  wages,  the  price 
of  food,  the  diet  and  clothing  of  the  people,  and  a  large  range 
'  of  other  affairs  long  since  in  all  civilized  lands  regarded  as  out* 
side  of  governmental  functions.     Such  governmental  interfer- 
ences disturb  the  normal  adjustments  of  the  social  fabric,  and 
usually  derange  the  delicate  and  complicated  machinery  of  in- 
dustry, and  cause  a  score  of  ills  while  attempting  the  removal  of 
one.'*    In  the  Slaughter-House  Cases,  16  Wall.  36,  87,  21  L.  ed. 
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2d^^  Mr.  JuatioiB  Fieli^  xefomogttp  the  polioe  power  of  the 
3aid :  '^AU  BQx:b3  of  j^striotioflfi  aad  biuddne  Are  imposed  landsr 
xt,  and  when  ihe^  are  not  .in  conflict  with  any  consiitatiaDal 
prohibitions  or  fundamental  principlas  they  vcanaot  be  suooess- 
fully  assailed  in  a  judicial  tribmxaL  •  •  .  .  But  under  the  pi<&- 
tcnse  of  prescribing  a  police  regulation  the  state  cannot  be  per- 
iTtitted  to  encroach  upon  any  of  the  just  rights  of  the  citizeB 
which  the  constitution  intended  to  secure  against  abridgment.'' 
So,  in  Lawton  v.  Steele,  152  U.  S.  133, 14  Sup.  Ct  Eep.  499,  38 
L.  ed.  385,  Mr.  Justice  Brown  said :  "To  justify  tlie  state  in  tbjiB 
interposing  its  authority  in  behalf  of  the  public,  it  must  appear: 

1.  That  the  interests  of  the  public  generally,  its  distinguished 
from  those  of  a  particular  .class,  require  such  interference;  and, 

2.  That  the  means  are  reasonable  for  the  accomplishment  of  the 
purpose,  and  not  unduly  oppressi^te  upon  individuals.  The  leg- 
islature may  not,  under  the  guise  of  protecting  the  jpublic  in- 
terests arbitrarily  interfere  with  private  business,  or  impose 
unusual  and  unnecessary  restrictions  uj)on  lawful  occupation. 
In  other  words,  its  determination  a^  to  what  is  a  proper  exercise 
of  its  police  powers  is  not  final  or  conclusive,  but  is  sulyect  to  the 
supervision  of  the  courts'' :  Tiedeman's  *®*  Limitation  of  Police 
Power,  sees.  8*5, 194 ;  State  y.  Julow,  129  Mo.  163,  50  Am.  St 
Kep.  443,  31  S.  W.  781,  29  L.  B.  A.  257 ;  Ex  pajte  WhitweU, 
98  Cal.  73,  35  Am.  St.  Eep.  152,  32  Pac.  870,  19  L.  E.  A.  727; 
Austin  V.  Murray,  16  Pick.  121 ;  Commonwealth  v.  Alger,  7  Cush. 
63,  85;  Ex  parte  Sing  Lee,  96  Cal.  354,  31  Am.  St.  Eep.  218, 
31  Pac.  245,  24  L.  B.  A.  195 ;  Coe  v.  Schultz,  47  Barb.  64;  Lake 
View  V.  Eose  Hill  Cem.  Co.,  70  111.  191,  22  Am.  Eep.  71 ;  Ber- 
tholf  V.  O^Eeilly,  74  N".  Y.  509,  30  Am.  Eep.  323 ;  Mu^er  t. 
Kansas,  123  TT.  S.  623,  661,  8  S^p.  Ct.  Eep.  273,  "SI  L.  ed.  205. 

The  respondents  cite  and  rely  upon  several  cases  from  the 
states  of  Massachusetts,  Maryland,  Tennessee^  and  Washington, 
where  enactments  upon  the  same  subject  were  enforced.  While 
enactments  of  similar  character  have  l)een  upheld  in  those 
states,  an  examination  shows  that  they  all  diSfer  materially  in 
important  features  from  the  one  here  under  consideration.  The 
law  in  Massachusetts  exempts  all  sales  from  'its  provisions 
made  by  oflBcers  acting  in  a  fiduciary  capacity  or  under  judi- 
cial process;  and,  wliite  it  declares  a  sale  made  in  violation  dt 
its  provisions  fraudulent  and  void  as  again^  creditors,  it  does 
not  subject  the  seller  and  buyer  acting  in  disobedience  of  the 
law  to  criminal  prosecution :  Mass.  Stats.  1903,  p,  389,  c.  415. 
Notwithstanding  this,  however,  it    seems  apparent  from    the 
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tbat  the  supreme  court  of  thai  state  T^arded  their  statute  as 

going  to  ihe  very  Hndt  ef  comtitutianal  authority^  when  thejr 

said*:  ^'AUheugh  tl»  requurementa  ef  the  act  are  Tery  strict 

'we  cannot  aaj  that  the  detenninatLon  of  the  legislature,  as  be* 

twecn  the  interests  of  owners  of  aiocks  of  merchandise  and 

Aeir -creditors,  -was  so  far  wrong  as  to  render  the  statute  uncon- 

ststationaL^    We  apprehend,  tsom  a  perusal  of  that  opinion, 

tihat  if  there^  as  here,  flie  detezmination  of  the  legislatiure  hadl 

gone  to  the  length  of  applying  the  provisions  of  the  act  to  per- 

«0!ii8  acting  in  a  fiduciary  or  official  oapacily  and  under  judicial 

process,  and  provided  ^^  criminal  punishment  for  Hie  persons 

-affected  if  they  disobeyed  eueh  provisions,  the  court  would  have 

hesitated  hefove  pronounoing  &e  act  constitutionaL 

Under  the  act  of  the  state  of  Maryland,  a  sale  made  in  die- 
obedienoe  of  the  statutory  provisions  is  not  absolutely  fraudu- 
lent aod  Toid^  as  under  our  enactment,  but  is  simply  '^pre- 
stuned  to  be  fraudulent  and  void  as  against  the  creditors  of  the 
«elMt":  Vd.  ILaws  1800,  p.  907,  c  579.  In  the  case  cited 
from  that  state  the  question  of  iiie  constitutionality  of  the  act 
was  neither  presented  nor  deoided :  Hart  t.  Boney,  93  Md«  432, 
49  Atl.  €61. 

6q,  under  tlie  act  of  Tennessee,  a  sale  «uade  in  disobedience 
of  file  provisions  thereof  is  only  ''presumed  to  be  fraudulent 
and  void  as  against  erectors  of  the  seller^:  Tennessee  Acts, 
1901,  p.  284,  c.  188.  The  supreme  court  of  Tennessee  held 
the  act  Talid,  Mr.  Justice  Wilkes  dissenting:  KeaB  y.  Borches, 
109  Tenn.  898,  97  Am.  St.  Rep.  851,  71  S.  W.  60. 

It  will  be  noticed  that  in  none  of  the  acts  thus  far  referred 
to,  except  in  our  own,  is  disobedience  of  the  provisions  thereof 
by  the  eeller  and  buyer  made  a  criminal  offense.  The  supreme 
<»uTt  of  Missouri,  in  State  v.  Julow,  129  Mo.  163,  60  Am.  St. 
Bep.  443,  31  S.  W.  781,  29  L.  B.  A.  257,  determining  the 
validity  of  an  act  somewhat  similar  in  x^aracter  to  the  one 
here  imder  consideration,  said:  '^f  an  owner,'*  etc.,  "obeys 
the  law  on  wJhich  this  proaecutLon  leata,  he  is  thereby  deprived 
of  a  right  and  a  liberty  to  contract  or  terminate  a  contract 
as  all  others  may.  If  he  disobeys  it,  then  he  is  punished  for 
the  perfozmanoe  of  an  act  wholly  innocent,  unless,  indeed,  the 
doing  of  such  act  guaranteed  by  the  organic  law^  the  exercise 
of  a  right  of  which  the  legislature  is  forbidden  to  deprive  him^ 
can,  by  that  body,  be  conclusively  pronounced  criminal.  We 
deny  "ttie  power  of  the  legislature  to  do  this — ^to  brand  as  an 
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offense  that  which  the  oonfititation  designates  and  dedaies  tft 
be  a  rights  and  therefore  an  innocent  act;  and  consequently 
we  hold  that  the  statute  which  professes  to  ^^  exert  sndi  a 
power  is  nothing  more  or  less  tiian  a  ^egislatiye  judgment^' 
and  an  aN;empt  to  deprive  all  who  are  included  within  its  teims 
of  a  constitutional  right  without  due  process  of  law/' 

The  provisions  of  the  act  of  the  state  of  Washington  (SeaSi 
Laws  1901^  p.  222^  c.  109)  are  so  materially  different  from 
those  of  our  enactment  that  the  case  of  McDaniels  v.  Connelly 
Shoe  Co.,  30  Wash,  649,  94  Am.  St.  Eep.  889,  71  Pac.  37,  60 
L.  B.  A.  947,  cited  by  respondents,  as  sustaining  ttie  statute 
of  that  state,  cannot  be  regarded  as  authority  herein.  Nor, 
for  the  reasons  given,  can  any  one  of  the  cases^  from  the  eer- 
eral  states  referred  to,  be  relied  upon  as  controlling  authority 
in  this  case. 

While  it  is  within  the  province  of  the  legislature  to  prevent 
fraudulent  sales  as  a  protection  to  creditors,  still,  when  it  at- 
tempts to  do  this — ^to  remove  one  evil — ^it  must  not  so  restrict 
individual  rights  and  disturb  industrial  pursuits  and  usages 
•as  to  cause  a  score  of  wrongs. 

We  are  of  the  opinion  that  the  enactment  in  controversy 
abridges  some  of  the  inalienable  rights  of  persons  guaranteed 
by  the  constitution ;  that  it  is  not  a  proper  exercise  of  the  police 
power  of  the  state ;  that  it  deprives  property  of  one  of  its  chief 
attributes,  and  some  persons  of  the  liberty  to  dispose  of  prop- 
erty as  others  may;  that  it  punishes  criminally  one  person  for 
the  doing  of  an  act  which  another  person  in  the  same  line  of 
business  may  lawfully  do ;  that  it  deprives  the  persons  to  whom 
it  applies  of  a  right  of  property  without  due  process  of  law; 
and  that,  therefore,  it  is  null  and  void. 

The  judgment  must  be  reversed,  with  costs,  and  remanded, 
with  directions  to  the  court  below  to  proceed  in  accordanos 
herewith.    It  is  so  ordered. 

Baskin,  C.  J.,  and  McCarty,  J.,  concur. 


OONSTITUTIOKALITT  OF  STATUTES  BEOTTIiATIKO  THE  SAU 
OF  STOCKS  OF  BAEROHANDISE  IK  BULK. 

Statutes  somewhat  similar  to  that  involved  in  the  principal  case 
have  been  recently  enacted  in  a  number  of  the  states,  among  them 
being  California,  Maryland,  Massachusetts,  Tennessee,  Utah,  Vir- 
ginia, Washington  and  Wisconsin.  These  statutes  all  have  for  their 
^b.iect  the  prevrntion  of  a  sale  of  his  stock  of  goods  in  bulk  by  a 
tncrchant,  whether  solvent  or  insolvent,  without  notice  to  his  ered- 
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ltox-8  without  first  complying  with  various  details  mentioned  in 
Bncli  statutes.  The  eonstitntionality  of  such  statutes  has  been  at- 
1;aclced  upon  the  ground  that  they  are  class  legislation,  and  amount 
%o  a  deprivation  of  property  and  liberty  without  due  process  of 
1sL^¥,  and  that  they  are  not  within  a  valid  exercise  of  the  police 
poTv^er  of  the  state. 

Contrary  to  the  conclusion  reached  in  the  principal  case,  statutes 
providing  that  sales  of  merchandise  in  bulk,  not  made  in  the  ordi- 
TkSLTy  course  of  trade  and  in  the  regular  and  usual  prosecution  of 
tJa.e  seller's  business,  shall  be  void,  or  presumed  to  be  void,  as  against 
Ills   creditors,  unless  certain  requirements  for  the  information  and 
pTx>tection  of  creditors  are  complied  with,  so  far  as  they  have  re- 
ceived judicial  interpretation  and  construction,  have  been  declared 
£ree  from  objection  upon  constitutional  grounds.    Such  statutes  were 
expressly  held  to  be  valid  and  constitutional  in  Squire  v.  Teller,  185 
^Alass.  18,  69  N.  E.  812;  Neas  v.  Borches,  109  Tenn.  398,  97  Am.  St. 
Sep.  851,  71  8.  W.  50.    McDaniels  v.  Connelly  Shoe  Oo.,  30  Wash. 
549,  94  Am.  St.  Bep.  889,  71  Pac.  37,  60  L.  B.  A.  947.    In  Hart  v. 
Honey,  93  Md.  432,  49  Atl.  6^.    Such  a  statute -was  enforced  as 
valid,  though  its  constitutionality  was  not  expressly  passed  upon. 

In  Fisher  v.  Hernnan,  118  Wis.  424,  95  N.  W.  392,  the  court  assumed 
the  validity  of  such  a  statute,  although  it  expressly  refused  to  pass 
upon  the  question  of  its  constitutionality  because  such  question  was 
not  presented  to  it  either  by  oral  argument  or  the  briefs  of  counsel. 
The  cases  cited  above  were  called  to  the  attention  of  the  supreme 
court  of  Utah  and  by  it  commented  upon  in  deciding  the  principal 
case.  That  court  distinguished  them  from  the  principal  case  and 
refused  to  follow  them  as  controlling  authority  on  the  questions  in- 
volved, for  two  reasons:  1.  Because  the  statute  of  Utah,  unlike  that 
of  either  Massachusetts  or  Washington,  failed  to  exempt  from  the 
operation  of  its  provisions  persons  acting  in  a  fiduciary  or  official 
capacity,  or  under  judicial  process;  and  2.  Because  none  of  the 
fltatutes  of  the  other  states,  like  that  of  Utah,  made  it  a  criminal 
offense  by  both  the  buyer  and  seller  of  the  stock  of  goods,  to  act 
in  making  the  sale  and  purchase  in  disobedience  or  disregard  of 
their  provisions. 

In  a  late  case  in  Virginia  (Young  v.  Commonwealth,  101  Va.  853, 
45  8.  E.  327)  it  was  held  in  accord  with  the  rule  laid  down  in  the 
principal  case,  that. the  only  authority  which  the  state  has  to  regu- 
late or  control  the  private  business  of  a  citizen  grows  out  of  its 
police  power,  or  power  to  enact  laws  pertaining  to  the  public  health, 
the  public  safety  or  the  public  morals,  and  that  a  statute  similar 
in  most  respects  to  that  involved  in  the  principal  case  regulating 
such  private  business  in  a  manner  which  in  no  wise  pertains  to  pub- 
lic health,  safety  or  morals  is  not  a  valid  exercise  of  the  police 
power. 
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LESTER  V.  HIGHLAND  BOY  GOLB  MIKriNQ  COMPANY. 

[27  Utali,  470,  76  Pac.  341.] 

DAMAOES— Heaimre  of  for  I>6Stniction  of  Grf^a^— The  meaa- 
nre  of  damages  for  injury  to  or  the  destruction  of  growing  crops 
is  tbeir  Talue  in  tho  condition  they  were  in  art  the  time  of  injury  or 
dostruetion,  and  not  the  market  -value  Kt  the  time  of  their  toBtwritj 
or  during  the  market  aeaeon.     (p.  990.) 

nAMAflFig,  U]IXIQUII>A!rS]>— XofcocBtt — ^In  tort  for  nn- 
Uquidated  damages  interest  on  the  damages  recovered  from  tba 
time  of  the  commencement  of  the  action  to  the  time  of  verdict,  esn* 
not  be  assessed,     (p.  991.) 

Sntfaerland,  Van  Cott  ft  Allison^  for  tiM  appellantB. 

HendersoQ,  Pierce,  Oitchlow  &  Banette  and  C.  D.  Yanaiiy  for 
the  rcq)oiidents. 

^^  BAETCH,  J.    This  ia  an  aciian  to  recover  for  dam- 
ages to  growing  crops.    The  amended  complaint  herein  was 
filed  Ap^  16,  1902,  and  it  was  alleged,  in  substance,  that 
about  June,  1899,  the  defendant  cam,pany,  having  elected  the 
Highland  Boy  smelter,  began  opeiaiionfi,  and  idioreafter,  to 
the  commencement  of  this  snit,  reduced  large  quantities  of  cop- 
per ores,  and  thereby  caused  to  be  -emitted,  from  the  smokestack 
of  the  smelter,  smoke,  gases,  and  fumes  charged  ■with  yariofos 
mineral  substances,  which  were  carried  by  "the  winds  and  de- 
posited upon  the  farm  of  the  plaintiffs,  about  a  mile  distant 
from  the  smelter;  that  these  substances  were  highly  deleterious 
to  vegetable  life;  and  that,  as  a  consequence,  the  growing  crops 
and  trees  on  said  farm  were  damaged  and  destroyed.    The  an- 
swer admitted  the  erection  and  operation  of  .the  smelter,  but 
denied  the  o&er  material  allegations  ai  the  complaint.    Eram 
the  record  and  evidence  it  appears  that  ihe  fann  of  the  plain- 
iiiTs  is  situate  from  one-half  to  three-quarters  of  a  mile  north- 
east of  the  Highland  Boy  smelter,  the  west  end  of  rt  being 
directly  north  thereof ;  that  about  one  and  ttree-f ourths  miles 
south  of  the  Highland  Boy  is  situated  the  Bingham  Consoli- 
dated smelter;  that  about  one-quarter  of  a  mile  south  of  the 
latter  is  the  United  States  smelter;  that  the  Bingham  Consoli- 
dated was  in  operation  during  the  latter  portion  of  the  time 
the  plaintiffs  sue  for  damages,  that  both  the  Bingham  Oon- 
solidated  and  the  United  .States  sn^elters  were  nn  operation 
since  the  cominenccment  of  this  action;  that  all  the  smeHers 
were  operated  for  the  purpose  of  reducing  ores;  that  the  wind 
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that  locality  fluctuatea,  but  that  ite  general  direction  b 
th  and  south;,  and  that  the  damages  sued  for  were  oc- 
osusioned  by  the  reduction  of  ihe  0Te&,  which  created  smoke, 
cLxist,  gases,  and  fumes,  that  were  carried  by  the  wind  onto 
"tljLe  plaintifiEs'  farm  and  deposited  on  their  crops  and  trees, 
oa-asing  than  to  be  injured  and  destroyed.    At  the  trial,  the 
jTxry  returned  a  verdict  in  favor  of  the  plaintiffs  for  damages 
ija  the  sum  of  two  thousand  five  hundred  dollars,  with  inter- 
est thereon,  fnom  the  commencement  ^'^  of  the  action  to  the 
date  of  the  verdict,  amounting  to  two  hundred  and  fifty-nine 
dollars  and  forty-four  cents.    Judgment  was  thereupon  ren- 
dered for  the  sum  of  two  thousand  seven  hundred  and  fifty- 
nine  dollars  and  forty-four  oents,  with  interest  thereon  at 
eight  per  cent  from  date  thereof.    The  defendants  appealed. 

From  the  theory  upon  which  this  case  was  tried  by  the  de- 
fense, it  appears  to  be  conceded  that  the  plaintiffs  are  entitled 
to  some  compensation  for  injuries  to  their  crops  and  trees> 
but  the  appellants  insist  that  the  court  erred  in  its  charge  to 
tbe  jury  respecting  the  measure  of  damages.  That  portion  of 
iiie  charge  objected  to  on  this  point  reads  as  follows:  '^The 
plaintiffB  in  this  case  are  entitled  to  recover  only  such  damages 
to  their  crops  of  Income,  potatoes,  oats,  com,  beets,  wheat, 
and  such  things  as  are  sued  for,  as  they  were  worth  at  the  time 
when  destroyed  or  injured,  and  at  the  place  where  injured  or 
destroyed.  In  otiier  words^  if  they  were  injured  or  destroyed 
at  or  before  the  time  of  haoreat  in  the  different  years  respec- 
tively, then  in  arriviug^  at  the  damages  you  must  take  the 
maricet  value  of  such  products  and  crops  not  later  than  the 
prices  prevailing  at  the  time  of  such  harvest,  or  during  the  mar- 
ket season.^'  This  instruction,  considered  as  a  whole,  is  clearly 
erroneous.  The  rule  stated  in  the  first  sentence  has  the  sup- 
port of  authority,  but^  in  attempting  to  explain  it  in  the  last 
sentence,  the  court  virtually  set  the  rule  aside,  and  misdirected 
the  jury  by  stating  that,  in  arriving  at  the  damages,  they 
must  tad^e  the  ^^market  value  of  such  products  and  crops  not 
later  tiian  the  prices  prevailing  at  the  time  of  such  harvest,  or 
during  the  market  season.'^  While,  in  cases  of  destruction  of 
growing  crop^  it  is  proper  and  important  to  introduce  and 
admit  evidence  showing  the  kind  of  crops  the  land  is  capable 
of  producing  the  kind  of  crops  destroyed,  the  average  yield 
per  acre  of  each  kind  on  the  land  in  dispute,  and  on  other 
•similar  lands  in  the  immediate  neighborhood  cultivated  in  like 
numner,  the  stage  of  growth  of  the  crops  at  the  time  of  injury 
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pnrsTiito^  whidL  are  innocuous  in  themselyes,  and  haFe  been, 
followed  in  all  communitiea  from  time  immemorial,  must 
therefore  be  fr^  in  this  country  to  all  alike  upon  the  same 
conditions..  The  right  to  pursue  them  without  let  or  hindranoe^ 
except  that  which  is  applied  to  all  persons  of  the  same  age, 
sex,  and  condition,  is  a  distinguishing  privilege  of  citizens  of 
the  United  States,  and  an  essential  element  of  that  freedom 
which  they  claim  as  their  birthright:  ICatter  of  Application 
of  Jacobs,  9S  F.  T.  98,  50  Am.  Eep.  636 ;  CTity  of  Clinton  t. 
Phillips,  68  m.  102,,  11  Am.  Hep.  52  ;•  State  v.  Julow,  129 
llo.  163,  50  Am.  St.  Eep.  443,  31  S.  W.  781,  29  L.  R.  A.  257; 
Millet  V.  People,  117  lU.  294,  57  Am.  Eep.  869,  7  N.  K  631 ; 
Wally  V.  Kennedy,  2  Terg.  554,  24  Am..  Dec.  511;  People  y. 
Marx,.  99  U.  T.  377,  52  Am.  Eep..  3^4,  2  K  E.  29 ;  Tick  Wo  v. 
Hopkins,  118  U.  S.  356,  6  Sup.  Ci  Eep.  1064,  30  L.  ei  220. 

Nor  can  the  act  be  sustained,,  in.  its  present  form,  as  &  proper 
exercise  of  the  police  power  of  tha  state.  That  power,  ^ough 
somewhat  ahmuded  in  mystery  as  to  its  limits,  which  are  not 
easy  to  prescribe  with  precision,  has  stood  sponsor  for  multi- 
tudes of  legislative  enactments;,  but  such  enactments  were 
nevertheless  always  bound  to  be  within,  constitutional  limit& 
*^i  The  power,^  however  broad  and  comprehensive,  is  not  para- 
mount to  the  constitution,  but  is  always  bounded  by  its  provir 
sions.  If,  therefore,  an  act  of  the  legislature  is  repugnant  to 
a  provision,  of  tha  constitution,  it  cannot  be  held  valid  as  a 
proper  exercise  of  the  police  power.  Likewise,  if  a  right  of 
property  or  of  person  be  protected  by  the  constitution,  it  can- 
not be  destroyed  by  any  exercise  of  the  police  power  either  by  the 
legislature  or  the  executive  power  of  the  state. 

Neither  the  legislature  nor  the  executiva  oaxr,  under  the  gniae 
of  police  regnlation  or  otherwise,  arbitrarily  or  unj[uaU.y,  with- 
'  out  good  cause,,  restrict  or  infringe  upon  the  property  ri^^ts 
or  the  liberty  of  any  subject  within  tha  protection  of  the  su^ 
preme  law ;  and  whenever  the.  legislature  undertakes  to  deter- 
mine what  iff  a  proper  exercise  of  police  power,  its  determination 
is  a  subject  for  judicial  scrutiny.  The  power  may  be  exercised 
to  promote  the  safety^  health,,  cemfori;  and  welfaie  of  society, 
and  to  sustain  legislation  as.  a  proper  exercise  of  the  police 
power  it  must  have  reference  to  some  such  end.  By  virtne  of 
that  power  the  use  of  property  is-  re^dated  by  enforcing  the 
maxim,  ^^Sic  utere  tuo  ut  aJieniim  non  laedas.^'  The  enact- 
ment in  controversy  does  not  appear  to  have  ref^ence  to  either 
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pf  i:lie  dbjeeta  here  infficsied.  Tt  can  hardly  be  said  fhat  a  law 
rtidi  preveotB  a  pesscm^  -thcragh  indebted,  who  ie  abundantly 
Me  ^  p^  ihiB  debtB,  from  veiling  hh  property  in  the  same  way 
lis  TiRighboM  do,  and  in  aoeordanee  with  a  iime-honored  ens- 
joaoL  or  usage,  either  promoteB  ihe  safety,  health,  comfort  or 
welfare  of  the  commnnity  or  the  fltate.  If  the  act  referred  gen- 
nally  i»  insolFeiit  debtors  it  would  present  a  different  qnestion ; 
tmt  it  velates  spiply  to  debtoTB  and  purchasers  of  debtors  of  a 
particular  and  specified  bnsineBs,  whether  flolvent  or  insolvent; 
BO  that  the  merchant  who  is  worth  a  f ortime  OFver  and  above  his 
indebtedness,  and  who  is  able  to  respond  instantly  to  his  cred- 
itoTB,  "irtio  may  be  only  euch  'beca:aBe  of  convenience  *<^  in 
trade  and  bminess  tnoigaotion,  nevertheless  finds  himseli,  nnder 
the  provisions  of  the  act,  deprived  of  the  liberty  to  sell  his 
gooAsy  or  to  contract  in  relation  thereto  in  the  same  manner 
that  otbexB  engaged  in  ihe  same  business  may  lawfully  do.  Not 
only  this,  but  by  making  a  Bale  which  would  be  perfectly  law- 
fed  if  made  by  his  neighbor,  both  he  and  his  purchaser  become 
crimiziBls,  and  amenslblB  to  ibe  penalty  provided  in  the  act 

Ijodking  again  at  the  provisions  of  the  enactmeirt,  it  will  be 
obeerved  that  it  aims  at  but  one  kind  of  business — ^the  mercan- 
tile— ^and  impliedly  and  arbitrarily  divides  those  engaged  there- 
in into  two  -classes.    The  merchants  of  the  one  class  being  un- 
affected an  their  property  rights,  may  make  sales  and  contracts 
in  relation  thereto  as  fliey  Bee  ^firt ;  while  the  Eame  kind  of  sales 
and  contracts,  if  made  in  the  same  manner  hy  Hie  merchants  of 
the  other  class,  are  not  only  declared  void,  but  will  render  both 
the  sellers  and  purchasers  liable  to  criminal  prosecution.    The 
enactment,  as  we  have  aeen^  not  only  places  the  debtor  class  in 
the  mercantile  business  at  a  great  disadvantage  in  competing 
witti  ofheiB  in  Hre  same  line  of  business,  birt  its  provisions  are 
exceedingly  rtrict  and  oppressive.    Nor  do  its  provisions  apply 
generally  to  all  debtors  within  the  commonwealth.    Thej  apply 
only  to  merchants,  who  are  debtors,  while  farmers,  miners, 
mannfactoxers,  traders  and  other  dealers,  though  debtors,  may 
sell  and  dispoee  ctf  their  property  when  and  as  they  please  so 
long  as  ttwy  act  in  good  f  anth.    If  the  act  is  designed  to  pre- 
vent frsnd,  why  not  make  it  general?    Loolring  alone  at  the 
debtor  ekes,  there  appeaiB  to  be  auch  a  discnmination  as  is 
difficult  to  raeesicile  with  justice  and  fair  dealing.    Nor  do  we 
peroeive  azty  justification  ifotr  restraining  a  merchant  who  is  in 
ddit^  but  sdlvent^  fjxnn  selling  bis  merchandise,  in  whole  or  in 
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pai%  as  he  may  deem  most  advantageoiiB^  in  order  to  preyent  one 
who  is  insolvent  from  exercising  the  same  privilege. 

There  is  another  feature  which  must  he  deemed  quite  material 
in  determining  the  validity  or  invalidity  ^^^  of  this  legislation. 
Under  the  teims  of  the  act  '^a  sale  of  any  portion  of  a  stock  of 
merchandise/'  or  ^'a  sale  of  an  entire  stock"  in  bulk,  made  other- 
wise than  as  in  the  act  provided,  ^'is  fraudulent  and  Yoid  as 
against  creditors/'  and  renders  both  the  seller  and  buyer  liable 
to  criminal  prosecution*    Now,  it  will  he  noticed  that  nowhere 
in  its  provisions  is  there  an  exemption  of  any  sale  by  admin- 
istrators, executors,  trustees,  assignees  for  the  benefit  of  cred- 
itors, trustees  in  bankruptcy,  or  public  officers  acting  under 
judicial  process.    Tliere  being  no  such  exemption,  it   would 
seem  that  such  sales  of  merchandise  owned  by  debtors,  made  bj 
persons  acting  in  a  fiduciary  capacity  or  under  judicial  process, 
must  also  be  made  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  the  act^ 
in  order  that  the  seller  and  purchaser  may  avoid  the  penalties 
provided.    It  is  evident  that  such  a  law  would  not  only  deprive 
property  of  one  of  its  chief  attributes,  but  would  greatly  hamper 
the  administration  of  estates  and  retard  the  enforcing  of  judicial 
process.    Nor  is  this  law  necessary  for  the  public  weaL     Broad 
and  extensive  as  the  public  power  of  a  state  is,  it  cannot  be  as- 
sumed that  it  warrants  such  legislation  as  this.     It  is  true,  there 
are  extreme  cases  where  the  exercise  of  that  power  is  justified 
by  the  maxim,  "SaJus  populi  suprema  lex  est,*'  and  so,  in  some 
cases  of  great  emergency  and  overruling  necessity,  the  taking  or 
destruction  of  property,  even  without  compensation  and  without 
due  process  of  law,  may  be  justified;  but  such  is  not  this  case. 
The  police  power  can  never  avail  to  declare  an  act  valid  when 
the  constitution  savs  it  is  invalid.     'The  limits  to  the  exercise  of 
the  police  power  can  only  be  this:  the  regulation  must  have 
reference  to  the  comfort,  the  safety,  or  the  welfare  of  society; 
it  must  not  be  in  conflict  with  the  provisions  of  the  Constitu- 
tion^*: Potter*s  Dwarris  on  Statutes  and  Constitution,  458. 

Speaking  of  the  regulation  of  the  conduct  of  corporations 
whose  charters  are  inviolable,  by  the  legislature,  under  tiie  police 
power.  Judge  Cooley  says:  "The  limits  to  the  exercise  of  the 
police  power  in  these  *^^  cases  must  be  this:  The  regulations 
must  have  reference  to  the  comfort,  safety  or  welfare  of  society. 
They  must  not  be  in  conflict  with  any  of  the  provisions  of  the 
charter;  and  they  must  not,  under  pretense  of  regulation,  take 
from  the  corporation  any  of  the  essential  rights  and  privileges 
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which,  the  charter  confers.    In  shorty  fhey  must  be  police  reg- 
ulations in  fact^  and  not  amendments  of  the  charter  in  curtail- 
xnent  of  the  corporate  franchise'' :  Gooley's  Constitutional  lim- 
itations^ 6th  ed.,  710.    In  Watertown  y.  Mayo,  109  Mass.  316, 
12  Am.  Rep.  694,  Mr.  Justice  Colt  said:  "To  a  great  extent  the 
legislature  is  the  proper  judge  of  the  necessity  for  the  exercise 
of  this  restraining  power.    It  is  not  easy  to  prescribe  its  limit. 
The  law  will  not  allow  rights  of  property  to  be  invaded  under 
the  guise  of  a  police  regulation  for  the  preservation  of  health 
OT  protection  against  a  threatened  nuisance;  and  when  it  appears 
that  such  is  not  the  real  object  and  purpose  of  the  regulation 
courts  will  interfere  to  protect  the  rights  of  the  citizen.*'    In 
Matter  of  Application  of  Jacobs,  98  N".  Y.  98,  60  Am.  Eep.  636, 
Mr.  Justice  Earl  says :  "Generally  it  is  for  the  legislature  to  de- 
termine what  laws  and  regulations  are  needed  to  protect  the 
public  health  and  secure  the  public  comfort  and  safety;  and  while 
its  measures  are  calculated,  intended,  convenient  and  appropriate 
to  accomplish  these  ends,  the  exercise  of  its  discretion  is  not 
subject  to  review  by  the  courts.    But  they  must  have  some  rela- 
tion to  these  ends.    Under  the  mere  guise  of  police  regulations 
personal  rights  and  private  property  cannot  be  arbitrarily  in- 
vaded, and  the  determination  of  the  legislature  is  not  final  or  con- 
clusive.   If  it  passes  an  act  ostensibly  for  the  public  health,  and 
thereby  destroys  or  takes  away  the  property  of  a  citizen,  or  in- 
terferes with  his  personal  liberty,  then  it  is  for  the  courts  to 
scrutinize  the  act,  and  see  whetiaer  it  really  relates  to  and  is 
convenient  and  appropriate     to  promote  the  public  health/' 
Again,  referring  to  the  same  subject,  he  says :  "Such  legislation 
may  invade  one  class  of  rights  to-day  and  another  to-morrow, 
and,  if  it  can  be  *^  sanctioned  under  the  constitution,  while  far 
removed  in  time,  we  will  not  be  far  away  in  practical  statesman- 
ship from  those  ages  when  governmental  prefects  supervised 
the  building  of  houses,  the  rearing  of  cattle,  the  sowing  of  seed, 
and  the  reaping  of  grain,  and  governmental  ordinances  regulated 
the  movements  and  labor  of  artisans,  the  rate  of  wages,  the  price 
of  food,  the  diet  and  clothing  of  the  people,  and  a  large  range 
'  of  other  affairs  long  since  in  all  civilized  lands  regarded  as  out« 
side  of  governmental  functions.    Such  governmental  interfer- 
ences disturb  the  normal  adjustments  of  the  social  fabric,  and 
usually  derange  the  delicate  and  complicated  machinery  of  in- 
dustry, and  cause  a  score  of  ills  while  attempting  the  removal  of 
one.''    In  the  Slaughter-House  Gases,  16  Wall.  36,  87,  21  L.  ed. 
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29^^  Mr.  Juaiioe  Jleld^  lefemngito  the  police  ponver  of  the  siat^ 
aaid :  ^^AU  «ojt9  of  .iiostriotioBB  and  hiurddc^  Are  imposed  undsr 
it>  and  when  these  aje  not  .in  conflict  witii  any  conatitutiojial 
prohibitions  or  fiindamantal  principles  they  <cannot  be  success- 
fully assailed  in  a  judicial  tribunal.  •  •  .  ^  But  nnder  the  pi^ 
tense  of  prescribing  a  police  regulation  the  state  cannot  be  per- 
raitted  to  encroach  upon  any  of  the  just  rights  of  the  citizen 
which  the  constitution  intended  to  secure  against  ahridgxnenf 
So,  in  Lawton  y.  Steele,  152  U.  S.  133, 14  Sup.  Ct  Kep.  499,  38 
L.  ed.  385,  Mr.  Justice  Brown  said :  ''To  justify  the  state  in  thns 
interposing  its  authority  in  behalf  of  the  public,  it  must  appear: 

1.  That  the  interests  of  the  public  generally^  as  distinguished 
from  those  of  a  particular  flass,  require  such  interf ereiace ;  and, 

2.  That  the  means  are  reasonable  for  the  accomplishment  of  the 
purpose,  and  not  unduly  oppressi^  upon  individuals.    The  leg- 
islature may  not,  under  the  guiae  of  protecting  the  .public  in- 
terests arbitrarily  interfere  with  private  business,  or  impose 
unusual  and  unnecessary  restrictions  upon  lawful  occupatioiL 
In  other  words.  Its  determination  a^  to  what  is  a  proper  exercise 
of  its  police  powers  is  not  final  or  conclusive,  but  is  sulyect  to  iiie 
supervision  of  the  courts'* :  Tiedeman's  *^^  Limitation  of  Police 
Power,  sees.  8^5,  19^1;  State  y.  Julow,  129  Mo.  163,  50  Ana.  St 
Rep.  443,  31  S.  W.  781,  29  L.  B.  A.  257 ;  Ex  parte  TVhitwell, 
98  Cal.  73,  35  Am.  St.  Rep.  152,  32  Pac.  870,  19  L.  R.  A.  727 ; 
Austin  V.  Murray,  16  Pick.  121 ;  Commonwealth  y.  Alger,  7  Cush. 
63,  85;  Ex  parte  Sing  Lee,  96  Cal.  3:54,  31  Am.  St  Rep.  218, 
31  Pac.  245,  24  L.  B.  A.  195;  Coe  v.  Schultz,  47  Barb.  64;  Lake 
View  V.  Rose  Hill  Cem.  Co.,  70  111.  191,  22  Am.  Rep.  71 ;  Ber- 
tholf  V.  O'Reilly,  74  N".  Y.  «09,  30  Am.  Rep.  323 ;  Mugler  t. 
Kansas,  123  TI.  S.  623,  661,  8  Sup.  Ct  Bep.  273,  31  L.  ed.  205. 

The  respondents  cite  and  rely  upon  several  cases  from  the 
states  of  Massachusetts,  Maryland,  Tennessee,  and  WashingtoUt 
where  enactments  upon  the  same  subject  were  enforced*  Whil^ 
enactments  of  similar  character  have  heen  upheld  in  those 
states,  an  examination  shows  that  they  all  differ  materially  in 
important  features  from  the  one  here  under  consideration.  The 
law  in  Massachusetts  exempts  all  sales  from  its  provisions 
made  by  oflBcers  acting  in  a  fiduciary  capadiy  or  under  judi- 
cial process ;  and,  white  it  declares  a  sale  made  in  violation  of 
its  provisions  fraudulent  and  void  as  againrft  creditors,  it  does 
not  subject  the  seller  and  buyer  acting  in  disobedience  t)f  fh^ 
law  to  criminal  prosecution :  Mass.  Stats.  1'9D3,  p.  389,  c.  415. 
Notwithstanding  this,  however,  it    seems  apparent  from    the 
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^opinion  tin  Sqnke  &  Co.  t.  IJcaUer  (Mus.),  69  If.  E.  812, 

"Oofect  ibe  supieme  ccfurt  of  thai  state  Ti^arded  their  Jtatute  as 

^oixkg  to  iihe  rerj  lumt  of  oonBtitaticmal  authority,  when  they 

said-:  ^'Attbengh  the  requirenienta  of  the  act  axe  Tery  etric^ 

'we  ^nnot  'Wj  that  the  determination  of  the  legislatnre,  as  be- 

t^w^ecn  the  jntereets  of  owners  of  stocks  of  merchandise  and 

•their  •  creditors,  was  so  far  wrong  as  to  render  the  statute  nncon- 

«rt3tati0iiaiL^    We  apprehend,  ifoom  a  perusal  of  that  opinion, 

HaA  if  tbere^  as  here,  &e  detemdnation  of  the  legislature  had 

goneio  tiie  length  of  applying  tthe  praTisions  of  the  act  to  per- 

«ODe  acting  in  a  fiduciary  or  ofifcial  capacity  and  under  judicial 

.proeess,  and  provided  ^^  criminal  punishment  for  ihe  persons 

-affected  if  they  disobeyed  sneh  provisions,  the  court  would  have 

bositated  hef  ore  pronouncing  tiie  curt  constitutionaL 

Under  the  act  of  the  state  of  Maryland,  a  sale  made  in  di»- 
obedienoe  of  the  statutory  provisions  is  not  absolntely  fraudu* 
lent  and  Toid,  as  nnder  onr  enactment,  bat  is  simply  ''pre- 
emned  to  be  f  randulent  and  Toid  as  against  the  creditors  of  the 
«elMP':  Vd.  (Laws  1900,  p.  907,  c.  679.  In  the  case  cited 
from  that  state  the  question  of  iiie  constitutionality  of  the  act 
was  neither  presented  nor  decided :  Hart  t.  Bioney,  93  Md.  432, 
49  Atl.  €61. 

So,  nnder  €he  act  of  Tennessee,  a  sale  made  in  disobedieneB 
of  tbe  provisions  thereof  is  only  ''presumed  to  be  frauduleist 
and  void  as  against  creditors  ci  the  seller^:  Tennessee  Acts, 
1901,  p.  284,  c.  138.  The  supreme  court  of  Tennessee  hald 
the  act  Talid,  Mr.  Jnstioe  Wilkes  dissenting:  Neas  v.  Borches, 
109  Tenn.  a98,  97  Am.  St.  Rep.  851,  71  S.  W.  50. 

It  will  %e  noticed  that  in  none  of  the  acts  tbus  far  referred 
to,  except  in  our  own,  is  disobedience  of  the  provisions  thereof 
by  ttie  fleller  and  buyer  made  a  criminal  offense.  The  supreme 
court  of  Missouri,  in  State  v.  Julow,  129  Mo.  163,  60  Am.  St. 
Bep.  443,  31  S.  W.  781,  29  L.  B.  A.  257,  determining  the 
validity  of  an  act  somewhat  similar  in  jcharacter  to  the  one 
here  under  consideration,  said:  "If  an  owner,'*  etc.,  "obeys 
the  law  on  ;iKhich  this  prosecutiQn  xeata,  lie  is  thereby  deprived 
of  a  right  and  a  liberty  to  contract  or  terminate  a  contract 
as  all  others  nuiy.  If  he  disobeys  it,  then  he  is  punished  for 
the  perfoimanoe  of  an  act  wholly  innocent,  unless,  indeed,  the 
doing  of  such  act  guaranteed  by  the  organic  law^  the  exercise 
of  a  right  of  which  the  legislature  is  forbidden  to  deprive  him, 
ean,  by  that  body,  be  canclusively  pronounced  criminal.  We 
deny  tixe  power  of  the  legislature  to  do  this — ^to  brand  as  an 
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offense  that  which  the  oonfititation  designates  and  declares  to 
be  a  rights  and  therefore  an  innocent  act;  and  conseqnaitly 
we  hold  that  the  statute  which  professes  to  ^^  exert  such  a 
power  is  nothing  more  or  less  tiian  a  legislative  judgment,' 
and  an  attempt  to  deprive  all  who  are  included  within  its  tenus 
of  a  constitutional  right  without  due  process  of  law/' 

The  provisions  of  the  act  of  the  state  of  Washington  (Sess. 
Laws  1901^  p.  222,  c.  109)  are  so  materially  diffcr^it  from 
those  of  our  enactment  that  the  case  of  McDaniels  v.  Connelly 
Shoe  Co.,  30  WasL  649,  94  Am.  St.  Eep.  889,  71  Pac.  37,  60 
L.  B.  A.  947,  cited  by  respondents,  as  sustaining  the  statute 
of  that  state,  cannot  be  regarded  as  authority  herein.  Nor, 
for  the  reasons  given,  can  any  one  of  the  cases,  from  the  sev- 
eral states  referred  to,  be  relied  upon  as  controlling  authoritj 
in  this  case. 

While  it  is  within  the  province  of  the  legislature  to  prevent 
fraudulent  sales  as  a  protection  to  creditors,  still,  when  it  at- 
tempts to  do  this — ^to  remove  one  evil — ^it  must  not  so  restrict 
individual  rights  and  disturb  industrial  pursuits  and  usages 
.as  to  cause  a  score  of  wrongs. 

We  are  of  the  opinion  that  the  enactment  in  controversy 
abridges  some  of  the  inalienable  rights  of  persons  guaranteed 
by  the  constitution ;  that  it  is  not  a  proper  exercise  of  the  police 
power  of  the  state ;  that  it  deprives  property  of  one  of  its  chief 
attributes,  and  some  persons  of  the  liberty  to  dispose  of  prop- 
•erty  as  others  may;  that  it  punishes  criminally  one  person  for 
the  doing  of  an  act  which  another  person  in  the  same  line  of 
business  may  lawfully  do ;  that  it  deprives  the  persons  to  whom 
it  applies  of  a  right  of  property  without  due  process  of  law; 
and  that,  therefore,  it  is  null  and  void. 

The  judgment  must  be  reversed,  with  costs,  and  remanded, 
with  directions  to  the  court  below  to  proceed  in  accordance 
herewith.     It  is  so  ordered. 

Baskin,  C.  J.,  and  McCarty,  J.,  concur. 


OONSTITUTIONALITT  OP  STATUTES  BEOTTIiATIKO  THE  SAIA 
OF  STOCKS  OF  MERCHANDISE  IK  BULK. 

Statutes  somewhat  similar  to  that  involved  in  the  prineipal  case 
have  been  recently  enacted  in  a  number  of  the  states,  among  them 
being  California,  Maryland,  Massachusetts,  Tennessee,  Utah,  Vir- 
ginia, Washington  and  Wisconsin-  These  statutes  all  have  for  their 
object  the  prevention  of  a  sale  of  his  stock  of  goods  in  bulk  by  a 
merchant,  whether  solvent  or  insolvent,  without  notice  to  his  cred- 
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It  on  without  first  complying  with  various  details  mentioned  in 
ench  statnteB.  The  eonstitntionality  of  such  statutes  has  been  at- 
1;acked  upon  th«  ground  that  they  are  class  legislation,  and  amount 
%o  a  deprivation  of  property  and  liberty  without  due  process  of 
law,  and  that  they  are  not  within  a  valid  exercise  of  the  police 
power  of  the  state. 

Contrary  to  the  conclusion  reached  in  the  principal  case,  statutes 
providing  that  sales  of  merchandise  in  bulk,  not  made  in  the  ordi- 
nary course  of  trade  and  in  the  regular  and  usual  prosecution  of 
the  seller's  business,  shall  be  void,  or  presumed  to  be  void,  as  against 
Ills  creditors,  unless  certain  requirements  for  the  information  and 
protection  of  creditors  are  complied  with,  so  far  as  they  have  re- 
ceived judicial  interpretation  and  construction,  have  been  declared 
tree  from  objection  upon  constitutional  grounds.    Such  statutes  were 
expressly  held  to  be  valid  and  constitutional  in  Squire  v.  Teller,  185 
Mass.  18,  69  N.  E.  312;  Neas  v.  Borches,  109  Tenn.  398,  97  Am.  St. 
Bep.  851,  71  S.  W.  50.    McDaniels  v.  Connelly  Shoe  Co.,  30  Wash. 
549,  94  Am.  St.  Bep.  889,  71  Pac.  37,  60  L.  B.  A.  947.    In  Hart  v. 
Boney,  93  Md.  432,  49  Atl.  6^.    Such  a  statute -was  enforced  as 
valid,  though  its  constitutionality  was  not  expressly  passed  upon. 

In  Fisher  v.  Ilernnan,  118  Wis.  424,  95  N.  W.  392,  the  court  assumed 
the  validity  of  such  a  statute,  although  it  expressly  refused  to  pass 
upon  the  question  of  its  constitutionality  because  such  question  was 
not  presented  to  it  either  by  oral  argument  or  the  briefs  of  counsel. 
The  cases  cited  above  were  called  to  the  attention  of  the  supreme 
court  of  Utah  and  by  it  commented  upon  in  deciding  the  principal 
case.  That  court  distinguished  them  from  the  principal  case  and 
refused  to  follow  them  as  controlling  authority  on  the  questions  in- 
volved, for  two  reasons:  1.  Because  the  statute  of  Utah,  unlike  that 
of  either  Massachusetts  or  Washington,  failed  to  exempt  from  the 
operation  of  its  provisions  persons  acting  in  a  fiduciary  or  official 
capacity,  or  under  judicial  process;  and  2.  Because  none  of  the 
fltatutes  of  the  other  states,  like  that  of  Utah,  made  it  a  criminal 
offense  by  both  the  buyer  and  seller  of  the  stock  of  goods,  to  act 
in  making  the  sale  and  purchase  in  disobedience  or  disregard  of 
their  provisions. 

In  a  late  case  in  Virginia  (Young  v.  Commonwealth,  101  Va.  853, 
45  S.  E.  327)  it  was  held  in  accord  with  the  rule  laid  down  in  the 
principal  case,  that .  the  only  authority  which  the  state  has  to  regu- 
late or  control  the  privtLte  business  of  a  citizen  grows  out  of  its 
police  power,  or  power  to  enact  laws  pertaining  to  the  public  health, 
the  public  safety  or  the  public  morals,  and  that  a  statute  similar 
in  most  respects  to  that  involved  in  the  principal  case  regulating 
such  private  business  in  a  manner  which  in  no  wise  pertains  to  pub- 
lic health,  safety  or  morals  is  not  a  valid  exercise  of  the  police 
power. 
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lature  should  undertake  to  provide  that  persons  following  some 
specified  lawful  trade  or  employment  should  not  have  capacity 
•®®  to  make  contracts,  or  to  receive  conveyances,  or  to  build 
such  houses  as  others  were  allowed  to  erect,  or  in  any  other  way 
to  make  such  use  of  their  property  as  was  permissible  to  others, 
it  can  scarcely  be  doubted  that  the  act  would  transcend  the  due 
bounds  of  legislative  power,  even  though  no  express  constitu- 
tional provision  could  be  pointed  out  with  which  it  would  come 
in  conflict.  To  forbid  to  an  individual  or  a  class  the  right  to 
the  acquisition  or  enjoyment  of  property  in  such  manner  as 
should  be  permitted  to  the  community  at  large  would  be  to 
deprive  them  of  liberty  in  particulars  of  primary  importance 
to  their  'pursuit  of  happiness/*'  In  Bank  v.  Divine  Grocery 
Co.,  97  Tenn.  603,  37  S.  W.  390,  it  was  said :  "To  take  from 
property  its  chief  element  of  value,  and  to  deny  to  the  citizen 
the  right  to  use  and  transfer  it  in  any  proper  and  legitimate 
-manner,  is  as  much  depriving  him  of  his  property  as  if  the 
property  itself  were  taken/*  In  People  v.  Otis,  90  N.  Y.  48, 
it  was  said :  "Depriving  an  owner  of  property  of  one  of  its  essen- 
tial attributes  is  depriving  him  of  his  property  within  the  con- 
stitutional provisions.'*  In  State  v.  Goodwill,  33  W.  Va.  179, 
25  Am.  St.  Rep.  863,  10  S.  E.  285,  6  L.  R.  A.  621,  it  was  said : 
*'The  right  to  use,  buy  and  sell  property,  and  contract  in  re- 
spect thereto,  including  contracts  for  labor — ^which  is,  as  we 
have  seen,  property — ^is  protected  by  the  constitution.  If  the 
legislature,  without  any  public  necessity,  has  the  power  to  pro- 
hibit or  restrict  the  right  of  contract  between  private  persons 
in  respect  to  one  lawful  trade  or  business,  then  it  may  prevent 
the  prosecution  of  all  trades,  and  regulate  all  contracts.**  So, 
in  State  v,  Loomis,  115  Mo.  307,  22  S.  W.  350,  21  L.  R.  A. 
789,  it  was  observed :  "Liberty,  we  have  seen,  includes  the  right 
to  acquire  property,  and  that  means  and  includes  the  right  to 
make  and  enforce  contracts.  We  do  not  say  that  such  rights 
cannot  be  regulated  by  general  law,  but  we  do  say  that  the 
legislature  cannot  single  out  one  class  of  persons  who  are  com- 
petent to  contract,  and  deprive  them  of  rights  in  that  respect 
which  are  accorded  ^^®*  to  other  persons.  The  constitutional 
declaration  that  no  person  shall  be  deprived  of  life,  liberty,  or 
property  without  due  process  of  law  was  designed  to  protect 
and  preserve  their  existing  rights  against  arbitrary  legislation 
as  well  as  against  arbitrary  executive  and  judicial  acts.  The 
sections  of  our  statute  in  question  deprive  a  class  of  persons  of 
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the  right  to  make  and  enforce  ordinary  contracts,  and  they  in- 
troduce a  system  of  state  paternalism  which  is  at  war  with  the 
fandamental  principles  of  our  government,  and  as  we  have  be- 
fore said,  are  not  due  process  of  law/'    People  v.  Gillson,  109 
N.  Y.  389,  4  Am.  St.  Bep.  465,  17  N.  E.  343,  is  a  case  where 
the  legislature  had  passed  an  act  prohibiting  the  sale  or  dis* 
poeal  of  any  article  of  food,  or  any  offer  or  attempt  to  do  so> 
upon  any  representation  or  inducement  that  anything  else  would 
he  delivered  as  a  gift»  prize,  premium,  or  reward  to  the  pur- 
chasers, and  provided  that  any  person  violating  any  of    its 
proTisions  should  he  deemed  guilty  of  a  misdemeanor.    Mr. 
Justice  Feckham,  holding  the  enactment  imconstitutional  and 
void,  in  the  course  of  his  opinion,  said:  'It  cannot  be  truth- 
fully maintained  that  this  legislation  does  not  seriously  infringe 
upon  the  liberty  of  the  owner  or  dealer  in  food  products  to  pur- 
sue a  lawful  calling  in  a  proper  manner,  or  that  it  does  not^ 
to  some  extent  at  least,  deprive  a  person  of  his  property  by  cur- 
tailing his  power  of  sale;  and  unless  this  infringement  and 
deprivation  are  reasonably  necessary  for  the  common  welfare, 
or  may  be  said  to  fairly  tend  in  that  direction  or  to  that  result, 
the  legislation  is  invalid,  as  plainly  violative  of  the  constitu- 
tional provision  imder  discussion.*'    Again,  he  said:  "Nor  can 
this  act  stand  as  a  valid  exercise  of  legislative  power  to  enact 
what  shall  amount  to  a  crime.    The  power  of  the  legislature  to 
so  declare  is  exceedingly  large,  and  it  is  difficult  to  define  its 
exact  limit.    But  that  there  is  a  limit  even  to  that  power,  under 
our  constitution,  we  entertain  no  dou'bt,  and  we  think  that  limit 
has  been  reached  and  passed  in  the  act  under  review.    The 
power  has  been  unlawfully  exercised  in  this  instance  **^  for 
the  same  reason  that  we  have  already  stated — ^because  it  violates 
the  constitutional  provision  which  secures  to  each  person  in  this 
state  his  liberty  and  property,  except  as  he  shall  be  deprived  of 
one  or  both  by  due  process  of  law.*'    In  Butchers'  Union  Co. 
V.  Crescent  City  Co.,  Ill  TJ.  S.  746,  4  Sup.  Ct.  Eep.  652,  28  L. 
ed.  585,  Mr.  Justice  Field,  speaking  of  constitutional  rights, 
said:  '^ Among  these  inalienable  rights,  as  proclaimed  in  that 
great  document,  is  the  right  of  m^i  to  pursue  their  happiness, 
by  which  is  meant  the  right  to  pursue  any  lawful  business  or 
vocation  in  any  manner  not  inconsistent  with  the  equal  rights 
of  others,  which  may  increase  their  prosperity  or  develop  their 
faculties,  so  as  to  give  to  them  their  highest  enjoyment.    The 
common  business  and  callings  of  life,  the  ordinary  trades  and 
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pursTiitay  which,  are  innocuoiifi  in  themselves^  and  hare  been 
followed  in  all  communities  from  time  immemorial,  most 
therefore  be  fr^  in  this  country  to  all  alike  upon  the  same 
conditions..  The  right  to  pursue  them  without  let  or  hindranoCy 
except  that  which  is  applied  to  all  persona  of  the  same  age, 
sex,  and  condition,  is  a  distinguishing  privilege  of  citizens  of 
the  United  States,  and  an  essential  element  of  that  freedom 
which  they  claim  as  their  birthright^' :  Hatter  of  Application 
of  Jacobs,  98  K  T.  98,  50  Am.  Eep.  636 ;  City  of  Clinton  t. 
PhilUps,  58  m.  102^  11  Am.  Hep.  52;*  State  v.  Julow,  129 
Mo.  163,  50  Am.  St.  Eep.  443,  31  S.  W.  781,  29  L.  R.  A.  257; 
MiUet  V.  People,  117  111.  294,  57  Am.  Eep.  869,  7  N".  E.  631; 
Wally  V.  Kennedy,  2  Terg.  554,  24  Am.  Dec.  511;  People  v. 
Marx,.  99  U.  T.  377,  62  Am.  Eep..  3^4,  2  K  E.  29 ;  Tick  Wo  v. 
Hopkins,  118  XT.  S.  356,  6  Sup.  Ct.  Eep.  1064,  30  L.  ed.  220. 

Nor  can  tha  act  be  sustained,,  in.  its  present  form,  aa  &  proper 
exercise  of  the  police  power  of  tha  atabe.  That  power,  though 
somewhat  ahmuded  in  mystery  aa  to  its  limits,  which  are  not 
easy  to  prescrihe  with  precision,  has  stood  sponsor  for  multi- 
tudes of  legislative  enactments;,  but  such  enactments  weie 
neverthelesa  alwaya  hound  to  be  within,  constitutional  limita. 
*^i  The  power,j  however  broad  and  comprehensive,  is  not  para* 
mount  to  the  constitution,  but  is  alwaya  -bounded  by  its  provl- 
fiioDs.  If,  therefore,  an  act  of  the  legislature  is  repugnant  to 
a  provision  of  tha  constitution,  it  cannot  be  held  valid  as  a 
proper  exercise  of  the  police  power.  Likewise,  if  a  right  of 
property  or  of  person  be  protected  hy  the  constitution,  it  can- 
not be  destroyed  by  any  exercise  of  the  police  power  either  by  the 
legislature  or  the  executive  power  of  the  state. 

Neither  the  legislature  nor  the  executive  oan,  under  the  guise 
of  police  regulation  or  otherwiae,.  arbitranly  or  unjuatly,  with- 
out good  cause,  restrict  or  infringe  upon  the  property  rights 
or  the  Liberty  of  any  subject  within  the  protsction  of  the  su- 
preme law;  and  whenevec  the.  legislotuie  undertakes  to  deter- 
mine what  ia  a  proper  exercise  of  police  power,  its  determinatian 
la  a  subject  for  judicial  scrutiny.  The  power  me^  be  exercised 
to  promote  the  safety,  health,  comfort  and  welfaie  of  society, 
and  to  sustain  legislation  aa.  a  proper  exercise  of  the  polioe 
power  it  must  have  reference  to  some  such  end.  By  virt&e  of 
that  power  the  use  of  property  ia  regiilated  by  enforcing  tho 
maxim,  ^^SIc  utere  tuo  ut  alieunm  non  laedaa..'  The  enact- 
ment in  controversy  doea  not  s^pear  b>  have  reference  to  either 
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of  ilie  crbjects  liere  inffieated.    It  can  hardly  l)e  said  that  a  law 
which  prevente  a  pesBon^  -thongli  mdebted,  who  is  abundantly 
aUe  to  -pa^  Mb  dieMs,  from  veiling  hie  property  in  fhe  same  way 
hiB  nei^boiB  do,  and  in  Eoeordanee  with  a  time-honored  ens- 
torn  or  mage,  eitiier  promotes  Hae  safety,  health,  comfort  or 
weLfoiB  of  the  ^onmnmity  or  the  etate.    If  the  act  referred  gen- 
eocally  to  inBolvent  debtors  it  would  present  a  different  qne^ion ; 
but  it  relates  amply  to  debtoiB  and  pnrdiasers  of  debtors  of  a 
particalar  and  Bpecified  busmess,  whether  eolvent  or  insolyent; 
80  that  the  merchant  who  is  worth  a  fortune  CFver  and  above  his 
inidebtednesB,  and  who  is  able  to  respond  instantly  to  his  cred- 
itoiB,  -vrfio  may  be  only  eneh   'becanse  of  convenience  •^  in 
trade  and  buBiness  transaotion,  nevertheless  finds  himseli,  nnder 
the  provifiions  of  the  act,  deprived  of  13ie  liberty  to  sell  his 
goods,  or  to  contract  in  relation  thereto  in  the  same  manner 
that  otheiB  ei^aged  in  the  same  business  may  lawfully  do.    Kot 
only  liis,  but  by  making  a  aale  which  would  be  perfectly  law- 
ful if  made  by  his  neighbor,  both  he  and  his  purchaser  become 
criminals,  and  amenaiblB  to  the  penalty  provided  in  the  act. 

Iiodking  again  at  the  provisions  of  the  enactment,  it  will  be 
observed  tiiat  it  aims  at  but  one  kind  of  bircinesB — ^the  mercan- 
tile— and  impliedly  and  arbitraTilj  divides  those  engaged  there- 
in into  two  classes.    The  merchants  of  the  one  class  being  un- 
affected in  their  property  rights,  may  make  sales  and  contracts 
in  relation  thereto  as  fliey  aee  *fit';  while  the  same  kind  of  sales 
and  contracts,  if  made  in  fhe  same  manner  Ijy  the  merchants  of 
the  crther  class,  are  not  only  declared  void,  hut  will  render  both 
the  aellers  and  purchasers  liable  to  criminal  prosecution.    The 
euactment,  as  we  have  Been,  not  only  places  the  debtor  class  in 
the  mercantile  husiness  at  a  great  disadvantage  in  competing 
wilJi  others  in  the  same  line  of  business,  but  its  provisions  are 
exceedingly  rtrict  and  oppressive.    Nor  do  its  provisions  apply 
generally  to  all  debtors  within  the  commonwealth.    They  apply 
only  to  merchants,  who  are  debtors,  while  farmers,  miners, 
w>^TiT\ftw?tMrff''w^  tiaden  and  other  dealen,  though  debtors,  may 
sell  «nd  difipose  ctf  their  property  when  and  as  they  please  so 
long  as  they  aet  in  good  faith.    If  fhe  act  is  designed  to  pre- 
vent frand,  why  not  make  it  general?    Looking  alone  at  the 
deUor  ckss,  ihere  appears  to  be  auch  a  discrimination  as  is 
diiBcnU  to  raeostdle  with  justice  and  fair  dealing.    Nor  do  we 
peroeiw  aao^y  justification  for  restraining  a  merchant  who  is  in 
AAL,  hot  solvent^  from  selliDg  his  merchandise,  in  whole  or  in 
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part^  as  he  may  deem  most  adyantageons^  in  order  to  preyent  one 
who  is  insolvent  from  exercising  the  same  privilege. 

There  is  another  feature  which  must  he  deemed  quite  material 
in  determining  the  validity  or  invalidity  ^^^  of  this  legislation. 
Under  the  terms  of  the  act  ^^a  sale  of  any  portion  of  a  stock  of 
merchandise/'  or  '^a  sale  of  an  entire  stock''  in  bulk,  made  other- 
wise than  as  in  the  act  provided^  '^is  fraudulent  and  void  aa 
against  creditors/'  and  renders  both  the  seller  and  buyer  liable 
to  criminal  prosecution.    Now,  it  will  be  noticed  that  nowhere 
in  its  provisions  is  there  an  exemption  of  any  sale  by  admin- 
istrators, executors,  trustees,  assignees  for  the  benefit  of  cred- 
itors, trustees  in  bankruptcy,  or  public  officers  acting  under 
judicial  process.    Tliere  being  no  such  exemption,  it  would 
seem  that  such  sales  of  merchandise  owned  by  debtors,  made  by 
persons  acting  in  a  fiduciary  capacity  or  under  judicial  process, 
must  also  be  made  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  the  ac^ 
in  order  that  the  seller  and  purchaser  may  avoid  the  penalties 
provided.    It  is  evident  that  such  a  law  would  not  only  deprive 
property  of  one  of  its  chief  attributes,  but  would  greatly  hamper 
tbe  administration  of  estates  and  retard  the  enforcing  of  judicial 
process.    Nor  is  this  law  necessary  for  the  public  weaL    Broad 
and  extensive  as  the  public  power  of  a  state  is,  it  cannot  be  as- 
sumed that  it  warrants  such  legislation  as  this.    It  is  true,  there 
are  extreme  cases  where  the  exercise  of  that  power  is  justified 
by  the  maxim,  '^Salus  populi  suprema  lex  est,"  and  so,  in  some 
cases  of  great  emergency  and  overruling  necessity,  the  taking  or 
destruction  of  property,  even  without  compensation  and  without 
due  process  of  law,  may  be  justified;  but  such  is  not  this  case. 
The  police  power  can  never  avail  to  declare  an  act  valid  when 
the  constitution  says  it  is  invalid.     'TTie  limits  to  the  exercise  of 
the  police  power  can  only  be  this:  the  regulation  must  have 
reference  to  the  comfort,  the  safety,  or  the  welfare  of  sodeiy; 
it  must  not  be  in  confiict  with  the  provisions  of  the  Constitu- 
tion": Potter's  Dwarris  on  Statutes  and  Constitution,  458. 

Speaking  of  the  regulation  of  the  conduct  of  corporations 
whose  charters  are  inviolable,  by  the  legislature,  under  the  police 
power.  Judge  Cooley  says:  "The  limits  to  the  exercise  of  the 
police  power  in  these  *^^  cases  must  be  this:  The  regulations 
must  have  reference  to  the  comfort,  safety  or  welfare  of  society. 
They  must  not  be  in  confiict  with  any  of  the  provisions  of  the 
charter;  and  they  must  not,  under  pretense  of  regulation,  take 
from  the  corporation  any  of  the  essential  rights  and  privileges 
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which  the  charter  confers.    In  shorty  they  must  be  police  reg- 
ulainons  in  fact^  and  not  amendments  of  the  charter  in  curtail- 
xctent  of  the  corporate  franchise'^ :  Gooley's  Constitutional  Lim- 
itations, 6th  ed.,  710.    In  Watertown  v.  Mayo,  109  Mass.  315, 
IB  Am.  Eep.  694,  Mr.  Justice  Colt  said :  'To  a  great  extent  the 
le^slature  is  the  proper  judge  of  the  necessity  for  the  exercise 
of  this  restraining  power.    It  is  not  easy  to  prescribe  its  limit 
Tlie  law  will  not  allow  rights  of  property  to  be  invaded  under 
the  guise  of  a  police  regulation  for  the  preservation  of  health 
or  protection  against  a  threatened  nuisance;  and  when  it  appears 
that  such  is  not  the  real  object  and  purpose  of  the  regulation 
courts  will  interfere  to  protect  the  rights  of  the  citizen/'    In 
Matter  of  Application  of  Jacobs,  98  K  Y.  98,  50  Am.  Eep.  636, 
Mr.  Justice  Earl  says :  "Generally  it  is  for  the  legislature  to  de- 
termine what  laws  and  regulations  are  needed  to  protect  the 
public  health  and  secure  the  public  comfort  and  safety;  and  while 
its  measures  are  calculated,  intended,  convenient  and  appropriate 
to  accomplish  these  ends,  the  exercise  of  its  discretion  is  not 
subject  to  review  by  the  courts.    But  they  must  have  some  rela- 
tion to  these  ends.    Under  the  mere  guise  of  police  regulations 
personal  rights  and  private  property  cannot  be  arbitrarily  in- 
vaded, and  the  determination  of  the  legislature  is  not  final  or  con- 
clusive.   If  it  passes  an  act  ostensibly  for  the  public  health,  and 
thereby  destroys  or  takes  away  the  property  of  a  citizen,  or  in- 
terferes with  his  personal  liberty,  then  it  is  for  the  courts  to 
scrutinize  the  act,  and  see  whether  it  really  relates  to  and  is 
convenient  and  appropriate     to  promote  tiie  public  health." 
Again,  referring  to  the  same  subject,  he  says :  "Such  legislation 
may  invade  one  class  of  rights  to-day  and  another  to-morrow, 
and,  if  it  can  be  *®*^  sanctioned  under  the  constitution,  while  far 
removed  in  time,  we  will  not  be  far  away  in  practical  statesman- 
ship from  those  ages  when  governmental  prefects  supervised 
the  building  of  houses,  the  rearing  of  cattle,  the  sowing  of  seed, 
and  the  reaping  of  grain,  and  governmental  ordinances  regulated 
the  movements  and  labor  of  artisans,  the  rate  of  wages,  the  price 
of  food,  the  diet  and  clothing  of  the  people,  and  a  large  range 
'  of  other  affairs  long  since  in  all  civilized  lands  regarded  as  out- 
side of  governmental  functions.     Such  governmental  interfer- 
ences disturb  the  normal  adjustments  of  the  social  fabric,  and 
usually  derange  the  delicate  and  complicated  machinery  of  in- 
dustry, and  cause  a  score  of  ills  while  attempting  the  removal  of 
one.''    In  the  Slaughter-House  Cases,  16  Wall.  36,  87,  21  L.  ed. 
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39^^  Mr.  Jufitio^  Jleldj  lefemngito  the  police  power  of  Hhe  etot^ 
said :  "AHi  fiorts  of  .x^stridtiooa  and  burdens  Are  imposed  mute 
it^  and  when  these  are  not  .in  conflict  with  any  constitutional 
prohibitions  or  fundamental  principlas  thegr  (cannot  be  auceoBs- 
fully  assailed  in  a  judicial  tribunal  •  •  .  ^  But  under  the  pie- 
tcnse  of  prescribing  a  police  regulation  the  state  cannot  be  per- 
raiited  to  encroach  upon  any  of  the  just  righis  of  the  citizen 
which  the  constitution  intended  to  aeeure  against  abri<lgmenf 
So,  in  Lawton  v.  Steele,  152  U.  S.  133, 14  Sup.  Ct  Eep.  499,  38 
L.  ed.  385,  Mr.  Justice  Brown  said :  "To  justify  the  state  in  tluiii 
interposing  its  authority  in  behalf  of  the  public,  it  must  appear: 

1.  That  the  interests  pf  the  public  generally^  as  disftinguished 
from  those  of  a  particular  .class,  require  such  interference;  And* 

2.  That  the  means  are  reasonable  for  the  accomplishment  of  the 
purpose,  and  not  unduly  oppresai^  upon  individuals-    The  leg- 
islature may  not,  under  the  guise  of  protecting  the  jpublic  in- 
terests arbitrarily  interfere  with  private  business,  or  impose 
unusual  and  unnecessary  restrictions  upon  lawful  occupation. 
In  other  words.  Its  determination  a^  to  what  is  a  proper  exercise 
of  its  police  powers  is  not  final  or  conclusive,  but  is  subject  to  the 
supervision  of  the  courts'' :  Tiedeman's  *®^  Limitation  of  Police 
Power,  sees.  S'5,  194 ;  State  y.  Julow,  129  Mo.  163,  50  Am.  St 
Rep.  443,  31  S.  W.  781,  29  L.  B.  A.  257 ;  Ex  parte  WhitweU, 
98  Cal  73,  35  Am.  St.  Bep.  1^3,  32  Pac.  870,  19  L.  U  A.  727; 
Austin  V.  Murray,  16  Pick.  121 ;  Commonwealth  v.  Alger,  7  Cush. 
53,  85;  Ex  parte  Sing  Lee,  96  Cal.  354,  31  Am.  St  Eep.  218, 
31  Pac.  245,  24  L.  E.  A.  195 ;  Coe  v.  Bcliultz,  47  Barb.  64;  Lake 
View  V.  Rose  Hill  Cem.  Co.,  70  111.  191,  22  Am.  Eep.  71 ;  Ber- 
tholf  V.  O'Eeilly,  74  N.  Y.  509,  30  Am.  Eep.  ^23 ;  Mu^er  t. 
Kansas,  123  XJ.  S.  623,  661,  8  S^p.  Ct.  Eep.  273,  "31  L.  ed.  205. 

The  respondents  cite  and  rely  upon  several  cases  from  the 
states  of  Massachusetts,  Maryland,  Tennessee,  and  Washington, 
where  enactments  upon  the  same  subject  were  enforced.  While 
enactments  of  similar  character  have  heen  upheld  in  those 
states,  an  examination  shows  thai  they  aH  differ  materially  in 
important  features  from  the  one  here  under  consideration.  The 
law  in  Massachusetts  exempts  all  sales  from  Its  provisions 
made  by  officers  acting  in  a  fiduciary  capacity  or  under  judi- 
cial process;  and,  Vhile  it  declares  a  sale  made  in  violaiion  of 
its  provisions  fraudulent  and  void  as  again^  creditors,  it  does 
not  subject  the  seller  and  buyer  acting  in  flisobedience  of  the 
law  to  criminal  prosecution :  Mass.  Stats.  1903,  p.  389,  c.  415. 
Notwithstanding  this,  however,  it    seems  apparent  from    the 
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^ipimaii  in  Squife  ft  Co.  ▼.  TDellier  (Mass.),  69  TS.  E.  812, 
tbst  the  supreme  court  of  thai  atste  Tegarded  their  statute  as 
Soong  to  the  yery  limit  of  oonetitatiaiial  authority^  when  they 
said':  ^'AUbough  Ihe  requireineiita  of  the  act  are  Tery  strici 
^we  eannot  «ay  that  the  detgnnJTmtion  of  the  legislature^  as  be- 
tween the  interests  of  owners  of  stooks  of  xE^rchandise  and 
^eircieditors,  was  so  far  wrong  as  to  lender  the  statute  uncon« 
etstatifjQDAL^  We  appvehend,  from  a  penusal  of  that  opinion^ 
ihat  if  there,  as  heve,  flbe  deteimination  of  the  legislEture  had 
goTks  to  Hbe  length  of  applying  rihe  pronsions  of  the  act  to  per- 
«oi]B  acting  in  a  fiduciary  or  o&ial  oapacity  and  under  judicial 
•process,  and  provided  ^^  criminal  punishment  for  the  persons 
-aAecied  if  they  disobeyed  eueh  provisions,  the  court  would  fasve 
hesitated  hefove  pronouncing  ihe  act  constitotionaL 

Under  the  act  of  the  state  of  Maryland,  a  sale  made  in  di»- 
o1)edienoe  of  the  statutory  provisious  is  not  absolutely  fraudu- 
lent and  TOid,  as  under  our  enactment,  but  is  simply  '^pre- 
sumed to  be  fraudulent  and  void  as  against  the  creditors  of  the 
selleA'':  Vd.  (Laws  1800,  p.  90?,  c.  679.  In  -the  ease  cited 
from  that  state  the  question  of  Ihe  constitutionality  of  the  act 
was  neither  presented  nor  decided:  Hart  t.  Eoney,  93  Md.  432, 
49  Atl.  661. 

Bq,  xmder  i;he  a<!!t  of  Tennessee^  a  sale  made  in  disobedience 
ci  file  provisions  thereof  is  only  ^presumed  to  be  fraudulent 
and  void  as  against  creditors  of  the  seller^:  Tennessee  Acts, 
1901,  p.  284,  c,  138.  The  supreme  court  of  Tennessee  held 
the  BKSt  reiiA,  Mr.  Justice  Wilkes  dissenting:  Neas  y.  Borches, 
109  Tenn.  898,  97  Am.  St.  Rep.  851,  71  S.  W.  50. 

It  will  %e  noticed  that  im  none  of  the  acts  thus  far  referred 
to,  except  in  our  own,  is  disobedience  of  the  provisions  thereof 
by  Hbe  seller  and  buyer  made  a  criminal  offense.  The  supreme 
court  of  Missouri,  -in  State  v.  Julow,  1^9  Mo.  163,  60  Am.  St. 
Eep.  443,  31  S.  W.  781,  29  L.  R.  A.  257,  determining  the 
validity  of  an  act  somewhat  similar  in  jcharactor  to  the  one 
here  under  consideration,  said:  'TCf  an  owner,*'  etc.,  "obeys 
the  law  on  jduch  this  pioaecutian  rests,  he  is  thereby  deprived 
of  a  right  and  a  liberty  to  contract  or  tenninate  a  contract 
as  all  others  mjay.  If  he  disobeys  it,  then  he  is  punished  for 
the  perfozmance  of  an  act  wholly  innocent,  unless,  indeed,  the 
doing  of  such  act  guaranteed  by  the  organic  law,  the  exercise 
of  a  ri^t  of  which  the  legislature  is  forbidden  to  deprive  him, 
can,  by  that  body,  be  conclusively  pronounced  criminal.  We 
deny  ibe  power  of  the  legislature  to  do  ihis — ^to  brand  as  an 
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offense  that  which  the  constitution  designates  and  dedaies  to 
be  a  rights  and  therefore  an  innocent  act;  and  consequently 
we  hold  that  the  statute  which  professes  to  ^^^  exert  such  a 
power  is  nothing  more  or  less  than  a  legislative  judgment,' 
and  an  attempt  to  deprive  all  who  are  included  within  its  terms 
of  a  constitutional  right  without  due  process  of  law/' 

The  provisions  of  the  act  of  the  state  of  Washington  (Seas. 
Laws  1901,  p.  222,  c.  109)  are  so  materially  different  from 
those  of  our  enactment  that  the  case  of  McDaniels  y.  Connelly 
Shoe  Co.,  30  Wash.  649,  94  Am.  St.  Rep.  889,  71  Pae.  37,  60 
L.  B.  A.  947,  cited  by  respondents,  as  sustaining  the  statute 
of  that  state,  cannot  be  regarded  as  authority  herein.  Nor, 
for  the  reasons  given,  can  any  one  of  the  cases,  from  the  sev- 
eral states  referred  to,  be  relied  upon  as  controlling  authority 
in  this  case. 

While  it  is  within  the  province  of  the  legislature  to  prevent 
fraudulent  sales  as  a  protection  to  creditors,  still,  when  it  at- 
tempts to  do  this — ^to  remove  one  evil — ^it  must  not  so  restrict 
individual  rights  and  disturb  industrial  pursuits  and  usages 
SB  to  cause  a  score  of  wrongs. 

We  are  of  the  opinion  that  the  enactment  in  controversy 
abridges  some  of  the  inalienable  rights  of  persons  guaranteed 
by  the  constitution;  that  it  is  not  a  proper  exercise  of  the  police 
power  of  the  state ;  that  it  deprives  property  of  one  of  its  chief 
attributes,  and  some  persons  of  the  liberty  to  dispose  of  prop- 
•erty  as  others  may;  that  it  punishes  criminally  one  person  for 
the  doing  of  an  act  which  another  person  in  the  same  line  of 
business  may  lawfully  do ;  that  it  deprives  the  persons  to  whom 
it  applies  of  a  right  of  property  without  due  process  of  law; 
and  that,  therefore,  it  is  null  and  void. 

The  judgment  must  be  reversed,  with  costs,  and  remanded, 
with  directions  to  the  court  below  to  proceed  in  accordance 
herewith.    It  is  so  ordered. 

Baskin,  C.  J.,  and  McCarty,  J.,  concur. 


CONSTITUTIONALITT  OP  STATUTES  BEGUIiATDTa  THE  SAIA 
OF  STOCKS  OF  MEBOHAin>ISE  IK  BUUL 

Statutes  Bomewbat  similar  to  that  involved  in  the  principal  ease 
have  been  recently  enacted  in  a  number  of  the  states,  among  them 
being  California,  Maryland,  Massachusetts,  Tennessee,  Utah,  Vir- 
ginia, Washington  and  Wisconsin.  These  statutes  all  have  for  their 
■ob.ieet  the  prevention  of  a  sale  of  his  stock  of  goods  in  bulk  by  a 
uierchant,  whether  solvent  or  insolvent,  without  notice  to  his  cre<l- 


March^  1904.]      Block  &  Qbiff  v.  Schwaetz.  987 

itors  without  first  complying  with  various  details  mentioned  in 
Bucli  statutes.  The  eonstitntionality  of  vuch  statutes  has  been  at- 
taclced  upon  the  ground  that  thej  are  elass  legislation,  and  amount 
to  &  deprivation  of  property  and  liberty  without  due  process  of 
larw,  and  that  they  are  not  within  a  valid  exercise  of  the  police 
power  of  the  state. 

Contrary  to  the  conclusion  reached  in  the  principal  case,  statutes 
providing  that  sales  of  merchandise  in  bulk,  not  made  in  the  ordi- 
nary course  of  trade  and  in  the  regular  and  usual  prosecution  of 
the  seller's  business,  shall  be  void,  or  presumed  to  be  void,  as  against 
hia    creditors,  unless  certain  requirements  for  the  information  and 
protection  of  ereditors  are  complied  with,  so  far  as  they  have  re- 
ceived judicial  interpretation  and  construction,  have  been  declared 
free  from  objection  upon  constitutional  grounds.    Such  statutes  were 
expressly  held  to  be  valid  and  constitutional  in  Squire  v.  Teller,  185 
Mass.  18,  69  N.  B.  312;  Neas  v.  Borches,  109  Tenn.  398,  97  Am.  St. 
Bep.  851,  71  S.  W.  50.    McDaniels  v.  Connelly  Shoe  Co.,  30  Wash. 
549,  94  Am.  St.  Bep.  889,  71  Pac.  37,  60  L.  B.  A.  947.    In  Hart  v. 
Boney,  93  Md.  432,  49  Atl.  66^.    Such  a  statute -was  enforced  as 
valid,  though  its  constitutionality  was  not  expressly  passed  upon. 

In  Fisher  v.  Ilernnan,  118  Wis.  424,  95  N.  W.  392,  the  court  assumed 
the  validity  of  such  a  statute,  although  it  expressly  refused  to  pass 
upon  the  question  of  its  constitutionality  because  such  question  was 
not  presented  to  it  either  by  oral  argument  or  the  briefs  of  counsel. 
The  cases  cited  above  were  called  to  the  attention  of  the  supreme 
court  of  Utah  and  by  it  commented  upon  in  deciding  the  principal 
case.    That  court  distinguished  them  from   the  principal  case  and 
refused  to  follow  them  as  controlling  authority  on  the  questions  in- 
volved, for  two  reasons:     1.  Because  the  statute  of  Utah,  unlike  that 
of  either  Massachusetts  or  Washington,  failed  to  exempt  from  the 
operation  of  its  provisions  persons  acting  in  a  fiduciary  or  official 
capacity,   or   under   judicial   process;    and   2.  Because    none    of   the 
statutes  of  the  other  states,  like  that  of  Utah,  made  it  a  criminal 
offense  by  both  the  buyer  and  seller  of  the  stock  of  goods,  to  act 
in  making  the  sale  and  purchase  in   disobedience   or  disregard  of 
their  provisions. 

In  a  late  case  in  Virginia  (Young  v.  Commonwealth,  101  Va.  853, 
45  S.  E.  327)  it  was  held  in  accord  with  the  rule  laid  down  in  the 
principal  case,  that. the  only  authority  which  the  state  has  to  regu- 
late or  control  the  private  business  of  a  citizen  grows  out  of  its 
police  power,  or  power  to  enact  laws  pertaining  to  the  public  health, 
the  public  safety  or  the  public  morals,  and  that  a  statute  similar 
in  most  respects  to  that  involved  in  the  principal  case  regulating 
such  private  business  in  a  manner  which  in  no  wise  pertains  to  pub- 
lic health,  safety  or  morals  is  not  a  valid  exercise  of  the  police 
power* 
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LESTER  T.  HIGHLAND  BOY  OOLD  MINING  COMPANY. 

[27  UUli,  470,  76  Pac.  S41.1 

DAMAOES— Moasnre  of  for  Destmction  of  Gropa. — The  meu- 
nre  of  damages  for  injury  to  or  the  destruction  of  growing  eropa 
is  their  Talue  in  the  condition  they  were  in  tft  the  time  of  injury  or 
destruction,  amd  not  the  market  -value  at  the  time  of  their  matviiy 
or  daring  the  market  aeason.     (p.  d90.) 

DAMAffRfl,  mUQOXDATED— Iiitorfiit^--In  tort  for  un- 
liquidated damages  interest  on  the  damages  recovered  from  the 
time  of  the  commencement  of  the  action  to  the  time  of  verdict,  exn* 
not  be  assessed,     (p.  991.) 

Sn&erland,  Van  Oott  ft  AlliBon,  for  tite  eppeUaniB. 

Henderson,  Fierce,  011011107  ft  Banette  and  C.  D.  Vanaiiy  for 
the  TcqiondentB. 

^^  BARTCH,  J.  This  is  an  acfian  to  recover  for  dam- 
ages to  growing  crops.  The  amended  complaint  lierein  was 
filed  April  16,  1902,  and  it  was  alleged,  in  substance,  that 
about  June,  1899,  the  defendant  company,  having  erected  the 
Highland  Boy  smelter,  began  opecationfl,  and  lihereafter,  to 
the  commencement  of  this  suit,  i^uced  large  quantitieB  of  cop- 
per ores,  and  thereby  caused  to  be  emitted,  from  the  smokestack 
of  the  smelter,  smoke,  gases,  and  fumes  charged  "with  variow 
mineral  substances,  which  were  carried  by  Uie  winds  and  de- 
posited upon  the  farm  of  the  plaintiffs,  about  a  mile  distant 
from  the  smeltery  that  these  substances  were  highly  deleterious 
to  vegetable  life;  and  that,  as  a  consequence,  the  growing  crops 
and  trees  on  £aid  farm  were  damaged  and  destroyed.  The  an- 
swer admitted  the  erection  and  operation  of  the  smelter,  but 
denied  the  other  material  allegationfl  of  the  complaint.  Prom 
the  record  and  evidence  it  appears  that  the  f  aim  of  the  plain- 
tiffs is  situate  from  one-half  to  three-quarters  of  a  mile  north- 
east of  the  Highland  Boy  smelter,  the  west  end  of  it  being 
directly  north  thereof ;  that  about  one  and  flrree-f ourths  miles 
pouth  of  the  Highland  Boy  is  situated  the  Bingham  Consoli- 
dated smeller;  that  about  one-quarter  of  a  mile  south  of  the 
latter  is  the  United  States  smelter;  that  the  Bingham  Consoli- 
dated was  in  operation  during  the  latter  portion  of  the  time 
the  plaintiffs  sue  for  damages,  that  both  the  Bingham  Con- 
flolidated  and  the  United  £tates  sntelters  were  in  operation 
since  the  coniincncenicnt  of  this  action;  that  all  the  smeHeTs 
were  operated  for  the  purpose  of  reducing  ores;  that  the  wind 
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that  locality  fluctuates,  but  that  its  general  direction  i» 
xiorth  and  soulfa;  and  that  the  damages  sued  for  were  oc- 
casioned by  the  reduction  of  the  ores^  which  created  smoke, 
ctust,  gases,  and  fumes,  that  were  carried  by  the  wind  onto 
tlie  plaintiffs'  farm  and  deposited  on  their  crops  and  trees, 
causing  them  to  be  injured  and  destroyed.  At  the  trial,  the 
jury  returned  a  verdict  in  favor  of  the  plaintiffs  for  damages 
ijd  the  sum  of  two  thousand  Ave  hundred  dollars,  with  inter- 
est thereon,  from  the  commencement  ^"^  of  the  action  to  the 
date  of  the  verdict,  amounting  to  two  hundred  and  flfty-nine 
dollars  and  forty-four  cents.  Judgment  was  thereupon  ren- 
dered for  the  sum  of  two  thousand  seven  hundred  and  fifty- 
nine  dollars  and  fort^-four  cents,  with  interest  thereon  at 
eight  per  cent  from  date  thereof.    The  defendants  appealed. 

From  the  theory  upon  which  this  case  was  tried  by  the  de- 
fense, it  appears-  to  be  conceded  that  tibe  plaintiffs  are  entitled 
to  some  compensatian  for  injuries  to  their  crops  and  trees, 
but  the  appellants  insist  that  the  court  erred  in  its  charge  to 
the  jury  respecting  the  measure  of  damages.  That  portion  of 
the  charge  objected  to  on  this  point  reads  as  follows:  ^^The 
plaintiffs  in  this  case  aze  entitled  to  recover  only  such  damages 
to  their  crops  of  lucerne,  potatoes,  oats,  com,  beet^.  wheat, 
and  such  things  as  are  sued  for,  as  they  were  worth  at  the  time 
when  destroyed  or  injured,  and  at  the  place  where  injured  or 
destroyed.  In  oiher  words,,  if  they  were  injured  or  destroyed 
at  or  before  the  time  of  harvest  in  the  different  years  respec- 
tively, theu  in  arriving^  at  the  damages  you  must  take  the 
market  value  of  such  products  and  crops  not  later  than  the 
prices  prevailing  at  Ihe  time  of  such  harvest,  or  during  the  mar- 
ket season.^  This  instruction,  considered  as  a  whole,  is  clearly 
erroneous.  The  rale  stated  in  the  first  sentence  has  the  sup- 
port of  authority;  but^  in  attempting  to  explain  it  in  the  last 
sentence,  the  court  virtually  set  the  rule  aside,  and  misdirected 
the  jury  by  stating  that,  in  arriving  at  the  damages,  they 
must  take  the  ^^market  valua  of  such  products  and  crops  not 
later  tilian  the  prices  prevailing  at  the  time  of  such  harvest,  or 
during  the  market  season.^'  While,  in  cases  of  destruction  of 
growing  crops,  it  is  proper  and  important  to  introduce  and 
admit  evidence  showing  the  kind  of  crops  the  land  is  capable 
of  producing  the  kind  of  crops  destroyed,  the  average  yield 
per  acre  of  each  kind  on  the  land  in  dispute,  and  on  other 
•nmilar  lands  in  the  immediate  neighborhood  cultivated  in  like 
manner,  the  stage  of  growth  of  the  crops  at  the  time  of  injury 
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pnrsTiitfl^  which,  are  innocuoufl  in  themselves,  and  have  been 
followed  in  all  conunimitiea  from  time  immemorial^  must 
therefore  be  free  in  this  eoimtry  to  all  alike  upon  the  same 
conditions.  The  right  to  pursue  them  without  let  or  hindrance, 
except  that  which  is  applied  to  all  persons  of  the  same  ago, 
sex,  and  condition,  is  a  distinguishing  privilege  of  citizens  of 
the  United  States,  and  an  essential  element  of  that  freedom 
which  they  claim  as  their  birthright":  Matter  of  Application 
of  Jacobs,  98  F.  T.  98,  50  Am.  Eep,  636 ;  City  of  Clinton  ▼. 
PhilUps,  68  IlL  102,  11  Am.  Hep.  52;*  State  v.  Julow,  129 
STo.  163,  50  Am,  St.  Eep.  443,  31  S.  W.  781,  29  L.  R.  A.  257; 
Millet  V.  People,  117  111  294,  57  Am,  Eep.  869,  7  N.  E.  631 ; 
Wally  V.  Kennedy,  2  Terg.  554,  24  Am..  Dec.  511;  People  v. 
Marx,  99  N.  T.  377,  52  Am.  Eep..  34,  2  IT.  E.  29 ;  Tick  Wo  ▼. 
Hopkins,  118  F.  S.  356,  6^  Sup.  Ct  Eep.  1064,  30  L.  ed.  220. 

Nor  can  tiia  act  be  sustained,,  in  its  present  form,  as  a  proper 
exercise  of  the  police  power  of  tha  state.  That  power,  though 
somewhat  ahmudfid  in  mystery  as  to  its  limits,  which  are  not 
easy  to  prescribe  with  precision,  has  stood  sponsor  for  multi- 
tudes of  legislative  enactments;,  but  such  enactments  were 
nevertheless  always  boimd  to  be  within,  constitutional  limita 
*^*  The  power,,  however  broad  and  comprehensive,  is  not  para«* 
mount  to  the  constitution,  but  is  always  bounded  by  its  provi- 
sions. If,  therefore,  an  act  of  the  le^slature  is  repugnant  to 
a  provision  of  the.  constitution,  it  cannot  be  held  valid  as  a 
proper  exercise  of  the  police  power.  Likewise,  if  a  right  of 
property  or  of  person  be  protected  by  the  constitution,  it  can- 
not be  destroyed  by  any  exercise  of  the  police  power  either  by  the 
legislature  or  the  executive  power  of  the  state. 

Neither  the  legislature  nor  the  executlva  can,  under  tha  guise 
of  police  regulation  or  otherwise,,  arbitrarily  or  unjustly,  with* 
out  good  cause,  lestriot  or  infringe  upon  the  property  rights 
or  the  liberty  of  any  subject  within  the  protection  of  the  su- 
preme law;  and  whenever  the  legislotuiB  undertakes  to  deter* 
mine  what  is  a  proper  exercise  of  police  power,  its  determination 
is  a  subject  for  judicial  scrutiny.  The  power  may  be  exercised 
to  promote  the  safety,  health,  comfort  andi  welfare  of  society, 
and  to  sustain  legislation  as.  a  proper  exercise  of  the  police 
power  it  must  have  refarence  to  some  such  end.  By  virtue  of 
that  power  the  use  of  properly  ifr  regulated  by  enforcing  the 
maxim,  ^'Sic  utere  tuo  ut  alieuum  non  laedas.^'  The  enact- 
ment in  controversy  does  not  appear  to  have  reference  to  either 
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of  tbe  objects  here  infficated.  It  can  hardly  l)e  said  that  a  law 
which  preventB  a  peiwni,  -fliongh  indebted,  who  is  abundantly 
able  ^  pi^  ifak  deUs,  from  veiling  hiB  pFoperty  in  Ihe  same  way 
his  JiifiighboiB  do,  and  in  aocsordanoe  with  a  time-honored  ens- 
torn  or  mage,  ei&er  piomoteB  Hae  8af ety,  health,  comfort  or 
weLEaie  erf  the  eonmiunifcy  or  the  «t8te.  If  the  act  referred  gen- 
eacally  to  inBolvent  debtors  it  wonld  present  a  difiPerent  qnestion ; 
Init  it  relates  ^mply  to  debtoTB  and  purdiasers  of  debtors  of  a 
particalar  and  apecified  ibosineBs,  whether  eolvent  or  insolyent; 
80  that  the  meschant  who  ie  worth  a  fortune  cFver  and  above  his 
indebtednesB,  and  who  »  able  to  respond  instantly  to  his  cred- 
rtoiB^  who  may  be  only  ench  'because  of  conTenience  •^^  in 
trade  and  business  transaotion,  neTertheless  finds  himself,  under 
the  prorisionB  of  the  act,  deprived  of  i3ie  liberty  to  sell  his 
goods,  or  to  contract  in  relation  thereto  in  the  same  manner 
that  o&exB  engaged  in  the  same  business  may  lawfully  do.  Kot 
only  iiiiB,  but  by  making  a  aale  which  would  be  perfectly  law- 
fnl  if  made  by  his  neighbor,  both  he  and  his  purchaser  become 
ciiminals,  and  amenaiblB  to  the  penalty  provided  in  the  act. 

liodking  again  at  the  provisions  of  the  enactment,  it  will  be 
observed  that  it  aims  at  but  one  kind  of  business— the  mercan- 
tile — and  impliedly  and  afbitrarilj  divides  those  engaged  there- 
in into  two  classes.    The  merchants  of  the  one  Class  being  un- 
affected in  their  property  rights,  may  make  sales  and  contracts 
in  relation  thereto  as  fliey  see  *fit';  while  the  Bame  kind  of  sales 
and  contracts,  if  made  in  the  same  manner  *by  the  merchants  of 
the  other  class,  are  not  only  declared  void,  hut  will  render  both 
the  sellers  and  purchasers  liable  to  criminal  prosecution.    The 
enactment,  as  we  have  seen,  not  only  places  the  debtor  class  in 
the  mercantile  husiness  at  a  great  disadvantage  in  competing 
witti  others  in  the  same  line  of  business,  but  its  provisions  are 
exceedingly  rtrict  and  oppressive.    Nor  do  its  provisions  apply 
generally  to  all  debtora  within  the  commonwealth.    They  apply 
only  to  merchants,  who  are  debtors,  while  farmers,  miners, 
mannfactarors,  traders  and  other  dealers,  though  debtors,  may 
sell  «nd  dispose  of  tfaeir  property  when  and  as  they  please  so 
long  as  they  act  in  good  faith.    If  the  act  is  designed  to  pre- 
vent fraud,  why  not  make  it  general?    Looking  alone  at  the 
deMor  elass,  Uiere  appeare  to  be  such  a  discrimination  as  is 
difficntt  to  zeeoncile  with  justice  and  fair  dealing.    !N'or  do  we 
perceiw  aaoiy  justification  iar  restraining  a  merchant  who  is  in 
ddt^  bnt  fiolventy  from  selling  his  merchandise,  in  whole  or  in 
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part^  as  he  may  deem  most  adyantageons^  in  order  to  prevent  one 
who  is  insolvent  from  exercising  the  same  priyilege. 

There  is  another  feature  which  must  be  deemed  quite  material 
in  determining  the  validity  or  invalidity  ^^^  of  this  legifilatioiiL 
Under  the  terms  of  the  act  ^'a  sale  of  any  portion  of  a  stock  of 
merchandise,'*  or  "a  sale  of  an  entire  stock*'  in  bulk,  made  oHier- 
wise  than  as  in  the  act  provided,  '^is  fraudulent  and  void  as 
against  creditors/*  and  renders  both  the  seller  and  bnyer  liable 
to  criminal  prosecution.    Now,  it  will  be  noticed  that  nowhere 
in  its  provisions  is  there  an  exemption  of  any  sale  by  admin- 
istrators, executors^  trustees^  assignees  for  the  benefit  of  cred« 
itors,  trustees  in  bankruptcy,  or  public  oflBcers  acting  under 
judicial  process.    There  being  no  such  exemption,   it   would 
seem  that  such  sales  of  merchandise  owned  by  debtors,  made  bj 
persons  acting  in  a  fiduciary  capacity  or  under  judicial  process, 
must  also  be  made  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  the  act; 
in  order  that  the  seller  and  purchaser  may  avoid  tiie  penalties 
provided.    It  is  evident  that  such  a  law  would  not  only  deprive 
property  of  one  of  its  chief  attributes,  but  would  greatly  hamper 
the  administration  of  estates  and  retard  the  euiorcing  of  judicial 
process.     Nor  is  this  law  necessary  for  the  public  weaL     Broad 
and  extensive  as  the  public  power  of  a  state  is,  it  cannot  be  as- 
sumed that  it  warrants  such  legislation  as  this.    It  is  true,  there 
are  extreme  cases  where  the  exercise  of  that  power  is  justified 
by  the  maxim,  ^^Salus  populi  suprema  lei  est/*  and  so,  in  some 
cases  of  great  emergency  and  overruling  necessity,  the  taking  or 
destruction  of  property,  even  without  compensation  and  without 
due  process  ol  law,  may  be  justified;  but  such  is  not  this  case. 
The  police  power  can  never  avail  to  declare  an  act  valid  when 
the  constitution  says  it  is  invalid.     'TTie  limits  to  the  exercise  of 
the  police  power  can  only  be  this:  the  regulation  must  have 
reference  to  the  comfort,  the  safety,  or  the  welfare  of  society; 
it  must  not  be  in  conflict  with  the  provisions  of  the  Constitu- 
tion**: Potter*s  Dwarris  on  Statutes  and  Constitution,  458. 

Speaking  of  the  regulation  of  the  conduct  of  corporations 
whose  charters  are  inviolable,  by  the  legislature,  under  tiie  police 
power,  Judge  Cooley  says:  "The  limits  to  the  exercise  of  the 
police  power  in  these  *^^  cases  must  be  this:  The  regulations 
must  have  reference  to  the  comfort,  safety  or  welfare  of  society. 
They  must  not  be  in  conflict  with  any  of  the  provisions  of  the 
charter;  and  they  must  not,  under  pretense  of  regulation,  take 
from  the  corporation  any  of  the  essential  rights  and  privileges 
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which  the  charter  confers.    In  short,  they  must  be  police  reg- 
xtLa,tlons  in  fact,  and  not  amendments  of  the  charter  in  cartail- 
xiie33.t  of  the  corporate  franchise^' :  Gooley's  Constitutional  lim- 
Ita^tions,  6th  ed.,  710.    In  Watertown  y.  Mayo,  109  Mass.  Z15, 
13^  -Am.  Bep.  694,  Mr.  Justice  Colt  said :  'To  a  great  extent  the 
ie^slature  is  the  proper  judge  of  the  necessity  for  the  exercise 
o€  this  restraining  power.     It  is  not  easy  to  prescribe  its  limit 
Ttie  law  will  not  allow  rights  of  property  to  be  invaded  under 
the  guise  of  a  police  regulation  for  the  preservation  of  health 
OT  protection  against  a  threatened  nuisance;  and  when  it  appears 
that  such  is  not  the  real  object  and  purpose  of  the  regulation 
courts  will  interfere  to  protect  the  rights  of  the  citizen.**    In 
Matter  of  Application  of  Jacobs,  98  N.  Y.  98,  50  Am.  Rep.  636, 
Mr.  Justice  Earl  says :  "Generally  it  is  for  the  legislature  to  de- 
termine what  laws  and  regulations  are  needed  to  protect  the 
public  health  and  secure  the  public  comfort  and  safety;  and  while 
its  measures  are  calculated,  intended,  convenient  and  appropriate 
to  accomplish  these  ends,  the  exercise  of  its  discretion  is  not 
subject  to  review  by  the  courts.    But  they  must  have  some  rela- 
tion to  these  ends.    Under  the  mere  guise  of  police  regulations 
personal  rights  and  private  property  cannot  be  arbitrarily  in- 
vaded, and  the  determination  of  the  legislature  is  not  final  or  con- 
clusive.   If  it  passes  an  act  ostensibly  for  the  public  health,  and 
thereby  destroys  or  takes  away  the  property  of  a  citizen,  or  in- 
terferes with  his  personal  liberty,  then  it  is  for  the  courts  to 
scrutinize  the  act,  and  see  whether  it  really  relates  to  and  is 
convenient  and  appropriate     to  promote  the  public  health.'* 
Again,  referring  to  the  same  subject,  he  says :  "Such  legislation 
may  invade  one  class  of  rights  to-day  and  another  to-morrow, 
and,  if  it  can  be  *®*^  sanctioned  under  the  constitution,  while  far 
removed  in  time,  we  will  not  be  far  away  in  practical  statesman- 
ship from  those  ages  when  governmental  prefects  supervised 
the  building  of  houses,  the  rearing  of  cattle,  the  sowing  of  seed, 
and  the  reaping  of  grain,  and  governmental  ordinances  regulated 
the  movements  and  labor  of  artisans,  the  rate  of  wages,  the  price 
of  food,  the  diet  and  clothing  of  the  people,  and  a  large  range 
'  of  other  affairs  long  since  in  all  civilized  lands  regarded  as  out« 
side  of  governmental  functions.     Such  governmental  interfer- 
ences disturb  the  normal  adjustments  of  the  social  fabric,  and 
usually  derange  the  delicate  and  complicated  machinery  of  in- 
dustry, and  cause  a  score  of  ills  while  attempting  the  removal  of 
one.*'    In  the  Slaughter-House  Cases,  16  Wall  36,  87,  21  L.  ed. 
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394  Mr-  vJuaiio^  Fisli,  x^ieoingito  the  polioe  power  of  the  siat^ 
^d :  "AH  eoxis  of  JkOsthotioflB  and  hmrden^  Are  imposed  imdar 
it,  and  when  these  aie  not  .in  conflicl;  with  any  coostitutiQiuil 
prohihitions  or  fundamental  jxrinciplas  they  vcannot  be  aucceBfi* 
fully  assailed  in  a  judicial  tribunaL  •  •  .  «  But  under  the  piex 
tcnse  of  prescribing  a  police  regulation  the  atate  cannot  be  per- 
n^itted  to  encroach  upon  any  of  the  jyjsb  lighia  of  the  citizen 
which  the  constitution  intended  to  aeeure  against  abridgment^ 
So,  in  Lawton  v,  Steele,  152  U.  S.  ia3, 14  Sup.  Ct  Eep.  499,  38 
L.  ed.  385,  Mr.  Justice  Brown  said :  ^*To  justify  the  state  in  .thns 
interposing  its  authority  in  behalf  of  the  public,  it  must  appear: 

1.  That  the  interests  of  the  public  generally,  as  distinguished 
from  those  of  a  particular  .cla^,  nequire  such  interference;  and* 

2.  That  the  means  are  reasonable  for  the  accomplishment  of  the 
purpose,  and  not  unduly  oppressi^  upon  individuals.     The  leg- 
islature may  not,  under  the  guiae  of  protecting  the  jpublic  in- 
terests arbitrarily  interfere  with  private  business,  or  impose 
unusual  and  uimecessary  restricticms  upon  lawful  oocupatioiL 
In  other  words,  its  determination  a^  to  what  is  a  proper  exercise 
of  its  police  powers  is  not  final  or  conclusive,  but  is  subject  to  the 
supervision  of  the  courts'' :  Tiedeman's  ^^^  limitation  of  Police 
Power,  sees.  8*5,  194 ;  State  y.  Julow,  129  Mo.  163,  50  Am.  St 
Rep.  443,  31  S.  W.  781,  29  L.  B.  A.  257 ;  Ex  parte  Whitwell, 
98  Cal.  73,  35  Am.  St.  Eep.  1^2,  32  Pac.  870,  19  L.  E.  A.  727; 
Austin  V.  Murray,  16  Pick.  121 ;  Commonwealth  v.  Alger,  7  Cush. 
53,  85;  Ex  parte  Sing  Lee,  96  Cal.  354,  31  Am.  St.  Eep.  218, 
31  Pac.  245,  24  L.  B.  A.  195 ;  Coe  v.  Sdiultz,  47  Barb.  64;  Lake 
View  v.  Eose  Hill  Cem.  Co.,  70  111.  1^1,  22  Am.  Eep.  71 ;  Ber- 
tholf  V.  O'Eeilly,  74  N.  Y.  509,  30  Am.  Eep.  323 ;  Mugler  t. 
Kansas,  123  XJ.  S.  623,  661,  8  S^p.  Ct.  Eep.  273,  "31  L.  ed.  205. 

The  respondents  ci'te  and  rely  upon  jseveral  cases  from  the 
states  of  Massachusetts,  Maryland,  Texmessee,  and  WashingtoUt 
where  enactments  upon  the  same  subject  were  enforced.  Whik 
enactments  of  similar  character  have  leen  upheld  in  those 
states,  an  examination  shows  thai  they  all  differ  materially  in 
important  features  from  the  one  here  under  consideration.  The 
law  in  Massachusetts  exempts  all  sales  from  its  provisions 
made  by  officers  acting  in  a  fiduciary  capacity  or  under  judi- 
cial process;  and,  Vhile  it  declares  a  sale  made  in  violation  of 
its  provisions  fraudulent  and  void  as  again^  creditors,  it  does 
not  subject  the  seller  and  buyer  acting  in  disobedience  t)f  fh^ 
law  to  criminal  prosecution :  Mass.  Stats.  19t)3,  p.  389,  c.  41S. 
Notwithstanding  this,  however,  it    seems  apparent  from    the 


\,  1904.]        BliOCS  .ft  QfBSJm  to.  flOHWABXZ.  9BS 

^cypxnicii  Jn  Aqnife  ft  Co.  ▼«  Tlrilifsr  (Mass.),  69  K.  E.  812, 
Ibact  ite  supreme  court  of  thst  atste  segarded  their  statute  as 
going  to  the  tery  limit  of  oomtitiitiaiial  authority,  when  thejr 
acLid-:  ^'Attbongh  the  requireineDts  of  the  act  are  Tery  strict^ 
'we  eaiiDot  <8ay  that  the  determiiudion  of  the  legislature,  as  be- 
tween the  interests  of  owners  of  stooks  of  mercbandise  and 
.fheir-cfedrtors,  was  so  far  wrong  as  to  render  the  statute  uncon« 
etxtmtianaiL^    We  apprahend,  froia  a  peorosal  of  that  opinion, 
Hiat  if  there,  as  here,  flie  determination  of  the  legislatuTe  haA 
gO^^e  to  tiie  length  of  applying  rthe  praTisions  of  the  act  to  per- 
«oiiB  acting  in  a  fidueiary  or  ofiBcial  oapadiy  and  under  judicial 
•process,  and  provided  ^^  criminal  punishment  for  Ihe  persons 
-acfFected  if  they  disobeyed  «ueh  provisions,  the  court  would  have 
hesitated  hefove  pnmounoing  the  Bct  constitofcionaL 

Under  the  act  of  the  state  of  Maryland,  a  sale  made  in  di»- 
obedienoe  of  the  statutory  provisions  is  not  absolutely  fraudu« 
lent  and  Toid,  as  under  our  enactment,  but  is  simply  ^^pre- 
rained  to  be  fraudulent  and  void  as  against  the  creditors  of  the 
aollef':  Vd.  (Laws  1900,  p.  90?,  c  679.  In  the  case  cited 
from  that  state  the  question  of  Ihe  constitutionality  of  the  act 
was  neither  presented  nor  decided:  Hart  t.  Eoney,  93  Md.  432^ 
49  AtL  €61. 

So,  Ttnder  the  act  of  Tennessee,  a  sale  made  in  disobediencB 
iA  file  provisions  thereof  is  only  ^presumed  to  be  fraudulent 
and  void  as  against  creditors  of  the  seller^:  Tennessee  Acts, 
1901,  p.  :284,  c.  138.  The  supreme  court  of  Tennessee  held 
the  act  Tulid,  Mr.  Justice  Wilkes  dissenting:  Neas  y.  Borches, 
109  Tenn.  a98,  97  Am.  St.  Bep.  851,  71  fi.  W.  60. 

It  will  'be  noticed  that  im  none  of  the  acts  thrus  far  referred 
to,  except  in  our  own,  is  disobedience  of  the  provisions  thereof 
by  &e  «ener  and  buyer  made  a  criminal  offense.  The  supreme 
eourt  of  Missouri,  in  State  v.  Julow,  1^  Mo.  163,  50  Am.  St. 
Eep.  443,  31  S.  W.  781,  29  L.  R.  A.  257,  determining  the 
validity  of  an  act  somewhat  similar  in  character  to  the  one 
here  under  consideration,  said:  'TCf  an  owner,''  etc.,  ^'obeys 
iha  law  on  which  this  piosecutian  xeaU,  he  is  thereby  deprived 
of  a  right  and  a  liberie  to  contract  or  terminate  a  contract 
as  all  others  nuiy.  If  be  disobeys  it,  .then  he  is  punished  for 
the  perfozmanoe  of  an  act  wholly  innocent,  unless,  indeed,  the 
doing  of  such  act  guaranteed  by  the  organic  law,  the  exercise 
of  a  ri^t  of  which  the  legislature  is  forbidden  to  deprive  him, 
ean,  by  that  body,  be  conclusively  pronounced  criminal.  We 
deny  tiie  power  of  the  legislature  to  do  this — ^to  brand  as  an 
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offense  that  which  the  constitation  designates  and  dedaiea  to 
be  a  righty  and  therefore  an  innocent  act;  and  conBequentiy 
we  hold  that  the  statute  which  professes  to  ^^^  exert  such  a 
power  is  nothing  more  or  less  tiian  a  legislative  jadgment,' 
and  an  aM:empt  to  deprive  all  who  are  included  within  its  terms 
of  a  constitutional  right  without  due  process  of  law/' 

The  provisions  of  the  act  of  the  state  of  Washington  (Sees. 
Laws  1901^  p.  222,  c.  109)  are  so  materially  different  from 
those  of  our  enactment  that  the  case  of  McDaniels  v.  (Connelly 
Shoe  Co.,  30  Wash.  549,  94  Am.  St.  Bep.  889,  71  Paa  37,  60 
L.  B.  A.  947,  cited  by  respondents,  as  sustaining  the  statute 
of  that  state,  cannot  be  regarded  as  authoriiy  herein.  Nor^ 
for  the  reasons  given,  can  any  one  of  the  cases,  from  the  sev- 
eral states  referred  to,  be  relied  upon  as  controlling  authority 
in  this  case. 

While  it  is  within  the  province  of  the  legislature  to  prevent 
fraudulent  sales  as  a  protection  to  creditors,  still,  when  it  at- 
tempts to  do  this — ^to  remove  one  evil — ^it  must  not  so  restrict 
individual  rights  and  disturb  industrial  pursuits  and  usages 
as  to  cause  a  score  of  wrongs. 

We  are  of  the  opinion  that  the  enactment  in  controversy 
abridges  some  of  the  inalienable  rights  of  persons  guaranteed 
by  the  constitution ;  that  it  is  not  a  proper  exercise  of  the  police 
power  of  the  state ;  that  it  deprives  property  of  one  of  its  chief 
attributes,  and  some  persons  of  the  liberty  to  dispose  of  prop- 
erty as  others  may;  that  it  punishes  criminally  one  person  for 
the  doing  of  an  act  which  another  person  in  the  same  line  of 
business  may  lawfully  do ;  that  it  deprives  the  persons  to  whom 
it  applies  of  a  right  of  property  without  due  process  of  law; 
and  that,  therefore,  it  is  null  and  void. 

The  judgment  must  be  reversed,  with  costs,  and  remanded, 
with  directions  to  the  court  below  to  proceed  in  acoordauos 
herewith.    It  is  so  ordered. 

Baskin,  C.  J.,  and  McCarty,  J.,  concur. 


^ONSTITXTTIONAIiITT  OF  STATUTES  BEGUZiATINO  THE  8AU 
OF  STOCKS  OF  MERCHANDISE  IK  BTJI& 

Statutes  somewhat  similar  to  that  involved  in  the  principal  ciuw 
liave  been  recently  enacted  in  a  number  of  the  states,  among  them 
being  California,  Maryland,  Massachusetts,  Tennessee,  Utah,  Vir- 
ginia, Washington  and  Wisconsin.  These  statutes  all  have  for  their 
■obiect  the  prevention  of  a  sale  of  his  stock  of  goods  in  bulk  by  a 
tiicrchant,  whether  solvent  or  insolvent,  without  notice  to  his  cred- 
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itoTs  without  first  complying  with  various  details  mentioned  in 
vnch  statntes.  The  eonstitntionality  of  sueh  statutes  has  been  at- 
1;&cked  upon  thie  ground  that  they  are  class  legislation,  and  amount 
^o  a  depriyation  of  property  and  liberty  without  due  process  of 
la-w,  and  that  they  are  not  within  a  valid  exercise  of  the  polica 
power  of  the  state. 

Contrary  to  the  conclusion  reached  in  the  principal  case,  statutes 
providing  that  sales  of  merchandise  in  bulk^  not  made  in  the  ordi- 
xisiry  course  of  trade  and  in  the  regular  and  usual  prosecution  of 
%Yie  seller's  business,  shall  be  void,  or  presumed  to  be  void,  as  against 
His  creditors,  unless  certain  requirements  for  the  information  and 
protection  of  creditors  are  complied  with,  so  far  as  they  have  re- 
ceived judicial  interpretation  and  construction,  have  been  declared 
£Tee  from  objection  upon  constitutional  grounds.    Such  statutes  were 
expressly  held  to  be  valid  and  constitutional  in  Squire  v.  Teller,  185 
Mass.  18,  69  N.  E.  312;  Neas  v.  Borches,  109  Tenn.  398,  97  Am.  St. 
Bep.  851,  71  8.  W.  50.    McDaniels  v.  Gonnellj  Shoe  Co.,  30  Wash. 
549,  94  Am.  St.  Bep.  889,  71  Pac.  37,  60  L.  B.  A.  947.    In  Hart  v. 
Boney,  93  Md.  432,  49  Atl.  661.     Such  a  statute -was  enforced  as 
vaUd,  though  its  constitutionality  was  not  expressly  passed  upon. 

In  Fisher  v.  Ilerrman,  118  Wis.  424,  95  N,  W.  392,  the  court  assumed 
the  validity  of  such  a  statute,  although  it  expressly  refused  to  pass 
upon  the  question  of  its  constitutionality  because  such  question  was 
not  presented  to  it  either  by  oral  argument  or  the  briefs  of  counsel. 
The  cases  cited  above  were  called  to  the  attention  of  the  supreme 
court  of  Utah  and  by  it  commented  upon  in  deciding  the  principal 
ease.  That  court  distinguished  them  from  the  principal  case  and 
refused  to  follow  them  as  controlling  authority  on  the  questions  in- 
volved, for  two  reasons:  1.  Because  the  statute  of  Utah,  unlike  that 
of  either  Massachusetts  or  Washington,  failed  to  exempt  from  the 
operation  of  its  provisions  persons  acting  in  a  fiduciary  or  official 
capacity,  or  under  judicial  process;  and  2.  Because  none  of  the 
statutes  of  the  other  states,  like  that  of  Utah,  made  it  a  criminal 
offense  by  both  the  buyer  and  seller  of  the  stock  of  goods,  to  act 
in  making  the  sale  and  purchase  in  disobedience  or  disregard  of 
their  provisions. 

In  a  late  case  in  Virginia  (Young  v.  Commonwealth,  101  Va.  853, 
45  S.  E.  327)  it  was  held  in  accord  with  the  rule  laid  down  in  the 
principal  case,  that  the  only  authority  which  the  state  has  to  regu- 
late or  control  the  private  business  of  a  citizen  grows  out  of  its 
police  power,  or  power  to  enact  laws  pertaining  to  the  public  health, 
the  public  safety  or  the  public  morals,  and  that  a  statute  similar 
in  most  respects  to  that  involved  in  the  principal  case  regulating 
such  private  business  in  a  manner  which  in  no  wise  pertains  to  pub- 
lie  health,  safety  or  morals  is  not  a  valid  exercise  of  the  police 
power. 
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LESTEB  T.  HIGHLAND  BOY  GOLD  MTNTBf Q  COMPAJfTY, 

[27  Utah,  470,  76  Pac.  341.1 

DAMAGES— Measure  of  for  Destmctlon  of  Qrc^ps. — The  meas- 
nre  of  damages  for  injury  to  or  the  destruction  of  gro^ng  crops 
is  their  Talue  in  the  condition  they  were  in  set  the  time  of  injury  or 
destruction,  and  not  the  market  value  vt  tbe  time  of  their  matvrx^ 
or  during  the  market  eeason.    (p.  990.) 

DAMAtflirig,  XrNIJQUIDATEI>— Xniereat — ^In  tort  for  ub- 
liqoidated  damages  interest  on  the  damages  recovered  from  tfid 
time  of  the  commencement  of  the  action  to  the  time  of  Terdietj  eaa« 
not  be  assessed,     (p.  991.) 

Sn&erland^  Van  Cctt  ft  Allison,  for  tiie  sppellaniB. 

Henderson,  Fierce,  Cbitchlow  ft  Banette  and  C.  D.  Yanaiip  for 
the  reqiondentg. 

^^  BAETCH,  J.    This  is  an  actian  to  recover  for  dam- 
ages to  growing  crops.    The  amended  complaint  herein  was 
filed  April  16,  1902,  and  it  was  alleged,  in  snhstance^  that 
about  June,  1899,  the  defendant  company,  having  erected  the 
Highland  Boj  smelter,  began  operationfl,  and  thereafter,  to 
the  commencement  of  this  siut,  i^nced  large  quantitm  of  cop- 
per ores,  and  thereby  caused  to  be  emitted,  from  the  smokestack 
of  the  smelter,  smoke,  gases,  and  fumes  charged  wWh  variom 
mineral  substances,  which  were  carried  by  Uie  winds  and  de- 
posited upon  the  farm  of  the  plaintiffs,  about  a  mile  disrtant 
from  the  smeltery  that  these  substances  were  highly  deleterious 
to  vegetable  life;  and  that,  as  a  consequence,  the  growing  crops 
and  trees  on  Baid  farm  were  damaged  and  destroyed.    The  an- 
swer admitted  the  erection  and  operaiion  of  the  smelter,  hot 
denied  the  other  material  allegations  of  the  complaint.    Eram 
the  record  and  evidence  it  app^urs  that  the  f  airm  of  the  plain- 
tiffs is  situate  from  one-half  to  three-quarters  of  a  mile  north- 
east of  the  Highland  Boy  smelter,  the  west  end  of  it  being 
directly  north  thereof;  that  about  one  and  iJiree-fourQis  miles 
south  of  the  Highland  Boy  is  situated  the  Bingham  Consoli- 
dated smelter;  that  about  one-quarter  of  a  mile  south  of  the 
latter  is  the  United  States  smelter;  that  the  Bingham  Consoli- 
dated was  in  operation  during  the  latter  portion  of  the  time 
the  plaintiffs  sue  for  damages,  that  both  the  Bingham  Ooa- 
soli  dated  and  the  United  States  sn^elters  were  in  operatieH 
since  the  coTninoncement  of  this  action;  that  all  the  smelters 
were  operated  for  the  purpose  of  reducing  ores;  that  the  wind 
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iai.    tliat  locality  fluctuates,  but  that  ita  general  direction  i* 
xiortli  and  souih;.  and  that  the  damages  sued  for  were  oc- 
casioned by  the  reduction  of  the  orea^  which  created  smoke, 
dust,  gases,  and  fumes,  that  were  carried  by  the  wind  onto 
tlie    plaintifib'  farm  and  deposited  on  their  crops  and  trees, 
caxising  them  to  be  injured  and  destroyed.    At  the  trial,  the 
jury  returned  a  verdict  in  favor  of  the  plaintiflEs  for  damages 
in  the  sum  of  two  thousand  five  hundred  dollars,  with  inter- 
est thereon,  fixmi  the  commencemait  ^'^  of  the  action  to  the 
date  of  the  verdict,  amounting  to  two  hundred  and  fifty-nine 
dollars  and  forty-four  cents^    Judgment  was  thereupon  ren- 
dered for  the  snm  of  two  thousand  seven  hundred  and  fifty- 
nine  dollars  and  forty-four  cents,  with  interest  thereon  at 
eig^t  per  cent  from  date  thereof.    The  defendants  appealed. 

From  the  theory  upon  which  this  case  was  tried  by  the  de- 
fanBC,  it  appears  to  be  conceded  that  the  plaintiffs  are  entitled 
to  some  compensation  for  injuries  to  their  crops  and  trees, 
but  tiie  appellants  insist  that  the  court  erred  in  its  charge  to 
tiie  jury  reepecting  the  measure  of  damages.  That  portion  of 
fbe  charge  objected  to  on  this  point  reads  as  follows:  '^The 
plaintiffs  in  this  case  are  aititled  to  recover  only  such  damages 
to  their  crops  of  lucone,  potatoes,  oats,  com,  beet8.  wheat, 
and  such  things  as  are  sued  for,  as  they  were  worth  at  the  time 
when  destroyed  or  injured,  and  at  the  place  where  injured  or 
destroyed.  In  other  words^  if  they  were  injured  or  destroyed 
at  or  before  the  time  of  haorvest  in  the  different  years  respec- 
tively, then,  in  arriving  at  the  damages  you  must  take  the 
market  value  of  such  products  and  crops  not  later  than  the 
prices  prevailing  at  the  time  of  such  harvest,  or  during  the  mar- 
ket season."  This  instruction,  considered  as  a  whole,  is  clearly 
erroneous.  The  rule  stated  in  the  first  sentence  has  the  sup- 
port of  authority,  buf^  in  attempting  to  explain  it  in  the  last 
sentence,  the  court  virtually  set  the  rule  aside,  and  misdirected 
the  jury  by  stating  tfaal^  in  ^riving  at  the  damages,  they 
must  tadke  the  ^^market  value  of  such  products  and  crops  not 
later  than  the  prices  prevailing  at  tiie  time  of  such  harvest,  or 
during  the  marisiet  season."  While,  in  cases  of  destruction  of 
growing  crop^  it  is  proper  and  important  to  introduce  and 
admit  evidence  showing  the  kind  of  crops  the  land  is  capable 
of  producing^  the  kind  of  crops  destroyed,  the  average  yield 
per  acre  of  each  kind  on  the  land  in  dispute,  and  on  other 
« similar  lands  in  the  immediate  neighborhood  cultivated  in  like 
manner,  the  stage  of  growth  of  the  crops  at  the  time  of  injury 
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part,  as  he  may  deem  most  adTantageous,  in  order  to  prevent  ooe 
who  is  insolyent  from  exercising  the  same  privilege. 

There  is  another  feature  which  must  be  deemed  quite  material 
in  determining  the  validity  or  invalidity  ^^  of  this  legislatioiL 
Under  the  terms  of  the  act  '^a  sale  of  any  portion  of  a  stock  of 
merchandise/'  or  **a  sale  of  an  entire  stock*'  in  bulk,  made  other- 
wise than  as  in  the  act  provided,  ^^is  fraudulent  and  void  «• 
against  creditors/'  and  renders  both  the  seller  and  buyer  liable 
tu  criminal  prosecution.    Now,  it  will  be  noticed  that  nowhere 
in  its  provisions  is  there  an  exemption  of  any  sale  by  admin- 
istrators, executors^  trustees,  assignees  for  the  benefit  of  cred- 
itors, trustees  in  bankruptcy,  or  public  officers  acting  under 
judicial  process.    Tliere  being  no  such  exemption,  it  would 
seem  that  such  sales  of  merchandise  owned  by  debtors,  made  by 
persons  acting  in  a  fiduciary  capacity  or  under  judicial  processi 
must  also  be  made  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  the  ac^ 
in  order  that  the  seller  and  purchaser  may  avoid  the  penalties 
provided.    It  is  evident  that  such  a  law  would  not  only  deprive 
property  of  one  of  its  chief  attributes,  but  would  greatly  hamper 
the  administration  of  estates  and  retard  the  enforcing  of  judicial 
process.    Nor  is  this  law  necessary  for  the  public  weaL    Broad 
and  extensive  as  the  public  power  of  a  state  is,  it  cannot  be  as- 
sumed that  it  warrants  such  legislation  as  this.    It  is  true,  there 
are  extreme  cases  where  the  exercise  of  that  power  is  justified 
by  the  maxim,  '^Salus  populi  suprema  lex  est/'  and  so,  in  some 
cases  of  great  emergency  and  overruling  necessity,  the  taking  or 
destruction  of  property,  even  without  compensation  and  without 
due  process  of  law,  may  be  justified ;  but  such  is  not  this  case. 
The  police  power  can  never  avail  to  declare  an  act  valid  when 
the  constitution  says  it  is  invalid.     ^^The  limits  to  the  exercise  of 
the  police  power  can  only  be  this:  the  regulation  must  have 
reference  to  the  comfort,  the  safety,  or  the  welfare  of  society; 
it  must  not  be  in  confiict  with  the  provisions  of  the  Gonstitu* 
tion":  Potter's  Dwarris  on  Statutes  and  Constitution,  458. 

Speaking  of  the  regulation  of  the  conduct  of  corpoiatioDa 
whose  charters  are  inviolable,  by  the  legislature,  under  the  poHee 
power.  Judge  Gooley  says:  ^'The  limits  to  the  exenase  ii  flia 
police  power  in  these  ^^  cases  must  be  this:  The  legaUOam 
must  have  reference  to  fiie  comfort,  safety  or  welfare  at  mtUf* 
They  must  ra>^  "^^^jj^mg^  with  any  of  the  provisiimi  ef  4i 
charter;  an  ^^^^Hfe^er  pretense  of  r^fnlatioiv  tAi 

from  the  c  ^^^^wnential  rights  and  pzivil^pi 
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^duch  tte  charter  confers.  In  short,  they  must  be  police  r^ 
ulatioiis  in  fact^  and  not  amendments  of  the  charter  in  curtail- 
ment of  lie  corporate  franchise":  Cooley^s  Constitutional  lim- 
itations, 6th  ei,  710.   In  Watertown  y.  Mayo,  109  Mass.  315, 

12  Am.  Bep.  694,  Mr.  Justice  Colt  said :  'To  a  great  extent  the 
legislature  is  the  proper  judge  of  the  necessity  for  the  exercise 
of  this  restraining  power.    It  is  not  easy  to  prescribe  its  limit 
The  law  will  not  allow  rights  of  property  to  be  invaded  under 
the  guise  of  a  police  regulation  for  the  preservation  of  health 
OT  protection  against  a  threatened  nuisance ;  and  when  it  appears 
that  such  is  not  the  real  object  and  purpose  of  the  regulation 
courts  will  interfere  to  protect  the  righte  of  the  citizen."    In 
Matter  of  Application  of  Jacobs,  98  N.  T.  98,  50  Am.  Eep.  636, 
Mr.  Justice  Earl  says:  ''Generally  it  is  for  the  legiskture  to  de- 
termine what  laws  and  regulations  are  needed  to  protect  the 
public  health  and  secure  the  public  comfort  and  safety;  and  while 
its  measures  are  calculated,  intended,  convenient  and  appropriate 
to  accompUsh  these  ends,  the  exercise  of  ito  discretion  is  not 
subject  to  review  by  the  courts.    But  they  must  have  some  rela- 
tion to  these  ends.    Under  the  mere  guise  of  police  regulations 
personal  nghts  and  private  property  cannot  be  arbitrarily  in 
vaded,  and  the  determination  of  the  legislature  is  not  final  or  con 

dusive.  If  H  passes  an  act  ostensibly  for  the  public  health,  and 
ttereby  destroys  or  tekes  away  the  properly  of  a  citizen,  or  in- 
terferes  witi  his  personal  Uberty,  then  it  is  for  the^urts  to 
scrutmize  the  act,  and  see  whether  it  reaUy  rektes  toTd  l 
convement  and  appropriate    to  promote  L  public  hSft.^ 

Agam,reernng  to  the  same  subject,  he  says:  "SurhltL 
may  mvade  one  class  of  righte  to^v  anH  »«.«;  x^^  "* 
and,  if  it  can  be  ^  s^M^i^^^^  ^IT"^ 
removed  in  time,  we  will  not  be  f ar  ai^  iT^^^^^         ^ 

ordinances  I! 


foet 


0  food,  the  diet  and  clothing  rf^ewoT  «i «««.  ft 
of  other  to  Icmg  dnce  in  ril  dSSr*"  *  ^ 
«de  of  govenunental  tmc^Z^^  ««»nfcd  „  o* 
««.  distuA  the  nonnal  adinstmXfT^  ^'^- 

dtaby,  and  caose  a  score  of  iHs  whijf  "  "*^  *  » 

«»    IntheSlanghter-HoMeCasfe  '^^ 


-ei 


980  Amebioan  State  Bepobis,  TolT  101.  [TItjb, 

pursuit  wliicL  are  innocuous  in  themselves^  and  hare  been 
followed  in  all  communities  from  time  immemorial^  must 
therefore  be  free  in  this  country  to  all  alike  upon  the  same 
conditions..  The  right  to  pursue  them  without  let  or  hindrance, 
except  that  which  is  applied  to  all  persons  of  the  same  age, 
sex,  and  condition,  is  a  distinguishing  privilege  of  citizens  of 
the  United  States,  and  an  essential  element  of  that  freedom 
which  they  claim  as  their  birthright*':  Matter  of  Application 
of  Jacobs,  ^8  F.  T.  98,  50  Am.  Hep.  636 ;  City  of  Clinton  t. 
Phillips,  68  in.  102,  11  Am.  Rep.  52;"  State  v.  Julow,  129 
Mo.  163,  50  Am.  St.  Hep.  443,  31  S.  W.  781,  29  L.  R.  A.  257; 
STiUet  Y.  People,  117  111  294,  57  Am.  Hep.  869,  7  N.  E.  631; 
Wally  Y.  Kennedy,  2  Terg.  554,  24  Am..  Dec.  611 ;  People  y. 
Marx,.  99  IT.  T.  377,  62  Am.  Eep..  3^4,  2  N*.  E.  29 ;  Tick  Wo  y. 
Hopkins,  118  F.  S.  356,  6  Sup.  Ct  Eep.  1064,  30  L.  ed.  220. 

Nor  can  liie  act  be  sustained,,  in.  its  present  form,  as  &  proper 
exercise  of  the  poUce  power  of  tha  state.  That  power,  ^lough 
somewhat  shrouded  in  mystery  as  to  its  limits,  which  are  not 
easy  to  prescribe  with  precision,  has  stood  sponsor  for  multi- 
tudes of  legislative  enactments;,  but  such  enactments  were 
nevertheless  always  bound  to  be  within,  constitutional  limits 
^^^  The  power,^  however  broad  and  comprehensive,  is  not  para- 
mount to  the  constitution,  but  is  always  bounded  by  its  provir 
sions.  Ify  therefore,  an  act  of  the  legislature  is  repugnant  to 
a  provision,  of  tha.  constitution,  it  cannot  be  held  valid  as  a 
proper  exercise  of  the  police  power.  Likewise,  if  a  right  of 
property  or  of  person  be  protected  by  the  constitution,  it  can- 
not be  destroyed  by  any  exercise  of  the  police  power  either  by  the 
legislature  or  the  executive  power  of  the  state. 

Neither  the  legislature  nor  the  exacutive  oax^  under  the  guise 
of  police  regulation  or  otherwise,,  arbitrarily  or  unjustly,  with- 
out good  cause,.  lestriat  or  infringe  upon  the  property  rights 
or  the  liberty  of  any  subject  vrithin  the  protection  of  the  su- 
preme law;  and  wheneYer  the.  legislotuie  undertakes  to  deter- 
mine what  iff  a  proper  exercise  of  police  povrar,  its  determination 
is  a  subject  for  judicial  scrutiny.  The  power  may  be  exercised 
to  promote  the  ssf ety,  health,  comfort  andi  welfare  of  sodeiy, 
and  to  sustain  legislation  as.  a  proper  exercise  of  the  polios 
power  it  must  have  reference  to  some,  such  end.  By  virtue  of 
that  power  the  use  of  property  is^  regulated  by  enforcing  the 
maxim,  ''Sic  utere  tuo  ut  alienum  non  laedas.''  The  enact- 
ment in  controversy  does  not  appear  to  haj^e  ref ^ence  to  either 
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rf  -the  objeeis  here  infficatefl.    It  can  hardly  he  said  that  a  law 
wliicli  preventB  a  pesBon^  iihcragh  indebted,  who  is  abundantly 
Hole  to  Tiay  ifaiB  debts,  f ram  lelling  hie  yropertj  in  the  same  way 
bis  ^lei^boifl  do,  -and  in  aoeordanee  wrth  a  ^time-honored  ens- 
bam  or  mage,  ai&er  proznoteB  ihe  safety,  health,  com'f art  or 
welfare  of  ihe  community  or  the  state.    If  the  act  referred  gen- 
GoaiUy  ±0  inBolvent  debtors  it  would  present  a  different  question; 
but  it  Telates  amply  to  debton  and  purdiaeers  of  dehtors  of  a 
particiilar  and  specified  husineBs,  whether  fiolvent  or  insolyent; 
eo  that  the  merchant  who  is  worth  a  fortune  over  and  ahove  his 
IndebtedneBB,  and  who  is  able  to  Teepond  instantly  to  his  cred- 
itoiBy   -who  may  be  only  each   hecauBe  of  couTenienee  *^^  in 
trade  and  business  transaotion,  nevertheless  finds  himself,  under 
the  proivisionB  of  the  ad;,  deprii^d  of  the  liberty  to  sell  his 
gooda,  OT  to  contract  in  relation  thereto  in  the  same  manner 
that  otfaeiB  engaged  in  ihe  samfe  business  may  lawfully  do.    Not 
only  HiM,  but  by  making  a  sale  which  would  be  perfectly  law- 
ful if  made  by  his  neighbor,  both  he  and  his  purchaser  become 
criminals,  and  amenable  to  Hie  penalty  provided  in  the  act. 

liodking  again  at  the  pravisians  of  the  enactment,  xt  will  be 
observed  that  it  aims  at  but  one  kind  of  bushiess — ^the  mercan- 
tile— and  impliedly  and  arbitrarily  dirides  those  engaged  there- 
in into  two  elasses.    The  merchants  of  the  one  dass  being  un- 
affected dn  their  property  rights,  may  make  sales  and  contracts 
in  reJaison  thereto  as  fiiey  see  *fit-;  while  the  same  kind  of  sales 
and  contracts,  if  made  in  the  same  manner  "by  the  merchants  of 
the  other  class,  are  not  only  declared  void,  hut  will  render  both 
the  sellers  and  purchasers  liable  to  criminal  prosecution.    The 
enactment,  as  we  have  seen,  not  only  places  the  debtor  class  in 
the  mercantile  husiness  at  a  great  disadvantage  in  competing 
wrtti  others  in  the  same  line  of  business,  but  its  provisions  are 
exceedingly  strict  and  oppressive.    'Not  do  its  provisions  apply 
generally  to  all  debtors  within  the  commonwealth.    They  apply 
only  to  merchants,  who  are  debtors,  while  farmers,  miners, 
manufactnjBrs,  tradeis  and  other  dealers,  though  debtors,  may 
sell  and  dispose  c2  their  property  when  and  as  they  please  so 
long  as  ttwy  act  in  good  faith.    If  the  act  is  designed  to  pre- 
vent fraad,  why  not  make  it  general?    Looking  alone  at  the 
debtor  chss,  tiiere  appears  to  be  such  a  discrimination  as  is 
difBcidt  to  zeeoncite  with  justice  and  fair  dealing.    Xor  do  we 
perceive  any  justification  for  restraining  a  merchant  who  is  in 
ddat,  bat  solveDt,  from  selling  his  merchandise,  in  whole  or  in 
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part,  as  he  may  deem  most  adTantageous,  in  order  to  prcTent  one 
who  is  insolvent  from  exercising  the  same  privilege. 

There  is  another  feature  which  mnst  be  deemed  quite  material 
in  determining  the  validity  or  invalidity  ^^  of  this  legislatiiBL 
Under  the  terms  of  the  act  '^a  sale  of  any  portion  of  a  stock  of 
merchandise/'  or  '*a  sale  of  an  entire  stock**  in  bulk,  made  othe^ 
wise  than  as  in  the  act  provided,  ^^is  fraudulent  and  void  at 
against  creditors/*  and  renders  both  the  seller  and  buyer  liable 
to  criminal  prosecution.    Now,  it  will  be  noticed  that  nowhere 
in  its  provisions  is  there  an  exemption  of  any  sale  by  admin- 
istrators, executors,  trustees,  assignees  for  the  benefit  of  cred- 
itors, trustees  in  bankruptcy,  or  public  oflScers  acting  under 
judicial  process.    There  being  no  such  exemption,   it  would 
seem  that  such  sales  of  merchandise  owned  by  debtors,  made  by 
persons  acting  in  a  fiduciary  capacity  or  under  judicial  process, 
must  also  be  made  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  the  ad^ 
in  order  that  the  seller  and  purchaser  may  avoid  the  penalties 
provided.    It  is  evident  tiiat  such  a  law  would  not  only  deprive 
properly  of  one  of  its  chief  attributes,  but  would  greatly  hamper 
the  administration  of  estates  and  retard  the  enforcing  of  judicial 
process.     Nor  is  this  law  necessary  for  the  public  weaL     Broad 
and  extensive  as  the  public  power  of  a  state  is,  it  cannot  be  as- 
sumed that  it  warrants  such  legislation  as  this.     It  is  true,  there 
are  extreme  cases  where  the  exercise  of  that  power  is  justified 
by  the  maxim,  "Salus  popuU  suprema  lex  est/*  and  so,  in  some 
cases  of  great  emergency  and  overruling  necessity,  the  taking  or 
destruction  of  property,  even  without  compensation  and  without 
due  process  of  law,  may  be  justified;  but  such  is  not  this  case. 
The  police  power  can  never  avail  to  declare  an  act  valid  when 
the  constitution  savs  it  is  invalid.     *T]Tie  limits  to  the  exercise  of 
the  police  power  can  only  be  this:  the  regulation  must  have 
reference  to  the  comfort,  the  safety,  or  the  welfare  of  society; 
it  must  not  be  in  conflict  with  the  provisions  of  the  Constitu- 
tion**: Potter's  Dwarris  on  Statutes  and  Constitution,  458. 

Speaking  of  the  regulation  of  the  conduct  of  corporations 
whose  charters  are  inviolable,  by  the  legislature,  under  the  police 
power,  Judge  Cooley  says:  *'The  limits  to  the  exercise  of  the 
police  power  in  these  *^^  cases  must  be  this:  The  regulations 
must  have  reference  to  the  comfort,  safety  or  welfare  of  society. 
They  must  not  be  in  conflict  with  any  of  the  provisions  of  the 
charter;  and  they  must  not,  under  pretense  of  regulation,  take 
from  the  corporation  any  of  the  essential  rights  and  privileges 
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^irliich  the  charter  confers.    In  short,  fhey  must  be  police  reg- 
ulatioiis  in  fact,  and  not  amendments  of  the  charter  in  curtail- 
ment of  the  corporate  franchise'^ :  Gooley's  Constitutional  lim- 
itations, 6th  ed.,  710.    In  Watertown  y.  Mayo,  109  Mass.  315| 
12  Am.  Bep.  694,  Mr.  Justice  Colt  said :  '*To  a  great  extent  the 
legislature  is  the  proper  judge  of  the  necessity  for  the  exercise 
of  this  restraining  power.    It  is  not  easy  to  prescribe  its  limit 
The  law  will  not  allow  rights  of  property  to  be  invaded  under 
the  guise  of  a  police  regulation  for  the  preservation  of  health 
or  protection  against  a  threatened  nuisance;  and  when  it  appears 
that  such  is  not  the  real  object  and  purpose  of  the  regulation 
courts  will  interfere  to  protect  the  righte  of  the  citizen.*'    In 
Matter  of  Application  of  Jacobs,  98  N.  Y.  98,  50  Am.  Bep.  636, 
Mr.  Justice  Earl  says :  "Generally  it  is  for  the  legislature  to  de- 
termine what  laws  and  regulations  are  needed  to  protect  the 
public  health  and  secure  the  public  comfort  and  safety;  and  while 
its  measures  are  calculated,  intended,  convenient  and  appropriate 
to  accomplish  these  ends,  the  exercise  of  its  discretion  is  not 
subject  to  review  by  the  courts.    But  they  must  have  some  rela- 
tion to  these  ends.    Under  the  mere  guise  of  police  regulations 
I)ersonal  rights  and  private  property  cannot  be  arbitrarily  in- 
vaded, and  the  determination  of  the  legislature  is  not  final  or  con- 
clusive.   If  it  passes  an  act  ostensibly  for  the  public  health,  and 
thereby  destroys  or  takes  away  the  property  of  a  citizen,  or  in- 
terferes with  his  personal  liberty,  then  it  is  for  the  courts  to 
8CTutini25e  the  act,  and  see  whether  it  really  relates  to  and  is 
convenient  and  appropriate     to  promote  the  public  health.'* 
Again,  referring  to  the  same  subject,  he  says :  *^Such  legislation 
may  invade  one  class  of  rights  to-day  and  another  to-morrow, 
and,  if  it  can  be  *^  sanctioned  under  the  constitution,  while  far 
removed  in  time,  we  will  not  be  far  away  in  practical  statesman- 
ship from  those  ages  when  governmental  prefects  supervised 
the  building  of  houses,  the  rearing  of  cattle,  the  sowing  of  seed, 
and  the  reaping  of  grain,  and  governmental  ordinances  regulated 
the  movements  and  labor  of  artisans,  the  rate  of  wages,  the  price 
of  food,  the  diet  and  clothing  of  the  people,  and  a  large  range 
'  of  other  affairs  long  since  in  all  civilized  lands  regarded  as  out« 
side  of  governmental  functions.     Such  governmental  interfer- 
ences disturb  the  normal  adjustments  of  the  social  fabric,  and 
usually  derange  the  delicate  and  complicated  machinery  of  in- 
dustry^ and  cause  a  score  of  ills  while  attempting  the  removal  of 
one."    In  the  Slaughter-House  Gases,  16  Wall.  36,  87,  21  L.  ed. 
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others  in  like  situation^  subjectB  of  this  commonwealfli;  and 
for  his  and  their  protection  against  the  consequences  which  nat- 
urally flow  from  snch  an  enactment  he  appeals  to  section  1, 
article  14,  of  amendments  to  the  constitution  of  the  United 
States,  which,  on  this  suhject,  provides :  *T^o  state  diall  make 
or  enforce  any  law  which  shall  abridge  de  privileges  or  im- 
munities of  citizens  of  the  United  States;  nor  shall  any  state 
deprive  any  person  of  Ufe,  liberty  or  property,  without  due  pro- 
cess of  law;  nor  deny  to  any  person  within  its  jurisdiction  the 
equal  protection  of  the  laws."  For  like  reasons  he  appeals  to 
section  1,  article  1,  of  the  constitution  of  this  state,  which  inter 
alia,  provides :  ''All  men  have  the  inherent  and  inalienable  ri^t 
to  enjoy  and  defend  their  lives  and  liberties;  to  acquire,  possess 
and  protect  properly;  .  •  •  •  to  assemble  peaceably,  protest 
against  wrongs,  and  petition  for  redress  of  grievances^;  and 
also  to  section  7  of  article  1,  which  provides :  'fNo  person  diall 
be  deprived  of  life,  liberty  or  property,  without  due  proceaa  of 
law/'  These  constitutional  provisions  constitute  the  supreme 
law  of  the  ^^^  commonwealth  upon  this  subject  To  that  law 
the  executive,  liie  legislative,  and  the  judicial  departments  of 
the  government  alike  must  bow  obedience,  as  well  as  every  sub- 
ject. It  forbids  the  abridgmicnt  by  the  state  of  the  privileges 
and  immunities  of  all  citizens.  Under  its  mandate  no  person 
can  be  deprived  of  life,  liberty,  or  property  without  due  process 
of  law,  and  every  person  is  entitled  to  ihe  equal  protection  of 
the  laws^  and  may  acquire  property,  possess  and  protect  it,  as 
well  as  defend  hLs  life  and  liberty.  These  are  ioheresit  and 
inalienable  rights  of  citizens,  and  axe  conatitational  guaranties. 
An  enactment,  therefore,  which  deprives  a  person  arbitrarily  of 
his  property,  or  of  some  part  of  his  personal  liberty,  is  just 
as  much  inhibited  by  the  supreme  law  as  one  whidi  would  de- 
prive him  of  life.  And  'liberty,*'  in  the  sense  in  which  the 
term  is  here  employed,  is  not  restricted  to  mere  freedom  from 
imprisonmeut,  but  it  embraces  the  right  of  a  person  to  use  his 
God-given  powers,  employ  his  faculties,  exercise  his  judgment 
in  the  affairs  of  life,  and  to  be  free  in  the  enjoyment  and  dis- 
posal of  his  acquisitions,  subject  only  to  such  restraints  as  are 
imposed  by  the  law  of  the  land  for  the  public  welfare.  The 
word  'liberty,''  as  thus  employed  in  the  constitutions  and  un- 
derstood in  ihe  United  States,  is  a  term  of  comprehensive  scope. 
It  embraces  not  only  freedom  from  servitude  and  from  im- 
prisonment and  arbitrary  restraint  of  persGD^  but  also  all  our 
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religions^  civil,  political,  and  personal  rights,  including  the  right 
in  each  subject  to  purchase,  hold,  and  sell  or  dispose  of  property 
in  the  same  way  that  his  neighbor  may;  and  of  such  liberties 
no  one  can  be  deprived  except  by  due  process  of  law. 

Pi*operty  has  some  essential  attributes  without  which  we  could 
not  conceive  it  to  be  property.  Among  these  are  use,  enjoy- 
ment, susceptibility  of  purchase,  sale  and  of  contracts  in  rela- 
tion thereto.  The  taking  away  of  any  one  of  the  essential  at- 
tributes may  violate  ihe  constitutional  guaranty  that  no  person 
shall  be  deprived  of  his  property  without  due  process  of  law  as 
^^'^  clearly  as  in  case  of  a  physical  taking  without  due  process 
of  law.  An  enactment,  therefore,  like  the  one  in  controversy, 
which  deprives  an  owner  of  his  liberty  to  sell  his  property,  or 
contract  in  relation  thereto,  in  the  same  manner  as  others  en- 
gaged in  the  same  business  might  lawfully  do,  invades  his  rights 
guaranteed  by  the  constitution,  and  cannot  be  upheld;  and  to 
prevent  the  free  exchange  and  sale  or  disposal  of  property  ac- 
cording to  the  immemorial  usages  of  trade  is  to  deprive  it  of 
one  of  its  main  attributes.  *The  third  absolute  right,  inherent 
in  every  Englishman,"  says  Sir  William  Blackstone  in  his  classi- 
fication of  fundamental  rights,  ''is  that  of  property,  which  con- 
sists in  the  free  use,  enjoyment,  and  disposal  of  all  his  acquisi- 
tions, without  any  control  or  diminution,  save  only  by  the  laws 
of  the  land":  1  Blackstone^s  Commentaries,  138.  The  right 
thus  referred  to  and  defined  by  the  illustrious  commentator  is 
absolute  and  inherent  in  every  American,  subject  of  the  United 
States,  by  virtue  of  the  supreme  law  of  the  land.  Therefore, 
"when  a  law  annihilates  the  value  of  property,  and  strips  it  of 
its  attributes,  by  which  alone  it  is  distinguished  as  property,  the 
owner  is  deprived  of  it  according  to  the  plainest  interpretation, 
and  certainly  within  the  spirit  of  a  constitutional  provision  in- 
tended especially  to  shield  private  rights  from  the  exercise  of 
arbitrary  power"^:  Wynehamer  v.  People,  13  N.  Y.  378,  398. 
Judge  Cooley,  in  his  work  on  Constitutional  Limitations,  sixth 
edition,  484,  speaking  of  doubtful  or  questionable  legislation, 
says:  'The  doubt  might  also  arise  whether  a  regulation  made 
for  any  one  class  of  citizens,  entirely  arbitrary  in  its  character, 
and  restricting  their  rights,  privileges,  or  legal  capacities  in  a 
manner  before  unknown  to  the  law,  could  be  sustained,  notwith- 
standing its  generality.  Distinctions  in  these  respects  must  rest 
upon  some  reason  upon  which  they  can  be  defended — like  the 
want  of  capacity  in  infants  and  insane  persons;  and  if  the  legis- 
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lature  should  undertake  to  provide  that  persons  following  some 
specified  lawful  trade  or  employment  should  not  have  capacity 
•®®  to  make  contracts,  or  to  receive  conveyances,  or  to  build 
such  houses  as  others  were  allowed  to  erect,  or  in  any  other  way 
to  make  such  use  of  their  property  as  was  permissible  to  others^ 
it  can  scarcely  be  doubted  that  the  act  would  transcend  the  due 
bounds  of  legislative  power,  even  though  no  express  constitu- 
tional provision  could  be  pointed  out  with  which  it  would  come 
in  conflict.     To  forbid  to  an  individual  or  a  class  the  right  to 
the  acquisition  or  enjoyment  of  property  in  such  manner  as 
should  be  permitted  to  the  community  at  large  would  be  to 
deprive  them  of  liberty  in  particulars  of  primary  importance 
to  their  'pursuit  of  happiness.'*'    In  Bank  v.  Divine  Grocery 
Co.,  97  Tenn.  603,  37  S.  W.  390,  it  was  said :  "To  take  from 
property  its  chief  element  of  value,  and  to  deny  to  the  citizen 
the  right  to  use  and  transfer  it  in  any  proper  and  legitimate 
manner,  is  as  much  depriving  him  of   his  property  as  if  the 
property  itself  were  taken.'*    In  People  v.  Otis,  90  N.  Y.  48, 
it  was  said :  "Depriving  an  owner  of  property  of  one  of  its  essen- 
tial attributes  is  depriving  him  of  his  property  within  the  con- 
stitutional provisions.''    In  State  v.  Goodwill,  33  W.  Va.  179, 
26  Am.  St.  Bep.  863,  10  S.  E.  285,  6  L.  R.  A.  621,  it  was  said  : 
"The  right  to  use,  buy  and  sell  property,  and  contract  in  re- 
spect thereto,  including  contracts  for  labor — which  is,  as   we 
have  seen,  property — ^is  protected  by  the  constitution.     If  the 
legislature,  without  any  public  necessity,  has  the  power  to  pro- 
hibit or  restrict  the  right  of  contract  between  private  persons 
in  respect  to  one  lawful  trade  or  business,  then  it  may  prevent 
the  prosecution  of  all  trades,  and  regulate  all  contracts."     So, 
in  State  v.  Loomis,  115  Mo.  307,  22  S.  W.  350,  21  L.  E.  A. 
789,  it  was  observed :  ^'Liberty,  we  have  seen,  includes  the  right 
to  acquire  property,  and  that  means  and  includes  the  right  to 
make  and  enforce  contracts.     We  do  not  say  that  such  rights 
cannot  be  regulated  by  general    law,  but  we  do  say  that  the 
legislature  cannot  single  out  one  class  of  persons  who  are  com- 
petent to  contract,  and  deprive  them  of  rights  in  that  respect 
which  are  accorded  *®®  to  other   persons.     The  constitutional 
declaration  that  no  person  shall  be  deprived  of  life,  liberty,  or 
property  without  due  process  of  law  was  designed  to  protect 
and  preserve  their  existing  rights  against  arbitrary  legislation 
as  well  as  against  arbitrary  executive  and  judicial  acts.     The 
sections  of  our  statute  in  question  deprive  a  class  of  persons  of 
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the  right  to  make  and  enforce  ordinary  contracts,  and  they  in« 
troduce  a  system  of  state  paternalism  which  is  at  war  with  the 
fundamental  principles  of  our  government,  and  as  we  have  be- 
fore said,  are  not  due  process  of  law/'    People  v.  GiUson,  109 
N.  Y.  389,  4  Am.  St.  Eep.  465,  17  K  B.  343,  is  a  case  where 
the  legislature  had  passed  an  act  prohibiting  the  sale  or  dis- 
pcsal  of  any  article  of  food,  or  any  offer  or  attempt  to  do  so> 
npon  any  representation  or  inducement  that  anything  else  would 
be  delivered  as  a  gift,  prize,  premium,  or  reward  to  the  pur* 
chasers^  and  provided  that  any  person  violating  any  of    its 
provisions  should  be  deemed  guilty  of  a  misdemeanor.    Mr. 
Justice  Peckham,  holding  the  enactment  unconstitutional  and 
void,  in  the  course  of  his  opinion,  said:  ^It  cannot  be  truth- 
fully maintained  that  this  legislation  does  not  seriously  infringe 
upon  the  liberty  of  the  owner  or  dealer  in  food  products  to  pur- 
sue a  lawful  calling  in  a  proper  manner,  or  that  it  does  not, 
to  some  extent  at  least,  deprive  a  person  of  his  property  by  cur- 
tailing his  power  of  sale;  and  unless  this  infringement  and 
deprivation  are  reasonably  necessary  for  the  common  welfare, 
or  may  be  said  to  fairly  tend  in  that  direction  or  to  that  result, 
the  legislation  is  invjdid,  as  plainly  violative  of  the  constitu- 
tional provision  under  discussion.*'    Again,  he  said:  *'Nor  can 
this  act  stand  as  a  valid  exercise  of  legislative  power  to  enact 
what  shall  amount  to  a  crime.    The  power  of  the  legislature  to 
so  declare  is  exceedingly  large,  and  it  is  difficult  to  define  its 
exact  lixnit.    But  that  there  is  a  limit  even  to  that  power,  under 
our  constitution,  we  entertain  no  doubt,  and  we  think  that  limit 
has  been  reached  and  passed  in  the  act  under  review.    The 
power  has  been  unlawfully  exercised  in  this  instance  *^^  for 
the  same  reason  that  we  have  already  stated — ^because  it  violates 
the  constitutional  provision  which  secures  to  each  person  in  this 
state  his  liberty  and  properly,  except  as  he  shall  be  deprived  of 
one  or  both  by  due  process  of  law.'*    In  Butchers'  Union  Co. 
V.  Crescent  City  Co.,  Ill  U.  S.  746,  4  Sup.  Ct.  Eep.  652,  28  L. 
ed.  686,  Mr.  Justice  Field,  speaking  of  constitutional  rights, 
said:  ^'Among  these  inalienable  rights,  as  proclaimed  in  that 
great  document^  is  the  right  of  men  to  pursue  their  happiness, 
by  which  is  meant  the  right  to  pursue  any  lawful  business  or 
vocation  in  any  manner  not  inconsistent  with  the  equal  rights 
of  others,  which  may  increase  tiieir  prosperity  or  develop  their 
faculties,  so  as  to  give  to  them  their  highest  enjoyment.    The 
coinmon  business  and  calUngs  of  life,  the  ordinary  trades  and 
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pursuit  whicL  are  innocuous  in  themselves,  and  have  beea. 
followed  in  all  conununitiea  from  time  immemorial,  must 
therefore  be  free  in  this  country  to  all  alike  upon  the  same 
conditions..  The  right  to  pursue  them  without  let  or  hindrance, 
except  that  which  is  applied  to  all  persons  of  the  same  age, 
sex,  and  condition^  is  a  distinguishing  privilege  of  citizens  of 
the  ITnited  States,  and  an  essential  element  of  that  freedom 
which  they  claim  as  their  birthright*':  Matter  of  Application 
of  Jacobs,  98  F.  T.  98,  50  Am.  Eep.  636 ;  City  of  Clinton  r. 
Phillips,  68  m.  102,  11  Am.  Rep.  52;"  State  v.  Julow,  129 
Mo.  163,  50  Am.  St.  Eep.  443,  31  S.  W.  781,  29  L.  R  A.  257; 
STiUet  Y.  People,  117  111.  294,  57  Am.  Eep.  869,  7  N.  E.  631; 
Wally  Y.  Kennedy,  2  Terg.  554,  24  Am.  Dec.  511;  People  v. 
Man,  99  IT.  T.  377,  52  Am.  Eep..  34,  2  N*.  E.  29 ;  Tick  Wo  t. 
Hopkins,  118  F.  S.  356,  6  Sup.  CL  Eep.  1064,  30  L.  ed.  220. 

Nor  can  liia  act  be  sustained,,  in  its  present  form,  as  a  prnper 
exercise  of  the  poUce  power  of  the  state.  That  power,  though 
somewhat  shrouded  in  mystery  as  to  its  limits,  which  are  not 
easy  to  prescribe  with  precision,  has  stood  sponsor  for  multi- 
tudes of  legislative  enactments;,  but  such  enactments  were 
nevertheless  always  bound  to  be  within  constitutional  limiiSb 
^^^  The  power,,  however  broad  and  comprehensive,  is  not  para* 
mount  to  the  constitution,  but  is  always  bounded  by  its  provi^ 
sions.  If,  therefore,  an  act  of  the  legislature  is  repugnant  to 
a  provision  of  tha  constitution,  it  cannot  be  held  valid  as  a 
proper  exercise  of  the  police  power.  Likewise,  if  a  right  of 
property  or  of  person  be  protected  by  the  constitution,  it  can- 
not be  destroyed  by  any  exercise  of  the  police  power  either  by  the 
legislature  or  the  executive  power  of  the  state. 

Neither  the  legislature  nor  the  executive  oax^  under  the  guise 
of  police  regulation  or  otherwise,,  arbitrarily  or  unjustly,  with- 
out good  cause,  lestriot.  or  infringe  upon  the  property  rights 
or  the  liberty  of  any  subject  within  the  protection  of  the  su- 
preme law;  and  whenevec  the.  legislotuie  undertakes  to  deter- 
mine what  is  a  proper  exercise  of  police  power,  its  determination 
is  a  subject  for  judicial  scrutiny.  The  power  may  be  exercised 
to  promote  the  ss/ety,  health,  comfort  and  welfase  of  aocieiy, 
and  to  sustain  legislation  as.  a  proper  exercise,  of  the  police 
power  it  must  have  reference  to  some  such  end.  By  virtue  of 
that  power  the  use  of  property  is^  regulated  by  enforcing  the 
maxim,  ^'Sic  utere  tuo  ut  alienum  non.  laedas.''  The  enact- 
ment in  controversy  does  not  appear  to  haj^e  reference  to  either 
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Off  the  objects  here  invested.    It  can  hardly  he  said  fhat  a  law 
which  preventB  a  perBon,  -flMmgh  indebted,  who  is  abundantly 
aUe  to  pi^  ifaiB  debts,  from  veiling  hie  property  in  fhe  same  way 
his  Jieighbois  do,  and  in  Boeordanoe  with  a  iime-honored  ens* 
torn  or  usage,  either  promolsB  ihe  safety,  health,  comfort  or 
welfare  «rf  the  conmninity  or  the  etate.    If  the  act  referred  gen- 
eocally  to  insolvent  debtoors  it  would  present  a  different  qnestion ; 
hut  it  relates  simply  to  debtoro  and  pnrdiasers  of  debtors  of  a 
particular  and  specified  husmeBs,  whether  eolvent  or  insolyent; 
BO  that  the  meerchant  who  is  worth  a  fortune  crver  and  above  his 
indebtedness,  and  who  is  able  to  Tospond  instantly  to  his  cred- 
iioiB,  who  may  be  only  each   'because  of  conTcnienee  *^^  in 
trade  and  business  trangaotion,  nevertheless  finds  himself,  nnder 
the  provisions  of  the  act,  deprived  of  ihe  liberty  to  sell  his 
goods,  or  to  contract  in  relation  thereto  in  the  same  manner 
that  otheiB  engaged  in  the  same  business  may  lawfully  do.    Kot 
only  this,  but  by  making  a  sale  which  would  be  perfectly  law- 
ful if  made  by  his  neighbor,  both  he  and  his  purchaser  become 
eriminals,  and  amentiblB  to  ihe  penalty  provided  in  the  act. 

Ix)oking  again  at  the  provisions  of  the  enactment,  it  will  be 
observed  that  it  aims  at  but  one  kind  of  business — ^the  mercan- 
tile— foid  impliedly  and  arbitrarily  divides  those  engaged  there- 
in into  two  elasses.    The  merchants  of  the  one  dass  being  un- 
affected tin  their  property  rights,  may  make  sales  and  contracts 
in  relation  thereto  as  they  see  *flt';  while  the  Eame  kind  of  sales 
and  contracts,  if  made  in  the  same  manner  hy  Ihe  merchants  of 
the  other  class,  are  not  only  declared  void,  l)ut  will  render  both 
the  -sellerB  and  purchasers  liable  to  criminal  prosecution.    The 
enactment,  as  we  have  seen,  not  only  places  the  debtor  class  in 
the  mercantile  husiness  at  a  great  disadvantage  in  competing 
with  others  in  the  same  line  of  business,  but  its  provisions  are 
exceedingly  rtrict  and  oppressive,    l^or  do  its  provisions  apply 
generally  to  all  debtors  within  the  commonwealth.    They  apply 
only  to  merchants,  who  are  debtors,  while  farmers,  miners, 
manufactoxers,  tradere  and  other  dealers,  though  debtors,  may 
sell  and  dispose  ctf  their  property  when  and  as  they  please  so 
long  as  they  act  in  good  faith.    If  the  act  is  designed  to  pre- 
vent frond,  why  not  mske  it  general?    Looking  alone  at  the 
debtor  ckss,  there  appears  to  be  such  a  discrimraation  as  is 
difficnit  to  zeeoncifce  with  justice  and  fair  dealing.    Nor  do  we 
peroeive  any  justification  for  restraining  a  merchant  who  is  in 
deU^  but  solvent^  from  selling  his  merchandise,  in  whole  or  in 
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part^  as  he  may  deem  most  adrantageouB,  in  order  to  prevent  one 
who  is  insolvent  from  exercising  the  same  privil^e. 

There  is  another  feature  which  must  be  deemed  quite  material 
in  determining  the  validity  or  invalidity  ^^^  of  this  legislatian. 
Under  the  terms  of  the  act  ^^a  sale  of  any  portion  of  a  stock  of 
merchandise/'  or  ^^a  sale  of  an  entire  stock''  in  bulk^  made  otho^ 
wise  than  as  in  the  act  provided^  ^is  fraudulent  and  void  as 
against  creditors/'  and  renders  both  the  seller  and  buyer  liable 
to  criminal  prosecution.    Now,  it  will  be  noticed  that  nowhere 
in  its  provisions  is  there  an  exemption  of  any  sale  by  admin- 
istrators, executors,  trustees,  assignees  for  the  benefit  of  cred- 
itors, trustees  in  bankruptcy,  or  public  oflBcers  acting   under 
judicial  process.    Tliere  being  no  such  exemption,  it  would 
seem  that  such  sales  of  merchandise  owned  by  debtors,  made  bj 
persons  acting  in  a  fiduciary  capacity  or  under  judicial  process^ 
must  also  be  made  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  the  aet^ 
in  order  that  the  seller  and  purchaser  may  avoid  the  penalties 
provided.    It  is  evident  that  such  a  law  would  not  only  depriTe 
property  of  one  of  its  chief  attributes,  but  would  greatly  hamper 
the  administration  of  estates  and  retard  the  enforcing  of  judicial 
process.     Nor  is  this  law  necessary  for  the  public  weaL    Broad 
and  extensive  as  the  pubUc  power  of  a  state  is,  it  cannot  be  as- 
sumed that  it  warrants  such  legislation  as  this.    It  is  true,  there 
are  extreme  cases  where  the  exercise  of  that  power  is  justified 
by  the  maxim,  ''Salus  populi  suprema  lex  est,"  and  so,  in  some 
cases  of  great  emergency  and  overruling  necessity,  the  taking  or 
destruction  of  property,  even  without  compensation  and  without 
due  process  of  law,  may  be  justified;  but  such  is  not  this  case. 
The  police  power  can  never  avail  to  declare  an  act  valid  when 
the  constitution  says  it  is  invalid.     **The  limits  to  the  exercise  of 
the  police  power  can  only  be  this:  the  regulation  must  have 
reference  to  the  comfort,  the  safety,  or  the  welfare  of  society; 
it  must  not  be  in  confiict  with  the  provisions  of  the  Constitu- 
tion": Potter^s  Dwarris  on  Statutes  and  Constitution,  468. 

Speaking  of  the  regulation  of  the  conduct  of  corporations 
whose  charters  are  inviolable,  by  the  legislature,  under  the  police 
power.  Judge  Cooley  says:  'The  limits  to  the  exercise  of  the 
police  power  in  these  *^^  cases  must  be  this:  The  regulations 
must  have  reference  to  the  comfort,  safety  or  welfare  of  society. 
They  must  not  be  in  confiict  with  any  of  the  provisions  of  the 
charter;  and  they  must  not,  under  pretense  of  regulation,  take 
from  the  corporation  any  of  the  essential  rights  and  privileges 
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which  the  charter  confers.    In  short,  they  must  be  police  reg- 
ulatioiis  in  fact,  and  not  amendments  of  the  charter  in  curtail- 
xaent  of  the  corporate  franchise'^ :  Cooley^s  Constitutional  lim- 
itations^ 6th  ed.,  710.    In  Watertown  v.  Mayo,  109  Mass.  315, 
12  Am.  Eep.  694,  Mr.  Justice  Colt  said:  *^To  a  great  extent  the 
legislature  is  the  proper  judge  of  the  necessity  for  the  exercise 
of  this  restraining  power.    It  is  not  easy  to  prescribe  its  limit. 
Tlie  law  will  not  allow  rights  of  property  to  be  invaded  under 
the  guise  of  a  police  regulation  for  the  preservation  of  health 
OT  protection  against  a  threatened  nuisance;  and  when  it  appears 
that  such  is  not  the  real  object  and  purpose  of  the  regulation 
courts  will  interfere  to  protect  the  rights  of  the  citizen.'*    In 
Matter  of  Application  of  Jacobs,  98  N.  Y.  98,  60  Am.  Eep.  636, 
Mr.  Justice  Earl  says :  "Generally  it  is  for  the  legislature  to  de- 
termine what  laws  and  regulations  are  needed  to  protect  the 
public  health  and  secure  the  public  comfort  and  safety;  and  while 
its  measures  are  calculated,  intended,  convenient  and  appropriate 
to  accomplish  these  ends,  the  exercise  of  its  discretion  is  not 
subject  to  review  by  the  courts.    But  they  must  have  some  rela- 
tion to  these  ends.    Under  the  mere  guise  of  police  regulations 
personal  rights  and  private  property  cannot  be  arbitrarily  in- 
vaded, and  the  determination  of  the  legislature  is  not  final  or  con- 
clusive.    If  it  passes  an  act  ostensibly  for  the  public  health,  and 
thereby  destroys  or  takes  away  the  property  of  a  citizen,  or  in- 
terferes with  his  personal  liberty,  then  it  is  for  the  courts  to 
scrutinize  the  act,  and  see  whether  it  really  relates  to  and  is 
convenient  and  appropriate     to  promote  the  public  health.'* 
Again,  referring  to  the  same  subject,  he  says :  "Such  legislation 
may  invade  one  class  of  rights  to-day  and  another  to-morrow, 
and,  if  it  can  be  ^^^  sanctioned  under  the  constitution,  while  far 
removed  in  time,  we  will  not  be  far  away  in  practical  statesman- 
ship from  those  ages  when  governmental  prefects  supervised 
the  building  of  houses,  the  rearing  of  cattle,  the  sowing  of  seed, 
and  the  reaping  of  grain,  and  governmental  ordinances  regulated 
the  movements  and  labor  of  artisans,  the  rate  of  wages,  the  price 
of  food,  the  diet  and  clothing  of  the  people,  and  a  large  range 
of  other  affairs  long  since  in  all  civilized  lands  regarded  as  out- 
side of  governmental  fimctions.    Such  governmental  interfer- 
ences disturb  the  normal  adjustments  of  the  social  fabric,  and 
usually  derange  the  delicate  and  complicated  machinery  of  in- 
dustry, and  cause  a  score  of  ills  while  attempting  the  removal  of 
me.''    In  the  Slaughter-House  Gases,  16  Wall.  36,  87,  21  L.  ed. 
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29^,  Mr.  .Juati(«3  ^Field^  xefercuagitc  the  police  poMFerof  Khe 
mid :  '^AU  aox:!^  of  jnsthabioiia  a&d  hurdans  Are  imposed  under 
it^  and  when  these  are  not  .in  conflict  witili  an;  coimtitutional 
prohibiticais  or  fundamental  principlaB  they  ^cannot  be  success- 
fully assailed  in  a  judicial  tribunaL  •  •  .  .  Bui  under  the  pr&- 
Icnse  of  prescribing  a  police  regulation  the  atate  cannot  be  per- 
naiited  to  encroach  upon  any  of  the  just  rights  of  the  citizeu 
which  the  constitution  intended  to  iseeure  against  abridgment.'' 
So,  in  Lawton  v.  Steele,  152  U.  S.  laS,  14  Sup.  Ct  Kep.  499,  38 
L.  ed.  385,  Mr.  Justice  Brown  said :  ^To  justify  the  state  in  .thus 
interposing  its  authority  in  behalf  of  the  public,  it  must  appears 

1.  That  the  interests  of  the  public  generally,  as  distinguished 
from  those  of  a  particular  .cla^,  require  such  interfereiace;  and, 

2.  That  the  meajQs  are  reasonable  for  the  accomplishment  of  the 
purpose,  and  not  unduly  oppressi^  upon  individuals.     The  1^- 
islature  may  not,  under  the  guiae  of  protecting  the  jnblic  in- 
terests arbitrarily  interfere  with  private  business,  or  impose 
unusual  and  unnecessary  restrictions  uj)on  lawful  occupation. 
In  other  words,  its  determination  a^  to  what  is  a  piroper  ezercise 
of  its  police  powers  is  not  final  or  conclusive,  but  is  subject  to  the 
supervision  of  the  courts*':  Tiedeman's  *®^  Limitation  ol  Police 
Power,  sees.  S5, 194 ;  State  y.  Julow,  129  Mo.  163,  SO  Am.  St. 
Rep.  443,  31  S.  W.  781,  29  L.  B.  A.  257 ;  Ex  parte  Whitwell, 
98  Cal.  73,  35  Am.  St.  Eep.  152,  32  Pac.  870,  19  L.  E.  A.  727; 
Austin  v.  Murray,  16  Pick.  121 ;  Commonwealth  v.  Alger,  7  Cush. 
53,  85;  Ex  parte  Sing  Lee,  96  Cal.  3:54,  31  Am.  St  IRep.  218, 
31  Pac.  245,  24  L.  E.  A.  195;  Coe  v.  Schultz,  47  Barb.  64;  Lake 
View  v.  Rose  Hill  Cem.  Co.,  70  111.  1^1,  22  Am.  Eep.  71 ;  Ber- 
tholf  v.  O'Reilly,  74  N".  Y.  509,  30  Am.  Eep.  823 ;  Mugler  y. 
Kansas,  123  TJ.  S.  623,  661,  8  Si^p.  Ct.  Eep.  273,  ^1  L.  ed.  205. 

The  respondents  cite  and  rely  upon  several  cases  from  the 
states  of  Massachusetts,  Maryland,  Tennessee,  and  Washington, 
where  enactments  upon  the  same  subject  were  enforced.  Whilfi 
enactments  of  similar  character  have  l)een  upheld  in  those 
states,  an  examination  shows  that  they  all  differ  materially  in 
important  features  from  the  one  here  under  consideration.  The 
law  in  Massachusetts  exempts  all  sales  from  its  provisions 
made  by  oflBcers  acting  in  a  fiduciary  capacity  or  under  judi- 
cial process ;  and,  white  it  declares  a  sale  made  in  violation  of 
its  provisions  fraiidulent  and  void  as  again^  creditors,  it  does 
not  subject  the  seller  and  buyer  acting  in  disobedience  of  the 
law  to  criminal  prosecution :  Mass.  Stats.  1903,  jp.  389,  e.  415. 
Notwithstanding  ibis,  however,  it    seems  apparent  from    the 
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^aphoAKm  in  fiqnke  ft  Oe.  ▼.  Heaiier  (Mass.),  69  K.  E.  812, 
tbofc  tbe  supreme  oenrt  of  ihst  state  xegarded  their  ntatate  as 
^oimg  to  the  yery  Unxit  ef  oonsiitatiaiial  authority^  when  thejr 
sadd-:  ^'AldlMmgh  &e  requirementB  ef  the  act  are  Tery  strict 
lire  cannot  ^say  that  the  detemunation  of  the  legiBlature,  as  be- 
tween the  interests  of  owners  of  stocks  of  meccbanclise  and 
.tiiexTCfeditors,  was  so  far  wrong  as  to  render  the  statute  nncon- 
atitntifxnaiL^  We  apprehend^  ifironi  a  perusal  of  that  opxDion, 
thart  if  there^  as  heve,  &e  determination  of  the  legislature  had 
gone  to  Idle  lengOi  of  applying  the  prorisiosfi  of  the  act  to  per- 
sons acting  in  a  fiduciary  or  official  capacity  and  under  judicial 
pracess^  and  prorided  ^^  criminal  punishment  for  Hxe  persons 
-affected  if  they  disobeyed  eueh  provisions^  the  court  would  have 
besitated  hefose  pronouncing  iiie  act  constitutional. 

Under  the  act  of  the  state  of  Maryland^  a  sale  made  in  di&- 
obedienoe  of  the  statutory  provisions  ie  not  absolutely  fraudu- 
lent and  Toid^  as  under  our  enactment^  bat  is  simply  ^^pre- 
aumed  to  be  fraudulent  and  Toid  as  against  the  creditors  of  the 
aelleA" :  Vd.  (LawB  1900,  p.  907,  c.  579.  In  the  ease  cited 
from  that  state  the  question  of  liie  constitutionality  of  the  act 
was  neither  presented  nor  deoided:  Hart  t.  Boney,  93  Md«  432, 
49  Atl.  €61. 

6q,  nnder  "the  act  i^  Tennessee,  a  sale  made  in  disobedience 
Off  fte  provisions  thereof  is  only  ^presumed  to  he  fraudulent 
and  void  as  against  creditors  of  the  seller^:  Tennessee  Acts, 
1901,  p.  284,  c.  138.  The  supreme  court  of  Tennessee  held 
the  id  Talid,  Mr.  Justice  Wilkes  dissenting:  Kea£  v.  Borches, 
109  Tenn.  898,  97  Am.  St.  Kep.  851,  71  fi.  W.  60. 

It  will  -be  noticed  that  in  none  of  the  acts  thms  far  referred 
to,  except  in  our  own,  is  disobedience  of  the  provisions  thereof 
l>y  the  «eller  and  buyer  made  a  criminal  offense.  The  supreme 
court  of  Missouri,  in  State  v.  Julow,  1^  Mo.  163,  60  Am.  St. 
Eep.  443,  31  S.  W.  781,  29  L.  E.  A.  257,  determining  the 
validity  of  an  act  somewhat  similar  in  x:haracter  to  the  one 
here  under  consideration,  said:  "If  an  owner,'*  etc.,  "obeys 
thB  law  on  ffidxich  this  proaecutiQn  zests,  he  is  thereby  deprived 
of  a  right  and  a  liberie  to  contract  or  terminate  a  contract 
as  all  others  nuay.  If  he  disobeys  it,  then  he  is  punished  for 
the  perfonnanoe  of  an  act  wboUy  innocent^  unless,  indeed,  the 
doing  of  such  act  guaranteed  by  the  organic  law^  the  exercise 
of  a  right  of  which  the  legislature  is  forbidden  to  deprive  him, 
ean,  by  that  body,  be  conclusively  pronounced  criminal.  We 
deny  tiie  power  of  the  legislature  to  do  this — ^to  brand  as  an 
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offense  that  which  the  constitution  designates  and  declares  to 
be  a  rights  and  therefore  an  innocent  act;  and  conseqoentlj 
we  hold  that  the  statute  which  professes  to  ^^^  exert  such  a 
power  is  nothing  more  or  less  than  a  legislative  judgment^' 
and  an  attempt  to  depriye  all  who  are  included  within  its  terms 
of  a  constitutional  right  without  due  process  of  law/' 

The  provisions  of  the  act  of  the  state  of  Washington  (Seas. 
Laws  1901^  p.  222^  c  109)  are  so  materially  different  from 
those  of  our  enactment  that  the  case  of  McDaniels  v.  Connelly 
Shoe  Co.,  30  Wash.  649,  94  Am.  St.  Rep.  889,  71  Pac  37,  60 
L.  R.  A.  947,  cited  by  respondents,  as  sustaining  the  statute 
of  that  state,  cannot  be  regarded  as  authority  herein.  Nor, 
for  the  reasons  given,  can  any  one  of  the  cases,  from  the  ser- 
eral  states  referred  to,  be  relied  upon  as  controlling  authorify 
in  this  case. 

While  it  is  within  the  province  of  the  legislature  to  prevent 
fraudulent  sales  as  a  protection  to  creditors,  still,  when  it  at- 
tempts to  do  this — ^to  remove  one  evil — ^it  must  not  so  restrict 
individual  rights  and  disturb  industrial  pursuits  and  usages 
as  to  cause  a  score  of  wrongs. 

We  are  of  the  opinion  that  the  enactment  in  controversy 
abridges  some  of  the  inalienable  rights  of  persons  guaranteed 
by  the  constitution ;  that  it  is  not  a  proper  exercise  of  the  police 
power  of  the  state ;  that  it  deprives  property  of  one  of  its  chief 
attributes,  and  some  persons  of  the  Uberty  to  dispose  of  prop- 
erty as  others  may;  that  it  punishes  criminally  one  person  for 
the  doing  of  an  act  which  another  person  in  the  same  line  of 
business  may  lawfully  do ;  that  it  deprives  the  persons  to  whom 
it  applies  of  a  right  of  property  without  due  process  of  law; 
and  that,  therefore,  it  is  null  and  void. 

The  judgment  must  be  reversed,  with  costs,  and  remanded, 
with  directions  to  the  court  below  to  proceed  in  accordanos 
herewith.    It  is  so  ordered. 

Baskin,  C.  J.,  and  McCarty,  J.,  concur. 


€OKSTITUTIONAIJTT  OF  STATUTES  BSGTTIiATINO  THE  SAUi 
OF  STOCKS  OF  MEBOHANDISB  IK  BUUE. 

StatuteB  somewhat  similar  to  that  involved  in  the  principal  case 
have  been  recently  enacted  in  a  number  of  the  states,  among  them 
being  California,  Maryland,  Massachusetts,  Tennessee,  Utah,  Vir- 
ginia, Washington  and  Wisconsin.  These  statutes  all  have  for  their 
■object  the  prevention  of  a  sale  of  his  stock  of  goods  in  bulk  by  a 
merchant,  whether  solvent  or  insolvent,  without  notice  to  hia  cred- 
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itoTS  without  first  complying  with  various  details  mentioned  in 
such  statutes.  The  constitutionality  of  such  statutes  has  been  at- 
tacked upon  the  ground  that  they  are  class  legislation,  and  amount 
"to  a  deprivation  of  property  and  liberty  without  due  process  of 
law,  and  that  they  are  not  within  a  valid  exercise  of  the  police 
power  of  the  state. 

Contrary  to  the  conclusion  reached  in  the  principal  case,  statutes 
providing  that  sales  of  merchandise  in  bulk,  not  made  in  the  ordi- 
nary course  of  trade  and  in  the  regular  and  usual  prosecution  of 
the  seller's  business,  shall  be  void,  or  presumed  to  be  void,  as  against 
ilia  creditors,  unless  certain  requirements  for  the  information  and 
protection  of  creditors  are  complied  with,  so  far  as  they  have  re- 
ceived judicial  interpretation  and  construction,  have  been  declared 
free  from  objection  upon  constitutional  grounds.    Such  statutes  were 
expressly  held  to  be  valid  and  constitutional  in  Squire  v.  Teller,  185 
Mass.  18,  69  N.  E.  312;  Neas  v.  Borches,  109  Tenn.  398,  97  Am.  St. 
Bep.  851,  71  S.  W.  50.    McDaniels  v.  Connelly  Shoe  Co.,  30  Wash. 
549,  94  Am.  St.  Bep.  889,  71  Pac.  37,  60  L.  B.  A.  947.    In  Hart  v. 
Boney,  93  Md.  432,  49  Atl.  661.    Such  a  statute -was  enforced  as 
valid,  though  its  constitutionality  was  not  expressly  passed  upon. 

In  Fisher  v.  Herrman,  118  Wis.  424,  95  N.  W.  392,  the  court  assumed 
the  validity  of  such  a  statute,  although  it  expressly  refused  to  pass 
upon  the  question  of  its  constitutionality  because  such  question  was 
not  presented  to  it  either  by  oral  argument  or  the  briefs  of  counseL 
The  cases  cited  above  were  called  to  the  attention  of  the  supreme 
court  of  Utah  and  by  it  commented  upon  in  deciding  the  principal 
case.  That  court  distinguished  them  from  the  principal  case  and 
refused  to  follow  them  as  controlling  authority  on  the  questions  in- 
volved, for  two  reasons:  1.  Because  the  statute  of  Utah,  unlike  that 
of  either  Massachusetts  or  Washington,  failed  to  exempt  from  the 
operation  of  its  provisions  persons  acting  in  a  fiduciary  or  official 
capacity,  or  under  judicial  process;  and  2.  Because  none  of  the 
statutes  of  the  other  states,  like  that  of  Utah,  made  it  a  criminal 
offense  by  both  the  buyer  and  seller  of  the  stock  of  goods,  to  act 
in  making  the  sale  and  purchase  in  disobedience  or  disregard  of 
their  provisions. 

In  a  late  case  in  Virginia  (Young  v.  Commonwealth,  101  Va.  853, 
45  S.  E.  327)  it  was  held  in  accord  with  the  rule  laid  down  in  the 
principal  case,  that. the  only  authority  which  the  state  has  to  rege- 
late or  control  the  private  business  of  a  citizen  grows  out  of  its 
police  power,  or  power  to  enact  laws  pertaining  to  the  public  health, 
the  public  safety  or  the  public  morals,  and  that  a  statute  similar 
in  most  respects  to  that  involved  in  the  principal  case  regulating 
such  private  business  in  a  manner  which  in  no  wise  pertains  to  pub- 
lie  health,  safety  or  morals  is  not  a  valid  exercise  of  the  police 
power« 
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lature  should  undertake  to  provide  that  persons  following  some 
specified  lawful  trade  or  employment  should  not  have  capacity 
^^^  to  make  contracts^  or  to  receive  conveyances,  or  to  build 
such  houses  as  others  were  allowed  to  erects  or  in  any  other  way 
to  make  such  use  of  their  property  as  was  permissible  to  others^ 
it  can  scarcely  be  doubted  that  the  act  would  transcend  the  due 
bounds  of  legislative  power,  even  though  no  express  constitu- 
tional provision  could  be  pointed  out  with  which  it  would  come 
in  conflict.  To  forbid  to  an  individual  or  a  class  the  right  to 
the  acquisition  or  enjoyment  of  property  in  such  manner  ^s 
should  be  permitted  to  the  community  at  large  would  be  to 
deprive  them  of  liberty  in  particulars  of  primary  importance 
to  their  'pursuit  of  happiness/^'  In  Bank  v.  Divine  Grocery 
Co.,  97  Tenn.  603,  37  S.  W.  390,  it  was  said :  "To  take  from 
property  its  chief  element  of  value,  and  to  deny  to  the  citizen 
the  right  to  use  and  transfer  it  in  any  proper  and  legitimate 

-manner,  is  as  much  depriving  him  of  his  property  as  if  the 
property  itself  were  taken.''  In  People  v.  Otis,  90  N.  Y.  48, 
it  was  said :  "Depriving  an  owner  of  property  of  one  of  its  essen- 
tial attributes  is  depriving  him  of  his  property  within  the  con- 
stitutional provisions/'  In  State  v.  Goodwill,  33  W.  Va.  179, 
25  Am.  St.  Eep.  863,  10  S.  E.  285,  6  L.  R.  A.  621,  it  was  said: 
"The  right  to  use,  buy  and  sell  property,  and  contract  in  re- 
spect thereto,  including  contracts  for  labor — which  is,  as  we 
have  seen,  property — is  protected  by  the  constitution.  If  the 
legislature,  without  any  public  necessity,  has  the  power  to  pro- 
hibit or  restrict  the  right  of  contract  between  private  persons 
in  respect  to  one  lawful  trade  or  business,  then  it  may  prevent 
the  prosecution  of  all  trades,  and  regulate  all  contracts.'*  So, 
in  State  v.  Loomis,  115  Mo.  307,  22  S.  W.  350,  21  L.  R.  A. 
789,  it  was  observed :  "Liberty,  we  have  seen,  includes  the  right 
to  acquire  property,  and  that  means  and  includes  the  right  to 
make  and  enforce  contracts.  We  do  not  say  that  such  rights 
cannot  be  regulated  by  general  law,  but  we  do  say  that  the 
legislature  cannot  single  out  one  class  of  persons  who  are  com- 
petent to  contract,  and  deprive  them  of  rights  in  that  respect 

'  which  are  accorded  ^^  to  other  persons.  The  constitutional 
declaration  that  no  person  shall  be  deprived  of  life,  liberty,  or 
property  without  due  process  of  law  was  designed  to  protect 
and  preserve  their  existing  rights  against  arbitrary  legislation 
as  well  as  against  arbitrary  executive  and  judicial  acts.  The 
sections  of  our  statute  in  question  deprive  a  class  of  persons  of 
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the  right  to  make  and  enforce  ordinary  contracts^  and  they  in- 
troduce a  system  of  state  paternalism  which  is  at  war  with  the 
fundamental  principles  of  our  government^  and  as  we  have  be- 
fore said,  are  not  due  process  of  law/'  People  v.  Gillson,  109 
N.  Y.  389,  4  Am.  St.  Eep.  465,  17  N.  E.  343,  is  a  case  where 
the  legislature  had  passed  an  act  prohibiting  the  sale  or  dis* 
posal  of  any  article  of  food,  or  any  offer  or  attempt  to  do  so„ 
upon  any  representation  or  inducement  that  anything  else  would 
be  delivered  as  a  gift,  prize,  premium,  or  reward  to  the  pur- 
chasers, and  provided  that  any  person  violating  any  of  its 
provisions  should  be  deemed  guilty  of  a  misdemeanor.  Mr» 
Justice  Peckham,  holding  the  enactment  unconstitutional  and 
void,  in  the  course  of  his  opinion,  said:  *T[t  cannot  be  truth- 
fully maintained  that  this  legislation  does  not  seriously  infringe 
upon  the  liberiy  of  the  owner  or  dealer  in  food  products  to  pur- 
sue a  lawful  calling  in  a  proper  manner,  or  that  it  does  not, 
to  some  extent  at  least,  deprive  a  person  of  his  property  by  cur- 
tailing his  power  of  sale;  and  unless  this  infringement  and 
deprivation  are  reasonably  necessary  for  the  common  welfare, 
or  may  be  said  to  fairly  tend  in  that  direction  or  to  that  result, 
the  legislation  is  invsdid,  as  plainly  violative  of  the  constitu- 
tional provision  xmder  discussion.**  Again,  he  said:  "Nor  can 
this  act  stand  as  a  valid  exercise  of  legislative  power  to  enact 
what  shall  amount  to  a  crime.  The  power  of  the  legislature  to 
Bo  declare  is  exceedingly  large,  and  it  is  difficult  to  define  its 
exact  limit.  But  that  there  is  a  limit  even  to  that  power,  under 
our  constitution,  we  entertain  no  dou'bt,  and  we  think  that  limit 
has  been  reached  and  passed  in  the  act  under  review.  The 
power  has  been  unlawfully  exercised  in  this  instance  *^^  for 
the  same  reason  that  we  have  already  stated — ^because  it  violates 
the  constitutional  provision  which  secures  to  each  person  in  this 
state  his  liberty  and  properly,  except  as  he  shall  be  deprived  of 
one  or  both  by  due  process  of  law.**  In  Butchers*  Union  Co. 
V.  Crescent  City  Co.,  Ill  U.  S.  746,  4  Sup.  Ct.  Eep.  652,  28  L. 
ed.  585,  Mr.  Justice  Field,  speaking  of  constitutional  rights, 
said:  "Among  these  inalienable  rights,  as  proclaimed  in  that 
great  document,  is  tiie  right  of  men  to  pursue  their  happiness, 
by  which  is  meant  the  right  to  pursue  any  lawful  business  or 
vocation  in  any  manner  not  inconsistent  with  the  equal  rights 
of  others,  which  may  increase  their  prosperity  or  develop  their 
faculties,  so  as  to  give  to  them  their  highest  enjoyment.  The 
common  business  and  callings  of  life,  the  ordinary  trades  and 
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of  Denver,  for  the  draft,  it  would  not  have  been  possible  for 
him  to  have  perpetrated  the  fraud  and  procured  the  draft. 
Not  only  did  appellant  fail  to  exercise  ordinary  business  carei 
on  this  occasion,  but  accompanied  the  draft  with  a  letter  which, 
was  sufficient  to  enable  Malloy  to  dispel  every  doubt  that  the  or- 
dinary business  man  might  entertain  as  to  the  regularity  of  the 
transaction  that  put  him  in  possession  of  the  instrument.  The 
rule  is  tersely,  and,  we  think,  correctly,  stated  in  the  case  of 
Crippen  v.  American  Nat.  Bank,  51  Mo.  App.  608,  as  follows : 
''That  when  both  parties  to  a  transaction  are  innocent,  and  the 
loss  must  fall  upon  one,  it  should  be  upon  the  one  who  in  law 
most  facilitated  the  fraud/'  Appellant,  having  issued  and 
placed  in  the  hands  of  an  impostor  its  draft,  a  negotiable  instru- 
ment that  is  accepted  and  exchanged  with  almost  the  same  de- 
gree of  confidence  in  commercial  centers  as  are  national  bank 
notes,  ought  not  to  be  permitted  to  repudiate  it,  and  compel 
respondent,  who  honestly  **^  and  in  good  faith  became  an  in- 
dorser,  to  stand  the  loss,  which  the  record  shows  was  made  pos- 
sible by  appellant  failing  to  observe  the  usual  and  customary 
business  rules  followed  by  banking-houses  and  other  commercial 
institutions  in  issuing  this  class  of  paper.  As  was  said  by  the 
court  in  the  case  of  Levy  v.  Bank  of  America^  24  La.  Ann.  220, 
13  Am.  Rep.  124:  "The  plaintiffs  cannot  successfully  complain 
that  the  bank  failed  to  protect  them  from  the  devices  of  a  per- 
son who  had  with  so  little  effort  deceived  and  defrauded  them. 
....  It  seems  to  us  that  they  axe  endeavoring  to  make  the 
bank  repair  a  loss  which  they  brought  on  themselves  by  their 
own  carelessness/'  In  this  case  it  was  not  shown,  nor  is  it 
claimed,  that  there  was  any  fact  or  circumstance  connected 
with  the  transaction  by  which  respondent  became  the  owner  of 
the  draft  in  question  that  would  have  justified  the  slightest 
suspicion  on  his  part  that  Malloy  obtained  it  by  fraud;  but,  on 
the  other  hand,  he  knew  that  Malloy  had  sent  an  order  for  the 
draft,  which,  when  issued,  was  forwarded  to  respondent's  place 
Oi  business,  the  letter  opened  in  his  presence,  and  the  draft  pro- 
duced and  shown  to  him  by  a  man  whom  he  had  known  for 
two  years.  Under  these  circumstances  respondent  did  no  more 
in  identifying  Malloy  and  indorsing  the  draft  than  any  busi- 
rcss  man  of  ordinary  prudence  would  have  been  justified  in 
doinof  under  the  same  or  similar  circumstances. 

We  are  of  the  opinion,  and  so  hold,  that  appellant,  by  its  own 
carelessness  having  furnished  Malloy  the  means  by  which  he 
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perpetrated  tiie  fraad^  ought   to    stand    the    loss    occasioned 
thereby. 

The  judgment  is  affirmed^  with  costs. 

Baskin^  C.  J.,  and  Bartch,  J.^  concur. 

Far  Authoritiei  bearing  upon  the  decision  in  the  principal  tM% 
Bee  Xtand  Title  and  Tmst  Oo.  v.  Northwestern  Nat.  Bank,  190  Pa. 
St.  230,  79  Am.  St.  Rep.  717,  46  Atl.  420,  60  L.  B.  A.  75;  Burrows 
V.  ^Westem  Union  TeL  Co.,  86  Minn.  499,  91  Am.  St.  Bep.  380,  90  N. 
W.  1111;  First  Nat.  Bank  v.  City  Nat.  Bank,  182  Mass.  130^  65  N. 
£.  24,  58  L.  B.  A.  433,  94  Am.  St*  Bep.  637,  and  monographic  note. 


BLOCK  &  GBIFP  v- SCHWARTZ. 

[27  Utah,  387,  76  Pac.  22.] 

OOKBTIT  U  TiONAL   LAW. — Statutes    wlU   not   be   Declared 

Void  simply  because,  in  the  opinion  of  the  court,  they  are  unwise, 

or  opposed  to  justice  and  equity.    Statutes  must  in  some  way  violate 

ronstitutional  provisions  in  order  that  they  may  be  declared  void. 

(p.  974.) 

GOKSTITXrnONAI.  aUABANTY  that  No  Person  ShaU  bo 
DepclTed  of  life,  liberty  or  property,  without  due  process  of  law 
ombraces  not  only  freedom  from  servitude  and  from  imprisonment 
and  arbitrary  restraint  of  person,  but  also  all  our  religious,  civil, 
political  and  personal  rights,  including  the  right  in  each  subject  to 
purchase,  hold,  and  sell  or  dispose  of  his  property  in  the  same  way 
that  his  neighbor  may,  and  of  such  ''liberty"  no  one  can  be  de- 
prived without  due  process  of  law.     (p.  976.) 

CONSTITUTIONAI.  LAW— Liberty  to  SeU  Property.— A 
statute  which  deprives  an  owner  of  his  "liberty"  to  Bell  his  prop- 
erty, or  contract  in  relation  thereto,  in  the  same  manner  as  others 
engaged  in  the  same  business  may  lawfully  do,  invades  his  guaran- 
teed constitutional  rights,  and  cannot  be  upheld,     (p.  977.) 

CONSTITUTIONAL  LAW  —  Exercise  of  Police  Power. — 
Neither  the  legislature  nor  the  executive  can,  under  the  guise  of 
police  regulation,  arbitrarily  or  unjustly,  without  good  cause,  restrict 
or  infringe  upon  the  property  rights  or  the  liberty  of  any  person 
within  the  protection  of  the  constitution,  and  whenever  the  legis- 
lature nndertakes  to  determine  what  is  a  proper  exercise  of  the 
police  power,  its  determination  is  a  subject  of  judicial  scrutiny,     (p. 

980.)  

CONSTITUTIONAL  LAW. — Police  Power  may  be  exercised 
to  promote  the  safety,  health,  comfort  and  welfare  of  society,  and 
'  to  sustain    legislation  as  a  proper  exercise  of   such  power,  it  must 
have  reference  to  some  such  end.     (p.  980.) 

CONSTITUTIONAL  LAW.— Exercise  of  PoUce  Power  does 
not  justify  the  enactment  of  a  statute  prohibiting  solvent  mer- 
chants from  disposing  of  their  stock  of  goods  in  bulk  without 
notifying  their  creditors,     (pp.  980,  981.) 
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of  Ooods  in  Bulk* — A  statute  prohibitingi  under  a  penalty,  anj  iner- 
chant,  whether  solvent  or  insolvent^  from  selling  or  dispofliug  of  ]u3 
stock  of  goods  in  bulk,  without  an  inrentorj  thereof,  aad  notifica- 
tion to  his  creditors,  and  which  applies  also  to  persons  acting  in  a 
fiduciary  capacity  and  under  judicial  process,  and  whi^  doiw  not 
apply  to  merchants  who  are  not  indebted,  is  unconstitutional  as  de- 
priving a  solvent  merchant  of  his  property  and  liberty  t*  eontzaet 
without  dua  proeess  of  law,  and  as  beiajr  claoa  legkdatioB.  (p. 
98JL) 

OaBrssmneXOiEAI*  ULW^n-BUtt^m  Wlh^  PMUh  CUmlii- 
aHy  Ooe  PeiMft  for  the  doing  of  an  act  which  another  person  in  th* 
soma  lino  of  basiaeoo  may  lawfully  do,  are  unoonstituiioiial,  as  be- 
ing class  legislation,  and  as  a  deprivation  of  property  and  liberty 
without  due  process  of  law.     (p.  986.) 

Zane  &  Stringfellow^  for  the  appellant. 
W.  B.  Huthinson,  for  the  respondent 

•^  BAETCH,  J.  This  ictioB  was  originally  brought  in  a 
justice'*  court  on  April  2,  1902,  to  recover  two  himdred  and 
seTentj-seven  dollars  and  fcMrty-seTea  caits  fc^*  merchandise 
sold  and  delivered  to  the  defendant  ^'^^  Schwarta.  On  the 
same  day,  at  the  instance  of  the  plaintiffs,  the  goods  were  at- 
tached while  in  the  posseamon  of  the  intervener,  John  Mann, 
to  wham  Schwartz  had  previously,  aa  March  29, 1903,  sold  and 
delivered  the  same  for  the  sum  of  iSve  hundred  and  fifty  dollars, 
which  was  its  fair  value,  the  purchase  having  beoi  made  in 
good  faith.  After  the  writ  of  attadunent  was  levied  upon  the 
goods  the  purchaser  filed  his  complaint  in  intervention,  claim- 
ing to  own  all  the  property  included  in  the  levy,  and  praying 
that  the  attachment  be  dissolved,  and  the  goods  restored  to  his 
possession,  and  for  damages  and  costs.  Neither  ilie  seUer  nor 
the  purchaser  made  an  inventory  of  the  merchandise  before  sale^ 
as  required  by  the  act  approved  March  14,  1901  (Utah  Se5$8. 
Laws,  p.  67,  c.  67) ;  nor  did  thqr  in  other  reqieets  comply  with 
the  requirements  of  that  act.  like  cause  was  first  tried  in  the 
justice's  court,  where  judgment  was  rendered  in  favor  of  the 
intervener,  and  then  appealed  to  and  tried  in  the  district  court, 
where  the  sale  was  held  fraudulent  and  void  under  the  statute 
referred  to,  and  judgment  rendered  in  favor  of  the  plaintiffs. 
The  appeal  to  this  court  presents  simply  the  question  of  the  con- 
stitutionality of  the  law  relating  to  the  sale  of  merchandise  in 
bulk,  found  in  that  enactment. 

The  appellant  contends  that  the  act  is  unconstitutional  and 
void,  and  that,  therefore,  he  cannot  be  pimished  for  a  violation 
of  its  provisions.     He  insists  that  it  is  repugnant  to  and  in 
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Gonfliefc  with  boih  federal  and  state  constitutions,  in  that  it 
abridges  and  interferes  with  the  inherent  and  inalienable  rights 
'wbidi  are  goaranteed  to  ereiy  subject  hj  both  canstitutions. 
The  respondent  omtends  that  the  act  is  not  in  conflict  with 
the  sopreme  law,  but  is  the  result  of  a  proper  exercise,  by  the 
legislatare,  of  the  police  power  of  the  state.     In  determining 
the  qaestion  tibns  presented  it  behooves  us  to  be  mindful  of  the 
fact  ifast  the  enactm^it  in  eantroYersy  has,  in  the  judgment  of 
both  the  kgislatiTe  and  execntiYe  farand:kes  of  the  state  govern- 
menty  been  declared  a  TaUd  exercise  of  legislative  power.    Courts 
***  win  always  approadi  such  a  judgment  with  that  considera- 
tion and  respect  whidi  is  dne  to  the  oo-ordinate  branches  of  the 
goyeTom&aty  and  if,  upon  an  examination  and  comparison  of  the 
enactment  with  the  constitutional  provisions  which  it  is  claimed 
to  violate,  there  is  a  well-groHnded  doubt  of  its  validity,  such 
doubt  must  be  resolved  in  fasrar  of  iti  constitutionality.    If, 
however,  notwitiistaziding  tiie  enactniient  was  passed  with  all 
due  deliberation  and  formalities,  it  be  found  to  contravene 
omstitutioaal  provisions,  or  to  eonstitats  an  infringement  upon 
the  rights  of  individuals  guaranteed  by  ..the  constitution,  then 
the  courts  have  the  conceded  power  to  ^Laclare  v(».d  the  enact- 
ment, as  being  a  violation  of  the  supreme  law  of  the  land.    But, 
although  BBch  power  is  lodged  in  the  courts,  th^  will  not  de- 
dare  void  a  legislative  enactment  unless  there  is  a  substantial 
CMifiiet  Unalween  it  and  the  constitution;  and  so  high  a  regard 
do  tiie  courts  entertain  for  the  judgment  of  the  makers  of  the 
law  that  in  determioing  the  validity  of  an  enactment  every 
presumption  wiU  be  indulged  in  favor  of  its  constitutionality. 
The  question  of  the  validity  of  a  l^slative  act  can  alone  be 
determined  by  reference  to  the  constitutional  inhibitions  and 
restraints.    Whenever  as  to  any  subject  witiiin  the  jurisdiction 
of  the  state,  the  oonstitutions  of  the  state  and  of  the  United 
States  are  silent,  the  legislature  may  speak;  and  when  it  does 
speak  its  siactment  will  not  be  declared  void  simply  because, 
in  the  opinion  of  the  court,  it  is  unwise,  or  opposed  to  justice 
and  equity.    The  sole  question  in  sudi  case  is  whether  the  act 
violates  Ihe  supreme  law  of  the  state  or  of  the  United  States. 
If  it  does,  it  is  the  plain  duty  of  the  courts  to  dedare  its  in- 
validiiy.    The  question  under  consideration  must  be  determined 
in  the  light  of  these    principles,  which  have  been  frequently 
asserted  fay  the  courts. 

Section  1  of  the  act  in  controversy  reads:  ^'A  sale  of  any 
portion  of  a  rtock  of  merdbandise  otherwise  than  in  the  ordinary 
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course  of  trade^  and  in  the  regular  and  usual  prosecution  of  the 
seller's  business^  or  a  sale  of  *®*  an  entire  stock  of  merchandise 
in  bulk,  is  fraudulent  and  void  as  against  the  creditors  of  the 
seller,  unless  the  seller  and  purchaser  shall  at  least  five  days 
before  the  sale  make  a  full  and  detailed  inventory,  showing 
the  quantity,  and  so  far  as  possible,  with  the  exercise  of  reason- 
able diligence,  the  cost  price  to  the  seller  of  each  article  to  be 
included  in  the  sale,  and  unless  such  purchaser  shall  at  least 
five  days  before  the  sale,  in  good  faith,  make  full  and  explicit 
inquiry  of  the  seller  as  to  the  names  and  places  of  residence  or 
places  of  business  of  each  and  all  of  the  creditors  of  the  seller, 
and  the  amount  owing  each  creditor,  and  unless  the  purchaser 
shall  at  least  five  days  before  the  sale,  in  good  faith,  notify,  or 
cause  to  be  notified,  personally  or  by  registered  mail,  eadi  of 
the  seller's  creditors  of  whom  the  purchaser  has  knowledge  or 
can  with  the  exercise  of  reasonable  diligence  acquire  knowledge, 
of  said  proposed  sale,  and  of  the  said  cost  price  of  the  mer- 
chandise to  be  sold  and  of  the  price  proposed  to  be  paid  therefor 
by  the  purchaser.*'    Section  2  makes  the  violation  of  the  pro- 
visions of  the  first  section  a  misdemeanor,  and  prescribes  a 
penalty    thereof.    Under  the   provisions  of  the  act  a  sale  of 
any  portion  or  all  of  a  stock  of  merchandise,  made  out  of  the 
ordinary  course  of  trade,  by  any  merchant  who  has  creditors, 
without  a  detailed  inventory  made  at  least  five  days  before  the 
sale,  showing  the  cost  price  of  each  article,  and  notice  of  the  pro- 
posed sale,  the  cost  price,  and  selling  price,  given  at  least  five 
days  before  the  sale  to  each  creditor,  is  not  only  fraudulent 
and  void,  but  also  renders  both  the  seller  and  purchaser  guilty 
of  a  misdemeanor,  and  subjects  them  to  the  penalty  provided 
in  the  act  for  that  crime.     Not  only  this,  but  the  merchant, 
though  ever  so  solvent  and  able  to  pay  his  debts,  must,  in  order 
to  effect  a  sale  of  the  whole  or  any  portion  of  his  stock  out  of 
the  usual  course  of  trade,  expose  the  secrets  of  his  business  to 
every  person  who  may  seek  to  buy  and  to  whom  he  may  desire 
to  sell,  as  well  as  to  every  creditor.     The  making  of  inventories 
and  giving  notices  as  required  by  the  act,  it  can  *^  readily 
be  seen,  would,  in  many  instances,  almost  absolutely  prohibit 
the  consummation  of  such  sales.     Such  would  doubtless  be  the 
practical  operation  of  the  act  in  its  application  to  large  depart- 
ment stores,  where  the  creditors  are  numerous,  and  the  stock 
of  merchandise  immense.     The  lapse  of  time  necessarily  in- 
cident to  a  compliance  with  the  provisions  of  the  act  would  have 
a  strong  tendency  to  prevent  advantageous  sales  by  the  class  of 
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merchants  affected.  In  many  instances  it  wonld^  doubtless, 
require  many  days^  or  even  months^  to  complete  such  an  in- 
yentory  and  give  snch  notices;  and  in  active  business  com- 
munities purchasers  are  not  likely  to  look  with  much  favor  on 
such  delays.  In  this  age  of  competition  it  is  quite  apparent 
that  this  would  place  such  a  merchant  at  a  great  disadvantage 
in  his  struggles  to  provide  for  his  family — in  competing  with 
his  neighbor  who  has  no  creditors.  These  same  disadvantages 
would  likewise  follow  the  purchaser  of  the  merchandise,  in  his 
endeavor  to  again  dispose  of  the  goods  if  he  should  happen  to 
be  a  debtor. 

The  act  appears  to  be  unreasonably  restrictive,  and  is  liable 
to  subject  individuals  to  punishment  for  acts  wholly  innocent. 
It  seems  calculated  to  inflict  upon  the  seller  the  loss  of  an  ad- 
vantageous sale,  and  cause  the  purchaser  to  refrain  from  mak- 
ing what  might  to  him  be  an  advantageous  purchase,  because 
of  the  risk  of  delay.    It  is  favorable  to  one  class  of  merchants 
and  unfavorable  to  another,  and  thus  places  competitors  in  the 
same  line  of  business  upon  different  planes.    In  its  operation, 
as  to  one  class  of  merchants,  it  brands  as  criminals  persons 
perfectly  solvent,  and  abundantly  able  to  discharge  their  debts 
and  obligations,  for  making  bargains  according  to  customs  and 
usages  which  have  prevailed  in  the  commercial  world  from 
time  immemorial,  while  as  to  the  other  class  the  same  bargains 
would  be  lawfuL    It  holds  out  advantages  to  one  and  denies 
them  to  another,  both  pursuing  the  same  business  for  a  liveli- 
hood.   As  to  the  debtor  class,  it  prevents  a  free  exchange  of 
lawful  commodities,  and  thus  *•*  operates  in  restraint  of  trade. 
Undoubtedly,  the  legislature  has  power  to  legislate  as  to  the 
general  right  of  debtors  to  dispose  of  their  property,  and  in  en- 
acting such  legislation  the  legislature  has  the  right  to  consider 
the  debtor^s  right  of  disposal  of  his  property  by  contract  or 
otherwise  in  connection  with  the  general  right  of  creditors  to 
have  afforded  an  opportunity  to  collect  their  claims;  but  such 
legislation  must  not  transcend  constitutional  limitations,   or 
invade  the  guaranteed  rights  and  liberties  of  individuals.    If 
within  such  limitations,  such  legislation  will  be  upheld,  although 
it  be  deemed  unwise,  or,  in  its  operation,  unfair  and  unjust.     So 
the  act  in  question,  as  we  have  seen,  would  evidently,  in  its 
general  operation,  result  unjustly  and  unfairly;  yet,  if  it  does 
not  trench  upon  constitutional  law,  it  cannot  be  held  void. 

The  appellant,  however,  claims  that  the  enactment  interferes 
with  and  abridges  his  inalienable  rights,  as  well  as  those  of 
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others  in  like  situation^  subjectB  of  fhis  commonweaHh ;  asd 
for  his  and  tiieir  protection  against  the  consequences  which  nat- 
urally flow  from  such  an  enactment  he  appeals  to  section  1, 
article  14,  of  amendments  to  the  constitution  of  the  United 
States,  which,  on  this  subject,  provides :  *rN o  state  diall  make 
or  enforce  any  law  which  shall  abridge  the  privileges  or  im- 
munities of  citizens  of  the  United  States;  nor  shall  any  state 
deprive  any  person  of  life,  liberty  or  properly,  without  due  pro- 
cess of  law;  nor  deny  to  any  person  within  its  jurisdiction  the 
equal  protection  of  the  laws/'    For  like  reasons  he  appeals  to 
section  1,  article  1,  of  the  constitution  of  this  state,  which  inter 
alia,  provides :  ^'AU  men  have  the  inherent  and  inalienable  right 
to  enjoy  and  defend  their  lives  and  liberties;  to  acquire,  possess 
and  protect    property;  .  .  •  •  to  assemble    peaceably,  protest 
against  wrongs,  and  petition  for  redress  of  grievances^;  and 
also  to  section  7  of  article  1,  which  provides :  '^o  person  Aall 
be  deprived  of  life,  liberty  or  properly^  wiihout  due  proceae  of 
law/'    These  constitutional  provisions  constitute  the  aupreme 
law  of  the  ^^^  commonwealth  upon  this  subject.    To  Qiat  law 
the  executive,  iiie  legislative,  and  the  judicial  departments  of 
the  government  alike  must  bow  obedience,  as  well  as  every  sub- 
ject.   It  forbids  the  abridgment  by  the  state  of  the  privileges 
and  immunities  of  all  citiz^ia.    Under  its  mandate  no  person 
can  be  deprived  of  life,  liberty,  or  property  without  due  process 
of  law,  and  every  person  is  entitled  to  the  equal  protection  of 
the  laws^  and  may  acquire  property,  possess  and  protect  it,  as 
well  as  defend  his  life  and  liberty.     These  are  inherent  and 
inalienable  rights  of  citizens,  and  are  constitational  guaranties. 
An  enactment,  therefore,  which  deprives  a  person  arbitrarily  of 
his  property,  or  of  some  part  of  his  personal  liberty,  is  just 
as  much  inhibited  by  the  supreme  law  as  one  whidi  would  de- 
prive him  of  life.    And  'liberty,''  iu  the  sense  in  which  the 
term  is  here  employed^  is  not  restrioted  to  mere  freedom  from 
imprisonment,  but  it  embraces  the  right  of  a  person  to  use  his 
God-given  powecs,  employ  his  faculties,  exercise  his  judgment 
in  the  afiEairs  of  lifes,  and  to  be  free  in  the  enjoyment  and  dis- 
posal of  his  acquisitions,  subject  only  to  such  restraints  as  are 
imposed  by  the  law  of  the  land  for  the  public  welfare.    The 
word  '^berty,''  as  thus  employed  in  the  constitations  and  un- 
derstood in  the  United  States,  is  a  term  of  comprehensive  soope. 
It  embraces  not  only  freedom  from  servitude  and  from  im- 
prisonment and  arbitrary  restraint  of  perscaiy  but  also  all  our 
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:DeligioTis^  civil,  political,  and  personal  rights,  including  the  right 
in  each  subject  to  purchase,  hold,  and  sell  or  dispose  o£  property 
ixL  the  same  way  that  his  neighbor  may;  and  of  such  liberties 
no  one  can  be  deprived  except  by  due  process  o£  law. 

Property  has  some  essential  attributes  without  which  we  could 
not  conceive  it  to  be  property.    Among  these  are  use,  enjoy- 
ment, susceptibility  of  purchase,  sale  and  of  contracts  in  rela- 
tion thereto.    The  taking  away  of  any  one  of  the  essential  at- 
tributes may  violate  the  constitutional  guaranty  that  no  person 
shall  be  deprived  of  his  property  without  due  process  of  law  as 
^^''  clearly  as  in  case  of  a  physical  taking  without  due  process 
of  law.     An  enactment,  therefore,  like  the  one  in  controversy, 
wliich  deprives  an  owner  of  his  liberty  to  sell  his  property,  or 
contract  in  relation  thereto;  in  the  same  manner  as  others  en- 
gaged in  the  same  business  might  lawfully  do,  invades  his  rights 
guaranteed  by  the  constitution,  and  cannot  be  upheld;  and  to 
prevent  the  free  exchange  and  sale  or  disposal  of  property  ac- 
cording to  the  immemorial  usages  of  trade  is  to  deprive  it  of 
one  of  its  main  attributes.     ^'The  third  absolute  right,  inherent 
in  every  Eng^shman,"  says  Sir  William  Blaekstone  in  his  classi- 
fication of  fundamental  rightfe,  ''is  that  of  property,  which  con- 
sists in  the  free  use,  enjoyment,  and  disposal  of  all  his  acquisi- 
tions, without  any  control  or  diminution,  save  only  by  the  laws 
of  the  land*':  1  Blackstone's  Commentaries,  138.     The  right 
thus  referred  to  and  defined  by  the  illustrious  commentator  is 
absolute  and  inherent  in  every  American,  subject  of  the  United 
States,  by  virtue  of  the  supreme  law  of  the  land.     Therefore, 
"when  a  law  annihilates  the  value  of  property,  and  strips  it  of 
its  attributes,  by  which  alone  it  is  distinguished  as  property,  the 
owner  is  deprived  of  it  according  to  the  plainest  interpretation, 
and  certainly  within  the  spirit  of  a  constitutional  provision  in- 
tended especially  to  shield  private  rights  from  the  exercise  of 
arbitrary  power*^:  Wynehamer  v.  People,  13  K  Y.  378,  398. 
Judge  Cooley,  in  his  work  on  Constitutional  Limitations,  sixth 
edition,  484,  speaking  of  doubtful  or  questionable  legislation, 
says:  "The  doubt  might  also  arise  whether  a  regulation  made 
for  any  one  class  of  citizens,  entirely  arbitrary  in  its  character, 
and  restricting  their  rights,  privileges,  or  legal  capacities  in  a 
manner  before  unknown  to  the  law,  could  be  sustained,  notwith- 
standing its  generality.     Distinctions  in  these  respects  must  rest 
upon  some  reason  upon  which  they  can  be  defended — like  the 
want  of  capacity  in  infants  and  insane  persons;  and  if  the  legis- 
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latnre  should  undertake  to  provide  that  persons  following  some 
specified  lawful  trade  or  employment  should  not  have  capacity 
•^®  to  make  contracts^  or  to  receive  conveyances,  or  to  build 
such  houses  as  others  were  allowed  to  erect,  or  in  any  otiier  way 
to  make  such  use  of  their  property  as  was  permissible  to  others, 
it  can  scarcely  be  doubted  that  the  act  would  transcend  the  due 
bounds  of  legislative  power,  even  though  no  express  constitu- 
tional provision  could  be  pointed  out  with  which  it  would  come 
in  conflict.     To  forbid  to  an  individual  or  a  class  the  right  to 
the  acquisition  or  enjoyment  of  property  in  such  manner  as 
should  be  permitted  to  the  community  at  large  would  be  to 
deprive  them  of  liberty  in  particulars  of  primary  importance 
to  their  'pursuit  of  happiness/  ^'    In  Bank  v.  Divine  Grocery 
Co.,  97  Tenn.  603,  37  S.  W.  390,  it  was  said :  "To  take  from 
property  its  chief  element  of  value,  and  to  deny  to  the  citizen 
the  right  to  use  and  transfer  it  in  any  proper  and  legitimate 
-manner,  is  as  much  depriving  him  of   his  property  as  if  the 
property  itself  were  taken.^*    In  People  v,  Otis,  90  N.  Y.  48, 
it  was  said :  "Depriving  an  owner  of  property  of  one  of  it«  essen- 
tial attributes  is  depriving  him  of  his  property  vrithin  the  con- 
stitutional provisions.*'    In  State  v.  Goodwill,  33  W.  Va.  179, 
25  Am.  St.  Eep.  863,  10  S.  E.  285,  6  L.  R.  A.  621,  it  was  said; 
**The  right  to  use,  buy  and  sell  property,  and  contract  in  re- 
spect thereto,  including  contracts  for  labor — which  is,  as  we 
have  seen,  property — is  protected  by  the  constitution.     If  the 
legislature,  without  any  public  necessity,  has  the  power  to  pro- 
hibit or  restrict  the  right  of  contract  between  private  persons 
in  respect  to  one  lawful  trade  or  business,  then  it  may  prevent 
the  prosecution  of  all  trades,  and  regulate  all  contracts.*'    So, 
in  State  v.  Loomis,  115  Mo.  307,  22  S.  W.  350,  21  L.  B.  A. 
789,  it  was  observed :  "Liberty,  we  have  seen,  includes  the  right 
to  acquire  property,  and  that  means  and  includes  the  right  to 
make  and  enforce  contracts.     We  do  not  say  that  such  rights 
canriot  be  regulated  by  general    law,  but  we  do  say  that  the 
legislature  cannot  single  out  one  class  of  persons  who  are  com- 
petent to  contract,  and  deprive  them  of  rights  in  that  respect 
which  are  accorded  ^^  to  other   persons.     The  constitutional 
declaration  that  no  person  shall  be  deprived  of  life,  liberty,  or 
property  without  due  process  of  law  was  designed  to  protect 
and  preserve  their  existing  rights  against  arbitrary  legislation 
as  well  as  against  arbitrary  executive  and  judicial  acts.     The 
sections  of  our  statute  in  question  deprive  a  class  of  persons  of 
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the  right  to  make  and  enforce  ordinary  contracts^  and  they  in* 
troduce  a  system  of  state  paternalism  which  is  at  war  with  the 
fundaiiiental  principles  of  our  government,  and  as  we  have  be- 
fore said,  are  not  due  process  of  law."    People  v.  Gillson,  109 
N.  Y.  389,  4  Am.  St.  Rep.  465,  17  N.  E.  343,  is  a  case  where 
the  legislature  had  passed  an  act  prohibiting  the  sale  or  dis» 
posal  of  any  article  of  food,  or  any  offer  or  attempt  to  do  so„ 
upon  any  representation  or  inducement  that  anything  else  would 
loe  delivered  as  a  gift»  prize,  premium,  or  reward  to  the  pur- 
chasers, and  provided  that  any  person  violating  any  of    ita 
proyisions  should  be  deemed  guilty  of  a  misdemeanor.    Mr» 
Jnstiee  Peckham,  holding  the  enactment  unconstitutional  and 
void,  in  the  course  of  his  opinion,  said:  'TLt  cannot  be  truth- 
fully maintained  that  this  legislation  does  not  seriously  infringe 
upon  the  liberty  of  the  owner  or  dealer  in  food  products  to  pur- 
sue a  lawful  calling  in  a  proper  manner,  or  that  it  does  not, 
to  some  extent  at  least,  deprive  a  person  of  his  property  by  cur- 
tailing his  power  of  sale;  and  unless  this  infringement  and 
deprivation  are  reasonably  necessary  for  the  common  welfare, 
or  may  be  said  to  fairly  tend  in  that  direction  or  to  that  result, 
the  legislation  is  invalid,  as  plainly  violative  of  the  constitu- 
tional provision  under  discussion.*'    Again,  he  said:  "Nor  can 
this  act  stand  as  a  valid  exercise  of  legislative  power  to  enact 
what  shall  amount  to  a  crime.    The  power  of  the  legislature  to 
so  declare  is  exceedingly  large,  and  it  is  di£Scult  to  define  its 
exact  limit.    But  that  there  is  a  limit  even  to  that  power,  under 
our  constitution,  we  entertain  no  dou'bt,  and  we  think  that  limit 
has  been  reached  and  passed  in  the  act  under  review.    The 
power  has  been  unlawfully  exercised  in  this  instance  *^^  for 
the  same  reason  that  we  have  already  stated — ^because  it  violates 
the  constitutional  provision  which  secures  to  each  person  in  this 
state  his  liberty  and  property,  except  as  he  shall  be  deprived  of 
one  or  both  by  due  process  of  law.**    In  Butchers*  Union  Co. 
V.  Crescent  City  Co.,  Ill  TJ.  S.  746,  4  Sup.  Ct.  Sep.  662,  28  L. 
ed.  585,  Mr.  Justice  Field,  speaking  of  constitutional  rights, 
said:  ^' Among  these  inalienable  rights,  as  proclaimed  in  that 
great  docxmienty  is  the  right  of  men  to  pursue  their  happiness, 
by  which  is  meant  the  right  to  pursue  any  lawful  business  or 
vocation  in  any  manner  not  inconsistent  with  the  equal  rights 
of  others,  which  may  increase  their  prosperity  or  develop  their 
faculties,  so  as  to  give  to  them  their  highest  enjoyment.    The 
common  business  and  callings  of  life,  the  ordinary  trades  and 
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puTStiiti^  whicL  are  innocuous  in  themfielves^  and  have  been 
followed  in  all  communities  from  time  immemorial,  most 
therefore  be  fr^  in  this  country  to  all  alike  upon  the  same 
conditions..  The  right  to  pursue  them  without  let  or  hindrance, 
except  that  which  is  applied  to  all  persons  of  the  same  age, 
sex^  and  condition^  is  a  distinguishing  privilege  of  citizens  of 
the  United  States^  and  an  essential  element  of  that  fineedom 
which  they  claim  as  their  birthright':  Hatter  of  Application 
of  Jacobs,  98  F.  T.  98,  50  Am.  Eep.  636 ;  City  of  Clinton  y. 
PhilUps,  68  in  102,,  11  Am,  Rep.  52  ;*  State  v.  Julow,  129 
Mo.  163,  60  Am.  St.  Eep.  443,  31  S.  W.  781,  29  L.  R.  A.  257; 
Millet  V.  People,  117  111.  294,  57  Am.  Rep.  869,  7  N.  E.  631; 
Wally  V.  Kennedy,  2  Terg.  554,  24  Am.  Dec.  511;  People  t. 
Man,  99  KT.  T.  377,  52  Am.  Eep..  34,  2  K  E,  29 ;  Tick  Wo  v. 
Hopkins,  118  F.  S.  356,  6  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  1064,  30  L.  ed.  220. 

Nor  can  ilia  act  be  aostained,.  in.  its  present  form,  as  a  proper 
exercise  of  the  police  power  of  tha  state.  That  power,  though 
somewhat  ahmudftd  in  mystery  as  to  its  limits,  which  are  not 
easy  to  prescribe  with  precision,  has  stood  sponsor  for  multi* 
tudes  of  legislatave  enactments;,  but  such  enactments  were 
nevertheless  always  bound  to  be  within,  constitutional  Ilmit& 
^^^  The  power,,  however  broad  and  comprehensive,  is  not  para- 
mount to  the  constitution,  but  is  always  bounded  by  its  previa 
sions.  If,  therefore,  an  act  of  the  legislature  is  repugnant  to 
a  provision  of  the.  constitution,  it  cannot  be  held  valid  as  a 
proper  exercise  of  the  police  power.  Likewise,  if  a  right  of 
property  or  of  person  be  protected  by  the  constitution,  it  can- 
not be  destroyed  by  any  exercise  of  the  police  power  either  by  the 
legislature  or  the  executive  power  of  the  state. 

Neither  the  legislature  nor  the  executive  oan^  under  the  guise 
of  police  regulation  or  otherwise,,  arbitrarily  or  unjustly,  with- 
out good  cause,  xestrict  or  infringe  upon  the  property  rights 
or  the  liberty  of  any  subject  within  the  protection  of  the  sui- 
preme  law ;  and  whenever  the.  legislature  undertakes  to  deter- 
mine what  iff  a  proper  exercise  of  police  power,  its  determinatian 
is  a  subject  for  judicial  scrutiny.  The  power  may  be  eziercised 
to  promote  the  safety,  health,,  comfort  ami  welfare  of  aodeiy, 
and  to  sustain  legislation  as.  a  proper  exercise,  of  the  polioe 
power  it  must  ha^  reference  to  some,  sudi  end.  By  virtue  of 
that  power  the  use  of  property  is-  regulated  by  enforcing  the 
maxim,  ^'Slc  utere  tuo  ut  alienum  non.  laedas.''  The  enact- 
ment in  controversy  does  not  appear  to  have  refa:enco  to  either 


Bcrdb^  1904.]      Block  AGkiff  v.  Sohwaktz.  981 

-tlie  objects  here  infficatea.  Tt  cEn  hardly  be  saia  fhat  a  law 
bLich.  prevents  a  peESon^  -thcragh  indebted,  who  is  abundantly 
lie  Ao  pay  Im  ddbrtB,  from  veiling  hfe  ^nrorperty  in  fhe  same  way 
IS  TifsighboiB  do,  and  in  BoeoTdanoe  with  a  iime-honored  cns< 
on  or  nsage,  erther  promotes  ihe  safety,  health,  comfort  or 
welfare  ef  the  conmranity  or  the  state.  If  the  act  referred  gen- 
cally  iao  insiDlveiit  debtotrs  it  woirld  present  a  different  qnestion ; 
nt  it  Telates  simply  to  debtars  and  purchasers  of  deb'tors  of  a 
Murticiilar  and  specified  bnsineBs,  whether  solvent  or  insolvent; 
A  iliat  the  merchant  who  is  worth  a  fortune  OFver  and  above  his 
udebtednesB,  and  who  tb  ible  to  Tespond  instantly  to  his  cred- 
tiocTB,  -who  may  be  only  such  'because  of  convenience  *^^  in 
trade  and  business  transaction,  nevertheless  finds  himself,  under 
Uae  provdsionfi  of  the  art,  deprived  of  13ie  liberty  to  i^Il  his 
goodsy  or  to  contract  in  relation  thereto  in  the  same  manner 
that  oQieiB  engaged  in  ihe  same  business  may  lawfully  do.  l^ot 
only  HxiBy  but  by  making  a  sale  which  would  be  perfectly  law- 
fxd  if  made  by  his  neighbor,  both  he  and  his  purchaser  become 

ci-iminals,  and  amenable  to  the  penalty  provided  in  the  act. 

Iiodkmg  again  at  the  provisions  of  the  enactment,  it  will  be 
observed  that  it  aims  at  but  one  kind  of  business — ^the  mercan- 
tile— and  impliedly  and  aibitrarily  divides  those  engaged  there- 
in into  two  elasees.    The  merchants  of  the  one  class  being  un- 
affected in  iheir  property  rights,  may  make  sales  and  contracts 
in  relation  thereto  as  fliey  see  *fit ;  while  the  ^ame  kind  of  sales 
and  canrtpacts,  if  made  in  the  same  manner  by  the  merchants  of 
the  other  class,  are  not  only  declared  void,  but  will  render  both 
the  sellers  and  purchasers  liable  to  criminal  prosecution.    The 
enactment^  as  we  have  seen,  not  only  places  the  debtor  class  in 
the  mercantile  business  at  a  great  disadvantage  in  competing 
wrlh  others  in  the  same  line  of  business,  but  its  provisions  are 
exceedingly  rtrict  and  oppressive.    Nor  do  its  provisions  apply 
generally  to  all  debtors  vrithin  the  commonwealth.    They  apply 
only  to  merchants,  who  are  debtors,  while  farmers,  miners, 
manufactorsrs,  tradeiv  and  other  dealers,  though  debtors,  may 
sell  and  dispose  of  their  property  when  and  as  they  please  so 
loi^  as  *ttiey  act  in  good  faith.    If  the  act  is  designed  to  pre- 
vent frandy  why  not  make  it  general?    Looking  alone  at  the 
deUor  class,  Hiere  appeans  to  be  such  a  discrimination  as  is 
difficntt  to  zeecBKcik  with  justice  and  fair  dealing.    Nor  do  we 
peroeiffe  any  justification  tifor  restraining  a  merchant  who  is  in 
iAt,  but  sdlvent,  from  selling  his  merchandise,  in  whole  or  in 
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part^  as  he  may  deem  most  advantageous^  in  order  to  jpTeveat  one 
who  is  insolvent  from  exercising  the  same  privil^e. 

There  is  another  feature  which  must  be  deemed  quite  m&teriaL 
in  determining  the  validity  or  invalidity  ^^^  of  this  legislation. 
Under  the  terms  of  the  act  ^^a  sale  of  any  portion  of  a  stock  of 
merchandise,''  or  '^a  sale  of  an  entire  stock"  in  bulk^  made  oilier- 
wise  than  as  in  the  act  provided^  '^is  fraudulent  and  void  as 
against  creditors/'  and  renders  both  the  seller  and  buyer  liable 
to  criminal  prosecution.    Now,  it  will  be  noticed  that  nowhere 
in  its  provisions  is  there  an  exemption  of  any  sale  by  admin- 
istrators, executors,  trustees,  assiguees  for  the  benefit  of  cred- 
itorSy  trustees  in  bankruptcy,  or  public  ofScers  acting  under 
judicial  process.    There  being  no  such  exemption,  it  would 
seem  that  such  sales  of  merchandise  owned  by  debtors,  made  by 
persons  acting  in  a  fiduciary  capacity  or  imder  judicial  process, 
must  also  be  made  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  the  act^ 
in  order  that  the  seller  and  purchaser  may  avoid  the  penalties 
provided.    It  is  evident  that  such  a  law  would  not  only  deprive 
property  of  one  of  its  chief  attributes,  but  would  greatly  hamper 
the  administration  of  estates  and  retard  the  enforcing  of  judicial 
process.    Nor  is  this  law  necessary  for  the  public  weaL     Broad 
and  extensive  as  the  public  power  of  a  state  is,  it  cannot  be  as- 
simied  that  it  warrants  such  legislation  as  this.    It  is  true,  there 
are  extreme  cases  where  the  exercise  of  that  power  is  justified 
by  the  maxim,  ^^Salus  populi  suprema  lex  est,"  and  so,  in  some 
cases  of  great  emergency  and  overruling  necessity,  the  taking  or 
destruction  of  property,  even  without  compensation  and  without 
due  process  of  law,  may  be  justified;  but  such  is  not  this  case. 
The  police  power  can  never  avail  to  declare  an  act  valid  when 
the  constitution  says  it  is  invalid.     "The  limits  to  the  exercise  of 
the  police  power  can  only  be  this:  the  regulation  must  have 
reference  to  the  comfort,  the  safety,  or  the  welfare  of  society; 
it  must  not  be  in  confiict  with  the  provisions  of  the  Constitu* 
tion":  Potter's  Dwarris  on  Statutes  and  Constitution,  458. 

Speaking  of  the  regulation  of  the  conduct  of  corporations 
whose  charters  are  inviolable,  by  the  legislature,  imder  the  police 
power.  Judge  Cooley  says:  "The  limits  to  the  exercise  of  the 
police  power  in  these  *^  cases  must  be  this:  The  regulations 
must  have  reference  to  the  comfort,  safety  or  welfare  of  society. 
They  must  not  be  in  confiict  with  any  of  the  provisions  of  the 
charter;  and  they  must  not,  under  pretense  of  regulation,  take 
from  the  corporation  any  of  the  essential  rights  and  privileges 
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which  the  charter  confers.    In  shorty  fhey  must  be  police  reg- 
ulations  in  f  act^  and  not  amendments  of  the  charter  in  cartail- 
ment  of  the  corporate  franchise^' :  Cooley's  Constitutional  lim- 
itations^  6th  ed.^  710.    In  Watertown  v.  Mayo^  109  Mass.  315, 
12  Am.  Bep.  694,  Mr.  Justice  Colt  said :  '*To  a  great  extent  the 
legislature  is  the  proper  judge  of  the  necessity  for  the  exercise 
of  this  restraining  power.    It  is  not  easy  to  prescribe  its  limit 
Tlie  law  will  not  allow  rights  of  property  to  be  invaded  under 
the  guise  of  a  police  regulation  for  the  preservation  of  health 
or  protection  against  a  threatened  nuisance;  and  when  it  appears 
that  such  is  not  the  real  object  and  purpose  of  the  regulation 
coTirts  will  interfere  to  protect  the  rights  of  the  citizen/*    In 
Matter  of  Application  of  Jacobs,  98  N.  Y.  98,  60  Am.  Rep.  636, 
Mr.  Justice  Earl  says :  ''Generally  it  is  for  the  legislature  to  de- 
termine what  laws  and  regulations  are  needed  to  protect  the 
public  health  and  secure  the  public  comfort  and  safety;  and  while 
its  measures  are  calculated,  intended,  convenient  and  appropriate 
to  accomplish  these  ends,  the  exercise  of  its  discretion  is  not 
subject  to  review  by  the  courts.    But  they  must  have  some  rela- 
tion to  these  ends.    Tinder  the  mere  guise  of  police  regulations 
personal  rights  and  private  property  cannot  be  arbitrarily  in- 
vaded, and  the  determination  of  the  legislature  is  not  final  or  con- 
clusive.   If  it  passes  an  act  ostensibly  for  the  public  health,  and 
thereby  destroys  or  takes  away  the  property  of  a  citizen,  or  in- 
terferes with  his  personal  liberty,  then  it  is  for  the  courts  to 
scrutinize  the  act,  and  see  whether  it  really  relates  to  and  is 
convenient  and  appropriate     to  promote  the  public  health/' 
Again,  referring  to  the  same  subject,  he  says :  "Such  legislation 
may  invade  one  class  of  rights  to-day  and  another  to-morrow, 
and,  if  it  can  be  *^  sanctioned  under  the  constitution,  while  far 
removed  in  time,  we  will  not  be  far  away  in  practical  statesman- 
ship from  those  ages  when  governmental  prefects  supervised 
the  building  of  houses,  the  rearing  of  cattle,  the  sowing  of  seed, 
and  the  reaping  of  grain,  and  governmental  ordinances  regulated 
the  movements  and  labor  of  artisans,  the  rate  of  wages,  the  price 
of  food,  the  diet  and  clothing  of  the  people,  and  a  large  range 
'  of  other  affairs  long  since  in  aU  civilized  lands  regarded  as  out* 
side  of  governmental  functions.     Such  governmental  interfer- 
ences disturb  the  normal  adjustments  of  the  social  fabric,  and 
usually  derange  the  delicate  and  complicated  machinery  of  in- 
dustry, and  cause  a  score  of  ills  while  attempting  the  removal  of 
0D0.''    In  the  Slaughter-House  Cases,  16  Wall  36,  87,  21  L.  ed. 
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294  Mr.  Juatioe  Pleld^  xefexjungitc  the  polioe  power  of  ihe 
^d :  "Am  fiQr.t8  of  j^striatioDfi  and  hurdao^  Are  imposed  undor 
it,  and  when  these  are  not  .in  conflict  with  any  constrtutiovial 
prohihitions  or  fundamental  principles  they  vt^annot  be  success- 
fully  assailed  in  a  judicial  tribunal  «  •  •  «  But  under  the  pre- 
tense of  prescribing  a  police  regulation  the  fitate  cannot  be  p^- 
raitted  to  encroach  upon  any  of  the  just  righla  of  the  citizea 
which  the  constitution  intended  to  secure  against  abridgment.'' 
So,  in  Lawton  v.  Steele,  152  U.  S.  ia3, 14  Sup.  Ct  Eep.  499,  38 
L,  ed.  385,  Mr.  Justice  Brown  said :  '*To  justify  the  state  in  thus 
interposing  its  authority  in  behalf  of  the  public,  it  must  appear : 

1.  That  the  interests  of  the  public  generally,  as  diarkinguished 
from  those  of  a  particular  .class,  require  such  interference;  and, 

2.  That  the  means  are  reasonable  for  the  accomplishment  of  the 
purpose,  and  not  unduly  oppressiw  upon  individuals.     The  leg- 
islature may  not,  under  the  gui^  of  protecting  the  public  in- 
terests arbitrarily  interfere  with  private  business,  or  impoae 
unusual  and  unnecessary  restrictions  upon  lawful  occupation* 
In  other  words.  Its  determination  a^  to  what  is  a  proper  exercise 
of  its  police  powers  is  not  final  or  conclusive,  but  is  subject  to  the 
supervision  of  the  courts*' :  Tiedeman*s  **^  limitation  of  Police 
Power,  sees.  8*5,  194 ;  State  ,v.  Julow,  129  Mo.  163,  50  Am.  St. 
Rep.  443,  31  S.  W.  781,  29  L.  B.  A.  257 ;  Ex  parte  WhitweU, 
98  Cal.  73,  35  Am.  St.  Bep.  K2,  32  Pac.  870,  19  L.  E.  A.  727; 
Austin  V.  Murray,  16  Pick.  121 ;  Commonwealth  v.  Alger,  7  Cush. 
63 ,  85 ;  Ex  parte  Sing  Lee,  96  Cal.  354,  31  Am.  St  Eep.  218 , 
31  Pac.  245,  24  L.  B.  A.  195;  Coe  v.  Schultz,  47  Barb.  64;  Lake 
View  V.  Rose  Hill  Cem.  Co.,  70  111.  1^1,  22  Am.  Eep.  71 ;  Ber- 
tholf  V.  O'Reilly,  74  N*.  Y.  509,  30  Am.  Eep.  "823 ;  Mugler  -v. 
Kansas,  123  TT.  S.  623,  661,  8  Sup.  Ct.  Eep.  273,  "31  L.  ed.  205. 

The  respondents  ei1;e  and  rely  upon  jseveral  cases  from  the 
states  of  Massachusetts,  Maryland,  Tennessee,  and  Washington, 
where  enactments  upon  the  same  subject  were  enforced,  While 
enactments  of  similar  character  have  been  upheld  in  those 
states,  an  examination  shows  that  they  all  differ  materiailly  in 
important  features  from  the  one  here  under  consideration.  The 
law  in  Massachusetts  exempts  all  sales  from  its  provisions 
made  by  oBBcers  acting  in  a  fiduciary  capacity  or  under  judi- 
cial process ;  and,  white  it  declares  a  sale  made  in  violation  ct 
its  provisions  fraudulent  and  void  as  again^  creditors,  it  does 
not  subject  the  seller  and  buyer  ading  in  disobedience  t)f  the 
law  to  criminal  prosecution :  Mass.  Stats.  1903,  p.  389,  c.  415. 
Notwithd;anding  this,  however,  it    seems  apparent  from    the 
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fbasb  -ili.«  vupreme  court  of  thai  state  T^garded  their  statute  as 
Soing  to  the  very  liiiiit  of  ooiistitatiaiial  authority^  wlien  they 
said-t   ^^AJtUnmgh  11»  requirements  of  the  act  are  Tery  strict 
'w^  eaxurot  say  that  the  determmatioii  of  the  legislature,  as  be- 
tween   the  mtereets  of  owners  of  stoGks  of  n^rcbandise  and 
tiieir  •cveditors,  wb&  so  far  wrong  as  to  render  the  statute  nncon- 
otitsationaL^    We  apprehend,  from  a  perusal  of  that  opinion, 
thact  if  tbere^  as  here,  &e  determination  of  the  legLslature  had 
goike  ix)  tiie  kngtb  of  applying  the  provisions  of  the  act  to  per- 
•9asm  acting  in  «  fiduciary  or  official  oapadiy  and  under  judicial 
pT^cess,  and  provided  ^^  criminal  punishment  for  the  persons 
^[ffeeted  if  tbey  disobeyed  «ueh  provisions,  the  court  would  hsYe 
boaitated  hedFove  pronouncing  tiie  act  constitotionaL 

Under  the  act  of  the  state  of  Maryland,  a  sale  made  in  dis- 
obedience of  the  statutory  provisions  is  not  absofaitely  fraudu- 
lent and  Toid,  as  under  our  enactmeaxt,  but  is  simply  '^pre- 
earned  to  be  fraudulent  and  void  as  against  the  creditors  of  the 
selfoA":  Vd.  (Laws  1800,  p.  907,  c.  579.  In  the  case  cited 
from  that  state  the  question  of  liie  constitirtionality  of  tke  act 
was  neither  preseorted  nor  deodded:  Hart  v.  Eoney,  93  Md.  432, 
49  AtL  €61. 

Bq^  tmder  the  act  of  Tennessee,  a  sale  made  in  disobedience 
of  "Bie  provisions  thereof  is  only  *^presumed  to  he  fraudulent 
and  void  as  against  creditors  of  the  seller^:  Tennessee  Acts, 
1901,  p.  1284,  c.  188.  The  supreme  court  of  Tennessee  held 
the  act  valid,  Mr.  Justice  Wilkes  dissenting:  Keas  v.  Borches, 
109  Tenn.  898,  97  Am.  St.  Rep.  851,  71  S.  W.  60. 

It  will  -be  -noticed  that  in  none  of  the  acts  tfans  far  referred 
to,  except  in  our  owd,  is  disobedience  of  the  provisions  thereof 
by  the  seller  and  buyer  made  a  criminal  offense.  The  supreme 
court  of  Kissouri,  in  State  v.  Julow,  129  Mo.  163,  60  Am.  St. 
Rep.  443,  31  S.  W.  781,  29  L.  E.  A.  267,  determining  the 
validity  of  an  act  somewhat  similar  in  jcharacter  to  the  one 
here  under  consideration,  said:  Tif  an  owner,*'  etc.,  ''obeys 
thfi  law  on  wJhich  this  prosecution  rests,  lie  is  thereby  deprived 
of  a  right  and  a  libaity  to  contract  or  terminate  a  contract 
as  all  others  may.  If  he  disobeys  it,  then  he  is  punished  for 
the  perfoimanoe  of  an  act  wholly  innocent,  unless,  indeed,  the 
doing  of  such  act  guaranteed  by  the  organic  law^  the  exercise 
of  a  ri^t  of  which  the  legislature  is  forbidden  to  deprive  him, 
ean,  by  that  body,  be  conclusively  pronounced  criminal.  We 
I       deny  tiie  power  of  the  legislature  to  do  this — ^to  brand  as  an 
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offense  that  which  the  oonstitutioii  designates  and  declares  to 
be  a  right,  and  therefore  an  innocent  act;  and  consequently 
we  hold  that  the  statute  which  professes  to  ^^^  exert  such  a 
power  is  notMng  more  or  less  tiian  a  legislative  judgment^* 
and  an  attempt  to  deprive  all  who  are  included  within  its  terms 
of  a  constitutional  right  without  due  process  of  law/' 

The  provisions  of  the  act  of  the  state  of  Washington  (Sess. 
Laws  1901^  p.  222,  c  109)  are  so  materially  different  from 
those  of  our  enactment  that  the  case  of  McDaniels  v.  ConnellT 
Shoe  Co.,  30  Wash.  649,  94  Am.  St.  Eep.  889,  71  Pac.  37,  60 
L.  R.  A.  947,  cited  by  respondents,  as  sustaining  the  statute 
of  that  state,  cannot  be  regarded  as  authority  herein.  Nor, 
for  the  reasons  given,  can  any  one  of  the  cases,  from  the  sev- 
eral states  referred  to,  be  relied  upon  as  controlling  authority 
in  this  case. 

While  it  is  within  the  province  of  the  legislature  to  prevent 
fraudulent  sales  as  a  protection  to  creditors,  still,  when  it  at- 
tempts to  do  this — ^to  remove  one  evil — ^it  must  not  so  restrict 
individual  rights  and  disturb  industrial  pursuits  and  usages 
as  to  cause  a  score  of  wrongs. 

We  are  of  the  opinion  that  the  enactment  in  controversy 
abridges  some  of  the  inalienable  rights  of  persons  guaranteed 
by  the  constitution;  that  it  is  not  a  proper  exercise  of  the  police 
power  of  the  state ;  that  it  deprives  property  of  one  of  its  chief 
attributes,  and  some  persons  of  the  liberty  to  dispose  of  prop- 
•erty  as  others  may;  that  it  punishes  criminally  one  person  for 
the  doing  of  an  act  which  another  person  in  the  same  line  of 
business  may  lawfully  do ;  that  it  deprives  the  persons  to  whom 
it  applies  of  a  right  of  property  without  due  process  of  law; 
and  that,  tiierefore,  it  is  null  and  void. 

The  judgment  must  be  reversed,  with  costs,  and  remanded, 
with  directions  to  the  court  below  to  proceed  in  accordanos 
herewith.    It  is  so  ordered. 

Baskin,  C.  J.,  and  McCarty,  J.,  concur. 

tJOKSTmrriGKAXITT  OF  STATUTES  BEGUIiATINO  TBB  SAIB 
OF  STOCKS  OF  MEBCHANDISE  DC  BUIJE. 

Statutes  somewhat  similar  to  that  involved  in  the  principal  case 
have  been  recently  enacted  in  a  number  of  the  states,  among  them 
being  California,  Maryland,  Massachusetts,  Tennessee,  Utah,  Vir- 
ginia, Washington  and  Wisconsin.  These  statutes  all  have  for  their 
•object  the  prevrntion  of  a  sale  of  his  stock  of  goods  in  bulk  by  a 
merchant,  whether  solvent  or  insolvent,  without  notice  to  hifl  cred- 
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itors  Tnthout  first  complying  with  various  details  mentioned  in 
Bnch.  statntes.  The  eonstitntionality  of  such  statutes  has  been  at- 
tAclLed  upon  thie  (ground  that  they  are  class  legislation,  and  amount 
to  &  deprivation  of  property  and  liberty  without  due  process  of 
law^  and  that  they  are  not  within  a  valid  exercise  of  the  police 
power  of  the  state. 

Contrary  to  the  conclusion  reached  in  the  principal  case,  statutes 
providing  that  sales  of  merchandise  in  bulk,  not  made  in  the  ordi- 
nary  course  of  trade  and  in  the  regular  and  usual  prosecution  of 
the  seller's  business,  shall  be  void,  or  presumed  to  be  void,  as  against 
liis    creditors,  unless  certain  requirements  for  the  information   and 
protection  of  creditors  are  complied  with,  so  far  as  they  have  re- 
ceived judicial  interpretation  and  construction,  have  been  declared 
free  from  objection  upon  constitutional  grounds.    Such  statutes  were 
expressly  held  to  be  valid  and  constitutional  in  8quire  v.  Teller,  185 
Mass.  18,  69  N.  E.  312;  Neas  v.  Borches,  109  Tenn.  398,  97  Am.  St. 
Bep.  851,  71  8.  W.  50.    McDaniels  v.  Connelly  Shoe  Oo.,  30  Wash. 
549,  94  Am.  St.  Bep.  889,  71  Pac.  37,  60  L.  B.  A.  947.    In  Hart  v. 
Boney,  93  Md.  432,  49  Atl.  6^.    Such  a  statute -was  enforced  as 
valid,  though  its  constitutionality  was  not  expressly  passed  upon. 

In  Fisher  v.  Ilernnan,  118  Wis.  424,  95  N.  W.  392,  the  court  assumed 
tlie  validity  of  such  a  statute,  although  it  expressly  refused  to  pass 
upon  the  question  of  its  constitutionality  because  such  question  was 
not  presented  to  it  either  by  oral  argument  or  the  briefs  of  counseL 
The  cases  cited  above  were  called  to  the  attention  of  the  supreme 
court  of  Utah  and  by  it  commented  upon  in  deciding  the  principal 
case.  That  court  distinguished  them  from  the  principal  case  and 
refused  to  follow  them  as  controlling  authority  on  the  questions  in- 
volved, for  two  reasons:  1.  Because  the  statute  of  Utah,  unlike  that 
of  either  Massachusetts  or  Washington,  failed  to  exempt  from  the 
operation  of  its  provisions  persons  acting  in  a  fiduciary  or  official 
capacity,  or  under  judicial  process;  and  2.  Because  none  of  the 
statutes  of  the  other  states,  like  that  of  Utah,  made  it  a  criminal 
offense  by  both  the  buyer  and  seller  of  the  stock  of  goods,  to  act 
in  making  the  sale  and  purchase  in  disobedience  or  disregard  of 
their  provisions. 

In  a  late  case  in  Virginia  (Young  v.  Commonwealth,  101  Va.  853, 
45  S.  E.  327)  it  was  held  in  accord  with  the  rule  laid  down  in  the 
principal  case,  that  the  only  authority  which  the  state  has  to  regu* 
late  or  control  the  private  business  of  a  citizen  grows  out  of  its 
police  power,  or  power  to  enact  laws  pertainiuj^r  to  the  public  health, 
the  public  safety  or  the  public  morals,  and  that  a  statute  similar 
in  most  respects  to  that  involved  in  the  principal  case  regulating 
such  private  business  in  a  manner  which  in  no  wise  pertains  to  pub- 
lie  health,  safety  or  morals  is  not  a  valid  exercise  of  the  police 
power* 
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LESTEB  T.  HIQHLANT)  BOY  GOLD  MTNTBTQ  COMPANY. 

127  TTtah,  470,  76  Pac.  341.1 

DAMAGES — ^Measure  of  for  Destmctlon  of  Grqps.— The  mesa- 
ure  of  damages  for  injurj  to  or  the  destruction  of  growing  crops 
is  their  Talne  in  the  condition  thej  were  in  at  the  time  of  injnry  or 
deslinietion,  and  not  the  market  iralue  al  the  time  of  their  matvrity^ 
or  during  the  market  aeaeon.     (p.  990.) 

BAMAftFtg,  UKIJIIUIDATED— Xnftereat — ^In  tort  for  lut- 
liquidated  damages  interest  on  the  damages  recovered  from  ths 
time  of  the  commencement  of  the  action  to  the  time  of  verdict,  caa* 
not  be  assessed,     (p.  991.) 

Sntherland,  Van  Oott  ft  Allison^  for  tise  appellantB. 

Henderson,  Fierce,  •Gritchlow  ft  Banette  and  G.  D.  Yanan,  for 
the  reqiondenta. 

^^  BAETCH,  J.  This  is  an  acfion  to  recover  for  dam- 
ages to  growing  crops.  The  amended  complaint  herein  was 
filed  April  16,  1902,  and  it  was  alleged,  in  substance,  that 
about  Jime,  1899,  the  defendajit  company,  having  erected  the 
Highland  Boy  smelter,  began  opecationfi,  and  thereafter,  ia 
the  commencement  of  this  suit^  i^nced  large  quantities  of  cop- 
per ores,  and  thereby  caused  to  be  emitted,  from  the  smokestack 
of  the  smelter,  smoke,  gases,  and  fumes  charged  witli  ▼ario'iis 
mineral  substances,  which  were  carried  by  ihe  winds  and  de- 
posited upon  the  farm  of  the  plaintiffs,  about  a  mile  distant 
from  the  smelter;  that  these  substances  were  highly  deleterious 
to  vegetable  life;  and  that,  as  a  consequence,  the  growing  crops 
and  trees  on  aaid  farm  were  damaged  and  destroyed.  The  an- 
swer admitted  the  erection  and  operation  of  .the  smelter,  but 
denied  the  otiier  material  allegations  of  the  ooonplaint.  From 
the  record  and  evidence  it  appears  that  the  f  aim  of  tiie  plain- 
tiffs is  situate  from  one-half  to  three-quarters  of  a  mile  nortii- 
east  of  the  Highland  Boy  smelter,  the  west  end  of  it  being 
directly  north  thereof;  that  about  one  and  UiTee-fourths  miles 
Fouth  of  the  Highland  Boy  is  situated  the  Bingham  Consoli- 
dated smelter;  that  about  one-quarter  of  a  mile  south  of  the 
latter  is  the  United  States  smelter;  that  the  Bingham  Consoli- 
dated was  in  operation  during  the  latter  portion  of  the  time 
the  plaintiffs  sue  for  damages,  that  both  the  Binghiun  Con- 
flolidated  and  the  United  States  smelters  were  ia  operation 
since  the  commencement  of  this  action;  that  all  the  smeHera 
were  operated  for  the  purpose  of  reducing  ores;  that  the  wind 
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that  locality  flufituates,  but  that  ita  general  direction  b 
i^^ortli,   and  south;  and  that  the  damages  sued  for  were  oc- 
casioned by  the  reduction  of  the  orea^  which,  created  smoke, 
cLust^    gasee,  and  fumes,  that  wore  carried  by  the  wind  onto 
tlie    plaintiffs'  farm  and  deposited  on  their  crops  and  trees, 
causing  them  to  be  injured  and  destroyed.    M  the  trial,  the 
jury  returned  a  verdict  in  favor  of  the  plaintiffs  for  damages 
in  tlie  sum  of  two  thousand  five  hundred  dollars,  with  inter- 
est thereon,  from  the  commencement  '*'^  of  the  action  to  the 
date  of  the  verdict,  amounting  to  two  hundred  and  fifty-nine 
dollars  and  forty-four  cents^    Judgment  was  thereupon  ren- 
dered for  the  sum  of  two  thousand  seven  hundred  and  fifty- 
nine  dollars  and  forty-four  csents,  with  interest  thereon  at 
eight  per  cent  from  date  thereof.    The  defendants  appealed. 

From  the  theory  upon  which  this  case  was  tried  by  the  de- 
fanfle,  it  appears  to  be  conceded  that  the  plaintiffs  are  entitled 
to   some  compensatian  for  injuries  to  their  crops  and  trees, 
\>tit  the  appellants  insist  tiiat  liie  court  erred  in  its  charge  to 
HiB  jury  respecting  the  measure  of  damages.    That  portion  of 
ihe  charge  objected  to  on  this  point  reads  as  follows:  ^'The 
plaintiffs  in  this  case  are  ^ititled  to  recover  only  such  damages 
to  their  crops  of  luceame,.  potatoes,  oats,  com,  beeta.  wheat, 
and  such  things  as  are  sued  for,,  as  they  were  worth  at  the  time 
when  destroyed  op  injured,  and  at  the  place  where  injured  or 
destroyed.    In  other  words^.  if  they  were  injured  or  destroyed 
at  or  before  the  time  of  harvest,  in  the  difiOerent  years  respec- 
tively, then  in  arriving  at  the  damages  you  must  take  the 
market  value  of  such  products  and  crops  not  later  than  the 
prices  prevailing  at  the  time  of  such  harvest,  or  during  the  mar- 
ket season.''    This  instruction,  considered  as  a  whole,  is  clearly 
erroneous.    The  rule  stated  in  the  first  sentence  has  the  sup- 
port of  authority,  but^  in  attempting  to  explain  it  in  the  last 
sentence,  the  court  virtually  set  the  rule  aside,  and  misdirected 
the  jury  by  stating  that,  in  arriving  at  the  damages,  they 
must  iake  the  ^^market  value  of  such  products  and  crops  not 
later  than  the  prices  prevailing  at  the  time  of  such  harvest,  or 
during  the  market  season.''    While,  in  cases  of  destruction  of 
growing  crops>  it  is  proper  and  important  to  introduce  and 
admit  evidence  showing  the  kind  of  crops  the  land  is  capable 
of  producing,  the  kind  of  crops  destroyed,  the  average  yield 
per  acre  of  each  kind  on  the  land  in  dispute,  and  on  other 
•tiinilar  lands  in  the  immediate  neighborhood  cultivated  in  like 
innTiTiflr^  the  stage  of  growth  of  the  crops  at  the  time  of  injury 
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or  destruction,  the  expenses  of  cultivating,  harvesting,  and 
marketing  the  crops,  and  the  market  value  at  the  time  of  ma- 
turity, ^'^  or  within  a  reasonable  time  after  the  injury  or  de- 
struction of  the  crops,  and  while  all  such  evidence  may  be 
considered  by  the  jury  in  determining  the  amount  of  dam- 
ages, if  any,  still  the  true  measure  of  compensation  is  the 
value  of  the  crops  in  the  condition  they  were  in  at  the  time 
of  their  injury  or  destruction,  and  not  the  market  value  at  the 
time  of  maturity  or  during  the  market  season.  "For  destroying 
or  carrying  away  growing  crops,  the  measure  of  compensation,'* 
says  Judge  Sutherland,  "is  their  value  in  the  condition  in 
which  they  were  at  the  time  of  the  trespass*':  3  Sutherland 
on  Damages,  sec.  1023.  In  3  Sedgwick  on  Damages,  section 
937,  the  author  says:  'In  estimating  the  value  of  the  crop, 
the  prevailing  rule  seems  to  be  to  take  its  actual  value  at  the 
time  of  the  trespass,  not  its  probable  value,  assuming  that  it 
would  have  matured.'*  As  to  the  rule  stated  in  Smith  v.  Chi- 
cago etc.  R.  R.  Co.,  38  Iowa,  618,  that  the  measure  of  dam- 
ages is  the  ^'difference  between  the  market  value  of  the  crops 
when  ripe  and  their  value  in  an  injured  state,  less  the  cost 
of  growing  them,'*  the  author,  in  the  same  section,  says :  *This 
rule,  however,  is  objectionable,  because  it  assumes,  vrithout 
proof,  that  the  crops  would  have  come  to  maturity.''  In  Texas 
etc.  R.  R.  Co.  V.  Young,  60  Tex.  201,  it  was  said:  ''The  true 
measure  of  damages  was  the  value  of  the  crops  at  the  time 
they  were  destroyed.  In  arriving  at  that,  from  the  very  nature 
of  the  question,  great  liberality  in  making  proof  must  be  al- 
lowed, and  even  the  opinions  of  witnesses  qualified  by  experi- 
ence to  speak  upon  the  subject  would  be  admissible:  1  Whar- 
ton on  Evidence,  447,  448;  1  Greenl.  440,  note.  But  at  last 
the  question  is  What  was  the  value  of  the  property  at  the  time 
it  was  destroyed?  That  the  value  of  the  probable  yield  at 
the  time  the  crop  would  have  matured  and  been  gathered  is 
not  the  true  measure  is  evident  for  at  any  stage  in  the  growth 
of  a  crop  it  requires  labor  to  cultivate  and  gather  it,  more  or 
less,  as  the  crop  may  be  advanced,  and  these  elements  go  into 
the  makeup  of  the  value  at  maturity.  If  the  crop  be  destroyed 
^'^^  before  maturity,  the  labor  of  the  farmer  is  not  further 
directed  to  it,  and  he  is  free  to  embark  in  other  profitable  em- 
ployment. To  give  the  value  of  a  matured  and  gathered  crop 
would  be  to  give  compensation  for  labor  never  performed, 
and  for  an  injury  received."  The  supreme  court  of  Colorado, 
in  Colorado  etc.  Co.  v.  Hartman,  6  Colo.  App.  150,  38  Pac 
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G2,    lield:  'The  measure  of  damages  for  the  destruction  of 
pro-wing  crops  by  water  from  an  irrigation  ditch  is  the  value 
of  the  crops  in  the  condition  they  were  at  the  time  of  the  in- 
jury.''    So,  in  Lommeland  v.  St.  Paul  etc.  Ry.  Co.,  35  Minn. 
412,   29  N.  W.  119,  it  was  said:  "In  such  cases  the  general 
rale  appears  to  be  that  the  damages  are  to  be  estimated  as  of 
the  time  of  the  injury,  and  the  measure  of  damages  is  compen- 
sation  for  the  value  of  the  crops  in  the  condition  they  are  in 
at   that  time*':  3  Sutherland  on  Damages,  sec.  1049;    Gulf 
etc.  By.  Co.  y.  Carter  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  25  S.  W.  1023;  Eich- 
ardson  v.  Northrup,  66  Barb.  85;  Handforth  v.  Majmard,  154 
Mass.  414,  28  N.  E.  348;  Folsom  v.  Apple  River  Log-Driving 
Co.,   41  Wis.  602;  Seely  v.  Alden,  61  Pa.  St  302,  100  Am. 
Dec.  642;  Sabine  etc.  Ry.  Co.  v.  Joachimi,  58  Tex.  456;  Qres- 
ham  V.  Taylor,  61  Ala.  505;  Farr  v.  GriflBth,  9  Utah,  416, 
35  Pac  506 ;  North  Point  etc.  Irr.  Co.  v.  Utah  etc.  Canal  Co., 
23  Utah,  199,  63  Pac.  812;  15  American  Digest,  Century  ed., 
sec  281,  col.  2013;  Little  Schuylkill  Nav.  Co.  v.  Richards,  57 
Pa.  St  142,  98  Am.  Dec.  209. 

The  appellant  also  contends  that  the  court  erred  in  instruct- 
ing the  jury  that  they  should  allow  interest  on  the  damages 
assessed  by  them  in  favor  of  the  plaintiffs  from  the  date  of 
the  commencement  of  the  action  up  to  the  date  of  the  ver- 
dict This  contention  appears  to  be  well  taken.  The  action 
was  for  a  tort,  and  the  damages  were  unliquidated,  and  this 
court,  in  Nichols  v.  Union  Pac.  Ry.  Co.,  7  Utah,  510,  27  Pac. 
693,  which  was  an  action  for  a  tort,  where  the  damages  were 
unliquidated,  and  where  the  jury  returned  a  verdict  for  so 
much  damages,  and  so  much  for  interest  thereon,  held  "that 
there  is  no  authority  for  the  granting  of  interest  ^'^  in  such 
a  case.'*  Under  the  doctrine  of  that  case  the  instruction  re- 
specting interest  was  erroneous.  As  a  new  trial  must  be  granted 
because  of  the  errors  already  pointed  out,  we  do  not  deem  it 
important  to  discuss  and  decide  the  other  questions  presented 
herein,  since  the  same  questions  may  not  again  arise. 

The  judgment  is  reversed,  with  costs,  and  the  cause  re- 
manded with  instructions  to  the  court  below  to  grant  a  new 
trial.    It  is  so  ordered. 

Baskin,  C.  J.^  and  McCarty,  J.,  concur. 


The  Owner  of  Grotoing  Crops  destroyed  by  the  fault'  of  another 
may  recover  the  value  thereof:  Freemont  etc.  By.  Co.  v.  Marley, 
25  Neb.  138,  13  Am.  St.  Rep.  482,  40  N.  W.  948.    In  Byrne  v.  Min- 
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xieapoUs  ei«.  By.  Go^  38  Minn.  212,  8  Am.  St.  Bep.  668,  3^*  N.  W. 
339,  it  is  held  that  the  proper  measure  of  damages  for  the  destrae- 
tion  or  loss  of  growing  crops  is  in  general  the  value  ef  the  crops 
upon  the  ground,  and  not  the  loss  aa  measured  by  the  rental  vidue 
of  the  land:  9ee,  in  this  eonnection,  Watt.  y.  Nevada.  Cent.  B.  IL 
Co.,  23  Nev.  154,  62  Am.  St  Bep.  772,  44  Pac.  423,  46  Pac*  62^  7* 
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CITY  OP  BALLABD  v.  WAT. 

[34  Wash.  116,  74  Pac  1067.] , 

JODOMENTS— Presmnption  of  JnrlBdlction.— A  recital  of  dao 

tervifie  of  process  in  a  judgment  by  a  superior  court  raises  a  pre- 
sumption of  a  valid  service,  and  a  person  attempting  to  avoid  such 
judgment  must  show  that  no  legal  service  was  made.     (pp.  996^  997.) 

TAX  SOBBD — 8UmI  ABsenmfliit  Iiiaft — 8iipevioxit7. — A  pur- 
chaser at  a  sale  for  general  taxes  acquires  a  title  valid  aa  against  a 
lien  for  a  street  assessment,     (p.  997.) 

M.  E.  Sheldon  and  J.  B.  Van  Dyke^  for  the  appellants^ 
H.  E.  Peck^  for  the  respondent. 

"''  MOUNT,  J.  This  action  was  commenced  by  the  city 
of  Ballard  in  King  county,  to  foreclose  two  liens  against  lot 
12,  blodE  15,  of  Oilman  Park  in  said  city,  for  street  improve- 
ments made  in  the  year  1891,  the  lot  being  a  comer  lot  facing 
upon  two  streets.  On  a  trial,  judgment  was  entered  in  favor 
of  the  city.    Defendants  appeal. 

The  facts  in  the  case  are  undisputed,  and  are  substantially 
as  follows:  In  the  year  1891,  the  city  of  Ballard  passed  ordi- 
nances providing  for  the  improvement  of  the  two  streets  facing 
on  the  property  above  described,  and  also  providing  for  assess- 
ments of  the  properly  to  pay  therefor.  The  streets  were  there- 
upon improved,  but  the  assessments  were  declared  void  by  the 
courts.  Subsequently,  in  1897,  by  virtue  of  an  act  of  the  legis- 
lature of  March  9,  1893,  the  city  passed  ordinances  providing 
for  reassessments  of  this  lot,  to  pay  the  costs  of  the  improve- 
ment, together  with  the  penalty  and  interest  thereon.    The 
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liens  created  by  these  reassessments  are  the  ones  now  sought 
to  be  foreclosed. 

At  tlie  time  the  improvements  and  assessments  were  made 
the  property  was  owned  by  the  Woman's  Home  Association, 
a  domestic  corporation,  of  Seattle.  After  the  street  improve- 
ments were  made,  general  taxes  for  state,  county,  and  muni- 
cipal purposes  were  levied  against  the  lot  for  the  years  1892 
to  1896,  inclusive.  These  taxes  were  permitted  by  the  owner 
to  become  delinquent.  On  October  2,  1900,  Alexander  Mc- 
Donald purchased  from  the  treasurer  of  King  county  a  cer- 
tificate of  delinquency  for  the  general  taxes  then  delinquent 
against  the  property  in  question,  and,  at  the  same  time,  paid 
taxes  due  for  the  years  1897,  1898,  1899.  Mr.  McDonald  af- 
terward brought  an  **®  action  in  the  superior  court  of  King 
county  against  the  ^^oman's  Home  Association  and  all  per- 
sons unknown,  if  any,  having  or  claiming  an  interest  or  estate 
in  and  to  the  hereinafter  described  real  property,*'  to  foreclose 
his  lien  for  taxes  against  the  lot  in  question.  Thereafter,  on 
the  sixteenth  day  of  April,  1901,  the  said  court  entered  a 
judgment  which  recites  as  follows:  "This  cause  coming  on  for 
trial  this  day,  and  it  appearing  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  court 
that  the  notice  and  summons  in  said  cause  was  regularly  and 
duly  served  on  the  above-named  defendants,  as  the  law  in  such 
cases  requires,  and  more  than  sixty  days  have  elapsed  since 
said  service,  and  defendants  have  failed,  neglected  and  refused 
to  appear  and  contest  or  make  any  appearance  at  all  in  said 
action,  it  is  therefore  ordered." 

The  judgment  then  proceeds  to  find  that  the  plaintiff  therein 
has  a  tax  lien  against  the  property,  and  ordered  a  sale  thereof 
to  satisfy  the  same.  The  property  was  accordingly  sold  and 
bid  in  by  Mr.  McDonald  for  the  amount  of  his  claim,  and 
thereafter,  on  April  27,  1901,  a  deed  was  issued  to  him  there- 
for. On  May  31,  1901,  Mr.  McDonald  sold  and  conveyed  the 
property  to  the  appellant  George  Way.  Subsequently  Mr.  Way 
also  obtained  a  deed  from  the  Woman's  Home  Association  for 
the  property. 

In  the  record  of  the  case  of  McDonald  v.  Woman's  Home 
Association,  there  is  no  return  of  personal  service,  but  there 
is  an  attempted  publication  of  summons,  which  appears  to  be 
defective  for  several  reasons.  This  service,  however,  is  not  re- 
lied upon  as  giving  the  court  jurisdiction  in  that  case.  Coun- 
sel for  appellants  relies  exclusively  upon  the  finding  of  service 
in  the  judgment  above  quoted.     At  the  trial  the  validity  of 
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this  judgment  was  attacked  upon*  the  ground  that  the  summons 
bad  not  been  served,  and  respondent  was  permitted  to  call  Mrs. 
Ingraham  as  a  witness.  This  witness  testified  that  she  was 
secretary  **•  of  the  Woman^s  Home  Association  from  the  year 
1890  to  1895,  and  that  no  one  was  ever  elected  to  succeed  her; 
that  Mrs.  Henry  Furman  was  president  of  the  corporation 
during  the  years  1899,  1900,  and  1901;  that  the  corporation 
was  a  local  one,  and  that  all  the  members  and  ofiQcers  were  at 
all  times  residents  of  King  county.  She  was  not  asked  and 
did  not  state  that  no  personal  service  of  the  complaint  in  Mc- 
Donald V.  Woman's  Home  Association  was  had  upon  the  as- 
sociation. 

It  is  not  questioned  here  that  the  reassessment  made  by  the 
city  in  1897  is  regular,  and  that  the  improvements  were  made; 
nor  is  it  questioned  that  the  sale,  and  all  proceedings  had  un- 
der the  judgment  in  McDonald  v.  Woman's  Home  Association^ 
are  regalar  and  valid,  provided  the  court  had  jurisdiction  to 
render  the  judgment.  It  will  therefore  be  readily  observed 
that  there  are  but  two  principal  questions  in  the  case:  1.  Did 
the  court  have  jurisdiction  to  enter  the  judgment  in  the  case 
of  McDonald  v.  The  Woman's  Home  Association?  2.  If  so, 
is  the  lien  for  general  state,  county,  and  municipal  taxes  para- 
mount to  the  lien  for  street  improvements? 

1.  It  is  apparently  conceded  that  the  record  shows  no  legal 
service  by  publication,  and  appellants  do  not  contend  that  the 
record  outside  of  the  judgment  shows  personal  service  by  the 
return  of  any  officer  or  person  authorized  to  make  it.  But 
they  contend  that  since  the  court  is  one  of  general  jurisdiction 
the  finding  in  the  decree  ^^that  the  notice  and  summons  in 
said  cause  was  regularly  and  duly  served  on  the  above-named 
defendants,  as  the  law  in  such  cases  requires,"  is  conclusive, 
and  they  rely  wholly  upon  this  finding.  In  the  case  of  Munch 
V.  McLaren,'  9  Wash.  676,  38  Pac.  205,  this  court  said :  '^By 
the  filing  of  the  complaint  the  court  obtains  jurisdiction  of 
the  subject  matter,  and  by  the  service  of  the  **^  summons, 
of  the  person  of  the  defendant ;  and  every  act  not  negatived  by 
the  record  will  be  presumed  in  aid  of  the  judgment,  and  it 
will  only  be  held  void  when  it  affirmatively  appears  from  the 
record  that  the  court  had  no  jurisdiction  to  render  if 

This  case  was  followed  in  Rogers  v.  Miller,  13  Wash.  82, 
62  Am.  St.  Eep.  20,  42  Pac.  625,  where  it  was  held  that  the 
question  of  service  of  the  summons  was  a  question  of  fact  for 
tiie  court  trying  the  case  to  determine,  and  it  was  there  said; 
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^Ibe  finding  of  the  court  ^hat  service  of  the  complaint  and 
notice  had  been,  duly  made  according  to  the  law/  is  not  con- 
tradicted by  merdy  showing  that  a  sunimona  whidi  was  l^ally 
insufficient  had  in  fact  been  published." 

To  the  same  effect  are  the  following  cases  from  thia  court: 
Belles  T.  Miller,  10  Wash.  259,  38  Fac.  1050;  State  v.  Su- 
perior Court,  14  Wash.  203,  44  Pac.  131;  Ghrbtofierson  r. 
Pfennig,  16  Wwk  491,  4d  Pac.  264;  Kisssr  y.  GaufieM,  17 
Wash.  417,  49  Pac.  1064 ;  State  ▼.  Superior  Court,  19  Wash. 
128,  67  Am.  St.  Bep;  724,  52  Pac.  1013;  Ealb  r.  German 
Savings  etc;  Soc,  2&  Wash.  353,  87  Am.  St  Sep.  757,  65 
Pac.  659;  Peyton  v.  Peyton,  28  Wash.  278,  298,  68  Pac.  757; 
Noerdlinger  ▼.  Buff,  31  Wash.  360,  72  Pac.  73.  It  ia  true, 
as  argued  by  Fsapandent,  that  some  very  eminent  authorities 
hare  said  that  tiie  ^'findings  of  jurisdictian  may-  affirm,  in 
general  term%  the  servios,  or  due  sendee,  of  process  wiliiout 
indicating^  that  the  atisstbn  of  ihe  court  has  been  specially 
called  ix>  the  kind  of  serriee  made,  or  that  it  has  probably 
based  its  finding  upon  other  evidence  than  that  disclosed  by 
the  record.  In  such  cases  it  ia  not  reasonable  that  the  general 
statement  should  prevail  over  the  evidence  contained  in  the 
record.  It  should  rather  be  construed  as  referring  to  and 
founded  upon  it;  and  if  the  service  shown  by  it  is  not  such 
as  will  support  the  judgment,  it  should  be  treated  as  ^f  ^  void, 
notwithstanding'  the  general  statement  in  the  judgment  that 
process  has  been  duly  served'':  1  Freeman  on  Judgments,  4th 
ed.,  sec  130,  and  authorities  cited. 

But  this  court  early  adcyted  the  rule  that  the  recital  of 
due  service  in  the  judgment,  by  domestic  superior  couria,  raises 
the  presumption  of  a  valid  service,  and  liiat  every  presump- 
tion must  be  indulged'  in  favor  thereof.  Accordingly  it  was 
held  in  Eogers  v.  Miller,  13  Wash.  82,  52  Am.  St.  Rep.  20, 
42  Pac.  525,  that,  where  there  was  ample  time  for  another 
summons  to  have  been  issued  and  served,  this  court  would,  on 
collateral  attack,  presume  such  fact  in  aid  of  the  judgment ;  and 
in  Christoffereon  v.  Pfennig,  16  Wash.  491,  48  Pac.  264,  where 
an  insufficient  affidavit  of  publication  appeared  in  the  record,  it 
was  held  that  we  would  presume,  in  aid  of  such  judgment,  that 
other  sufficient  affidavits  were  filed;  and  in  State  v.  Superior 
Court,  19  Wash.  128,  67  Am.  St.  Rep.  724,  62  Pac.  1013,  where 
the  return  of  personal  service  was  not  verified  as  required,  it 
was  said :  "The  presumption  must  be  that  there  was  a  valid  ser- 
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▼ice.  This  document  might  in  fact  have  been  sworn  to  in  open 
eouit  hefore  tho  judge  at  the  time  the  judgment  was  taken.'' 
We  arc  satisfied  with  this  rule,  and  are  not  disposed  to  change 
or  modify  it  now. 

Conceding,  without  intending  to  decide,  that  the  respondent 
in  this  case  was  at  liberty  to  attack  the  validity  of  the  judgment 
in  McDonald  v.  Woman's  Home  Association,  no  evidence  was 
offered  that  the  defendants  in  that  case  were  not  legally  served 
with  process.  The  cmly  evidence  offered  or  introduced  was  to 
the  effect  that  the  corpocatiDn  was  a  domestic  corporation,  and 
mil  the  officers  thereof  were,  at  the  time  the  actum  was  begun, 
residents  of  King  county.  The  defendant.  Woman's  Home  As- 
aociation,  was,  therefore,  required  to  be  served  personally.  The 
judgment  ^ows  upon  its  face  that  the  defendants  had  ^^^  been 
served  as  required  by  law.  In  order  to  avoid  the  judgment,  it 
devolved  upon  the  respondent  to  show  that  no  legal  service  was 
made^  and  that  the  court  had  no  jurisdiction.  This  was  not^ 
done.  It  follows,  under  the  rule  above  stated,  that  the  court 
ifl  pxesumed  to  have  had  jurisdiction^  and  that  the  judgment  is 

valid.  1  {•-?:  I   :-S!.-   •  -  .     -•»    .^   , , 

2.  The  questian  as  to  the  priority  of  liens  for  general  taxes 
over  street  aflseGsments  haa  recently  been  so  fully  and  carefully 
considered  hy  this  'COurt  as  to  need  no  further  discussion.  In 
McMillan  v.  Tacoma,  26  Wash.  358,  67  Pac.  68,  we  said :  'It 
nmst  be  held  that  tb^  holder  of  a  delinquent  general  tax  oer- 
tifieate  ia  not  required  to  pay  local  street  assessment  liens  before 
he  can  proceed  to  foreclose  and  sell  under  his  general  tax  lien. 
•He  is  entitled  to  a  decree  edtablishing  his  tax  lien  as  paramount 
and  superior  to  aU  other  liens  or  charges  against  the  property" : 
Bee,  also,  Keene  t.  Seattle,  31  Wash.  202, 71  Pac  769 ;  State  v. 
McOonnaugfa^,  81  Wash.  207»  71  Pac  770.  This  bdng  the 
eettled  rule,  it  follows  that,  when  McDonald  f oredosed  his  par- 
amount lien  and  sold  the  property  and  became  the  pmrchaser,  he 
acquired  a  valid  title  to  ilie  land,  against  which  the  respondent 
cannot  now  foreclose  an  inferior  lien.  If  the  respondent  has 
any  right  at  all  at  this  time,  as  against  the  appellants,  such  right 
is  limited  to  a  redemption:  1  Black  on  Judgments,  2d  ed.,  sec 
448,  and  cases  cited. 

The  judgment  of  the  lower  court  must  therefore  be  reversed^ 
and  the  action  dismissed. 

FuUerton,  C.  J.,  Hadley,  Dunbar  and  Anders^  JJ.^  concur. 
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//  a  Judgment  of  eoort  of  general  jurisdietion  recites  that  senriee 
of  SQnunons  waa  duly  made,  it  must  be  preeumedy  according  to  Kalb 
T.  German  Say.  etc.  Soc.,  25  Wash.  349,  87  Am.  St.  Bep  757,  66 
Pac.  559,  that  that  fact  appeared  to  the  court  bj  competent  proof. 
See,  further,  McHatton  t.  Bhodea,  li3  CaL  275,  ante,  p.  125,  76  Pae. 
103«.  #         #  r         # 


STATE  V.  CITY  OP  SOUTH  PARK, 

[34  Wash.  162,  75  Pac  636.] 

QUO  WABBAKTO— JivBieipal  Inoozjporatloii.— Quo  wmrrttntv 
doea  not  lie  againat  a  municipal  corporation  to  test  the  ▼mliditj  of 
the  election  under  which  it  was  incorporated,     (p.  999.) 

P.  C.  Ellsworth  and  J.  E.  McGrew,  for  the  appellant 
Granger  &  Heifner,  for  the  respondent 

*•*  HADLEY,  J.  This  is  a  proceeding  in  the  nature  of  qno 
warranto,  the  purpose  of  which,  as  stated  in  appellant's  brief, 
is  to  ''test  the  incorporation  of  respondent,  and  to  determine 
whether  it  is  properly  incorporated  as  a  city  of  the  fourth  class 
under  the  laws  of  Washington.^^  The  information  charges  ir- 
regularities as  to  notice  and  amendment  of  petition  for  incorpo- 
ration; also  that  illegal  votes  were  cast  at  the  incorporation  eleo- 
tion,  and  that  votes  were  illegally  counted  for  incorporation. 
The  answer  denies  these  charges.  At  the  trial  the  issues  were 
narrowed  by  the  statement  of  relator's  counsel  that  they  deaired 
to  present  but  two  questions  of  fact:  1.  That  ten  ballots  were 
wrongfully  counted  by  the  election  board  in  favor  of  inoorpora* 
tion ;  and  2.  That  three  illegal  votes  were  cast  by  persons  not 
residents  of  the  territory  sought  to  be  incorporated.  Counsel 
stated  to  the  court  that,  when  relator  had  established  the  above 
facts,  he  would  ask  that  the  incorporation  be  declared  void. 
Thereupon  the  ciiy  moved  for  judgment  in  its  favor,  and  for  the 
dismissal  of  the  action.  The  motion  was  granted,  and  judg- 
ment entered  accordingly.    This  appeal  is  from  that  judgment 

This  suit  was  brought  against  the  corporation  in  its  corporate 
name.  No  individual  is  made*  a  party  as  assuming  ^^^  to  il- 
legally discharge  municipal  functions.  Section  5780  of  Bal- 
lingei^s  Code  enumerates  the  grounds  for  which  an  information 
in  the  nature  of  quo  warranto  may  be  filed.  It  may  be  filed 
against  ''any  person  or  corporation,"  but  all  the  subdivisions  of 
the  section  relate  to  the  usurpation  of  o£5cial  or  corporate  fono- 
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tions  by  individuals,  except  the  fifth,  which  relates  to  acts  on 
the  part  of  corporations  by  which  they  forfeit  their  privileges^ 
or  to  the  exercise  of  powers  not  conferred  by  law.  In  the  lat- 
ter case  the  information  may  be  directed  against  the  corpora- 
tion, but  it  must  recognize  that  the  corporation  has  theretofore 
had  a  legal  existence. 

An    information  cannot  be  directed  against  a  corporation 

which  it  charges  does  not  exist.    In  such  case  there  is  no  entity 

in  existence  upon  which  service  can  be  made,  or  which  can  plead 

to  the  information.     It  is  illogical  to  sue  an  alleged  artificial 

person  for  the  purpose  of  obtaining  an  adjudication  that  there 

is  no  such  person.     Either  there  is  or  is  not  a  corporation.     If 

there  is  not  a  corporation,  it  cannot  be  sued.     The  suit,  then, 

must  be  against  the  persons  whp  assume  to  act  in  a  corporate 

capacity.     By  bringing  suit  against  the  corporation  appellant 

admits  its  existence.     The  information,  therefore,  does  not  state 

facts  suiBcient  to  constitute  a  cause  of  action,  since  it  simply 

seeks  an  adjudication  that  there  is  not  now  and  never  was  such 

a  corporation. 

In  Ferguson  v.  Snohomish,  8  Wash.  668,  36  Pac.  969,  24  L. 
E.  A.  795,  the  appellant  sought  to  remove  an  alleged  cloud  for 
illegal  taxes  on  the  ground  that  the  city  of  Snohomish,  which 
imposed  the  taxes,  never  had  a  legal  existence.  The  attack 
against  the  corporate  existence  was  in  that  case  a  collateral  one, 
and  this  court,  in  holding  that  such  a  collateral  attack  could 
not  be  sustained,  also  gave  a  further  reason  for  its  decision  as 
follows : 

165  ^'But  we  are  of  the  opinion  that  the  appellant  is  not  in  a 
situation  to  question  the  validity  of  the  incorporation  of  the  city 
of  Snohomish,  for  the  reason  that  he  has  brought  his  action 
against  it  as  a  municipal  corporation  and  alleged  it  to  be  such 
in  his  complaint.  ....  But  the  weight  of  authority  may  now 
be  regarded  as  sustaining  the  proposition  that  the  effect  of  filing 
an  information  against  a  corporation  by  its  corporate  name  to 
procure  a  forfeiture  of  its  charter,  or  to  compel  it  to  disclose 
by  what  authority  it  exercises  its  corporate  franchise,  is  to  ad- 
mit the  existence  of  the  corporation.  When,  therefore,  the  in- 
formation is  filed  against  the  respondent  in  its  corporate  name 
and  process  is  issued  and  served  accordingly  and  the  respondent 
appears  and  pleads  in  the  same  corporate  character,  its  corporate 
existence  cannot  afterward  be  controverted*':  HigVs  Extraor- 
dinary Legal  Remedies,  3d  ed.,  sec.  661.  The  following  cases 
cited  in  Mr.  High's  valuable  work  as  supporting  the  above  we 


1000  Ahsbigan  State  Bepobtb,  Vol.  101.  [WasL 

haTe  ezmmined  and  find  to  be  in  point:  People  t.  City  of  Spring 
VaUey,  129  DL  169,  21  N.  B.  843;  State  v.  Cincinnati  Gas  eta 
Co.,  18  Ohio  St.  262;  State  y.  Commercial  Bank  eta,  33  Miaa. 
474;  Hoiling  Stock  Co.  r.  People,  147  IlL  234,  35  N.  K  608, 
24  L.  R.  A.  462;  People  ▼.  Stanford,  77  CaL  360,  18  Pae.  85, 
19  Pac.  693^  2  L.  B.  A.  92.  As  being  also  directly  in  point  aee 
the  following  cases :  State  y.  Independent  School  DiaL,  44  Iowa, 
227;  Mud  Creek  Draining  Co.  v.  State,  43  Ind.  £36;  People  y. 
Bensaelaer  etc.  R  Co.,  15  Wend.  113,  30  Am.  Dec.  33;  Stat» 
Y.  Uridil,  37  Neb.  371,  65  N.  W.  1072. 

In  People  y.  City  of  Spring  Valley,  129  111.  169,  21  If .  B.  843, 
mention  is  made  (rf  the  fact  that  some  authorities  seem  to  draw 
a  distinction  between  private  and  municipal  corporations,  hold- 
ing that  an  information  may  be  brought  against  a  municipal 
corporation  by  its  corporate  name,  even  where  its  corporate  ez* 
istence  is  challenged,  the  proceeding  in  such  case  being  held  to 
be  against  the  ciiy  as  a  corporation  de  facto  ^^^  and  not  as  m 
corporation  de  jure.  It  was  held,  howeYer,  that  no  exception 
to  the  general  rule  exists  in  the  case  of  municipal  corparation& 
We  are  also  unable  to  see  any  good  reason  in  principle  why  such 
exception  should  exist  xmless  a  statute  shall  so  declare. 

For  the  foregoing  reasons,  the  court  did  not  err  in  granting 
the  motion  for  judgment  of  dismissal.  The  judgment  is  af- 
firmed. 

Fullerton,  C.  J.,  and  Anders,  Mount,  and  Dunbar,  JJ.,  concur. 

Quo  Warranto  will  lie,  it  has  been  lield^  to  attack  the  ^aliditj  of 
the  incorporation  of  a  village:  Kamp  t.  People,  141  HL  9,  83  A^w. 
St.  B«p.  270,  80  N.  S.  S80;  and  aee  the  mote  to  Paopl*  y.  BensBlMr 
etc  fi.  B.  Co.,  80  Am.  Dee.  48,  49, 
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STATE  V.  GLINDEMANIT. 

[34  WfluA.  221,  75  Pae.  800.] 

OONSTITUnONAL  LAW— Ineest.— A  statnte  defining  incest, 
without  including  actual  knowledge  on  the  part  of  the  defendant  of 
bis  relation  to  the  particeps  eriminis  as  a  necessary  element  of  guilt, 
is  not  imeonstitutional.     (p.  1002.) 

CSnONAL  I«AW---Inc6st--Ixifoxiiia.tioiii— Scienter. — If  a  stat- 
ute upon  incest  is  silent  as  to  any  scientery  not  using  the  words 
'^kncwingly/'  "willfully,"  or  the  like  in  describing  the  offense,  it 
18  not  necessary  to  allege  or  prove  that  the  defendant  knew  the  re- 
latioBBliip  existing  between  him  and  the  particeps  criminis.    (p.  1002.) 

CBOnNAIi  laAW— Incest — Defense  of  Insanity — ^Evidence. — 

If  the  defense  of  insanity  is  set  up  to  charge  of  incest,  the  exclusion 
of  the  record  of  the  appointment  of  a  guardian  for  the  defendant 
as  being  of  unsound  mind  is  not  error  if  the  record  of  the  actual 
adjudication  of  his  insanity,  made  just  prior  to  the  guardianship  pro- 
ceeding, has  already  been  admitted  in  evidence,     (p.  1003.) 

OBIMINAI*  LAW— Incest — ^Insanity  as  Defense — Ouardian- 
Aip  of  Wife— Evidence. — ^If  a  husband  charged  with  incest  sets  up 
insanity  as  a  defense,  the  record  of  the  adjudication  of  his  insanity 
and  of  the  appointment  of  his  wife  as  his  guardian  is  not  admissible 
in  evidence  to  show  that  she  who  instituted  the  prosecution  for  incest, 
was  in  duty  bound  to  look  after  his  defense.  Her  attitude  in  the 
jaatter  can  be  better  shown  by  other  evidence,     (p.  1004.) 

TBIAL — Comsittnt  on  Evldonoe. — It  is  reversible  error  for  the 
court,  upon  a  dispute  as  to  what  a  witness  has  testified  to  upon  a 
material  point,  to  declare  in  the  presence  of  the  jury  what  such  evi- 
denoe  was,  and  that  the  stenographer's  report  thereof  is  wrong. 
(p.  1005.) 

P.  C.  Shme,  Townsend  &  Moore  and  W.  F.  Townsend,  for 
fhe  appellant 

H.  Ejmball  and  M.  Poindexter,  for  the  reepondent. 


HADLEY,  J.  Appellant  was  charged  with  the  crime  of 
incest  committed  with  his  own  daughter.  Having  been  tried 
and  convicted^  he  has  appealed  to  this  court.  He  first  assigns  as 
error  that  the  court  overruled  his  demurrer  to  the  information. 
The  essential  part  of  the  information  is  as  follows:  "That  the 
said  defendant,  John  Qlindemann,  in  the  county  of  Spokane  and 
state  of  Washington,  on  or  ahout  the  first  day  of  January,  1902, 
did  willfully,  unlawfully  and  feloniously  have  sexual  commerce 
with  and  carnally  know  one  Marie  Glindemann,  the  said  Marie 
Qlindemann  then  and  there  being  a  female  and  a  daughter  of 
said  John  Qlindemann,  thereby  committing  the  crime  of  in- 
cest.'' 

Incest  is  defined  in  sections  7228  and  7229  of  Ballinger's  Code 
as  follows:  "Incest  is  the  sexual  commerce  of  persons  related 
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within  the  degrees  wherein  marriage  is  prohibited Per- 

sons  being  within  the  degrees  of  consanguinity  or  affinity,  within 
which  marriages  are  prohibited  by  law,  who  intermarry  with 
each  other,  or  who  commit  fornication  or  adultery  with  each 
other,  or  who  carnally  know  each  other,  shall  be  deemed  guilty  of 
the  crime  of  incest.** 

It  is  urged  that  actual  knowledge,  on  the  part  of  the  accused, 
that  the  relationship  is  within  the  said  degrees  of  consanguinity 
is  necessary  in  order  to  constitute  the  crime.  ^®*  It  is  insisted 
that  the  criminal  intent  cannot  exist  without  actual  knowledge 
of  the  relationship.  Appellant  contends  that  the  statute  de- 
fining incest  should  include  the  element  of  knowledge  on  the 
part  of  an  accused,  and  that  its  failure  so  to  do  is  in  violation 
of  the  fourteenth  amendment  to  the  constitution  of  the  United 
States,  as  an  attempt  to  deprive  one  of  liberty  without  due  pro- 
cess of  law.  But  if  the  statute  itself  shall  not,  for  that  reason, 
be  held  to  'be  violative  of  the  constitutional  principle,  it  is  urged 
that,  in  any  event,  the  information  must  go  further  than  the 
statute,  and  include  the  element  of  knowledge  in  its  charging 
part,  before  it  can  be  held  that  it  charges  a  crime.  Appellant 
cites  State  v.  McGilvery,  20  Wash.  240,  55  Pac.  115,  as  support^ 
ing  the  view  that  the  information  charging  one  with  the  crime 
of  incest  must  charge  knowledge  of  the  relationship  on  the  part 
of  the  defendant.  What  is  said  at  page  250  is  particularly  re- 
ferred to,  as  follows :  'The  third  and  last  objection  to  the  suffi- 
ciency of  the  information  is  that  it  does  not  allege  that  Carrie 
Bamett  had  knowledge  of  the  relationship  existing  between  her- 
self and  the  defendant.  The  information  does  allege  that  de- 
fendant had  knowledge  of  the  relationship  and  this  is  sufficient, 
under  our  statute,  without  alleging  that  the  female  also  had 
that  knowledge.*' 

It  is  true  the  inference  may  be  drawn  from  the  above  language 
that  the  court  in  that  case  might  have  held  that  the  allegation 
of  knowledge  was  necessary,  if  it  had  been  omitted  as  to  the  de- 
fendant. However,  the  point  raised  here  was  really  not  de- 
cided in  that  case.  On  this  subject  the  following  statement  of 
the  rule  appears  in  volume  16  of  American  and  English  Ency- 
clopedia of  Law,  second  edition,  138:  "Where  the  statutes  are 
silent  as  to  any  scienter,  as  where  they  do  not  use  the  words 
^knowingly,*  Willfully,'  or  the  like  in  describing  the  oflfense,  it 
will  not  'be  necessary  to  allege  and  prove  aflSrmatively  that  the 
defendant  knew  the  ***^  relationship  existing  between  him  and 
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the  particeps.  While  this  is  true,  still  it  would  aeem,  upon  rea- 
son, that  the  defendant's  ignorance  of  such  fact  would  constitute 
a  valid  defense/' 

The  crime  here  is  charged  substantially  in  the  language  of 
the  statute,  and  is  sufficient  within  the  rule  above  stated.  See 
the  following  cases  in  support  of  the  rule,  as  applied  particularly 
to  cases  of  incest:  State  v.  BuUinger,  54  Mo.  142;  Simon  v. 
State,  31  Tex.  Cr.  Bep.  186,  37  Aul  St  Rep.  802,  20  S.  W. 
399,  716;  State  v.  Wyman,  59  Vt.  527,  59  Am.  Hep.  753,  8 
Atl.  900;  State  v.  Dana,  59  Vt.  614, 10  Atl.  727. 

It  ^wras  held  by  the  United  States  district  court,  district  of 
Washington,  in  In  re  Nelson,  69  Fed.  712,  that  a  statute  of 
Washington  territory,  similar  to  the  present  state  statute,  was 
not  invalid  because  of  the  omission  of  the  word  *Tcnowingly,'* 
or  any  equivalent  word  or  phrase,  to  make  knowledge  of  the 
relationship  an  element  of  the  crime.  Under  the  above  au- 
thorities, we  hold  here  that  the  court  did  not  err  in  overruling 
the  demurrer  to  the  information. 

It  is  next  assigned  that  the  court  erred  in  excluding  evidence, 
offered  by  appellant,  that  the  wife  of  appellant  had  been,  and 
then  was,  the  duly  appointed,  qualified  and  acting  guardian  of 
appellant.     Appellant  not  only  denied  the  commission  of  the 
alleged  crime,  but  also  interposed  the  defense  of  insanity.     A 
record  was  introduced  to  the  effect  that  he  was  adjudged  to  be 
insane  by  a  California  court  in  the  year  1898,  and  also  another 
record  showing  that  he  was,  in  September,  1902,  adjudged,  by 
the  superior  court  of  Spokane  county,  to  be  then  insane.     Fol- 
lowing the  last  adjudication,  the  said  superior  court  appointed 
Anna  Glindemann,  the  wife  of  appellant,  as  his  guardian,  on  the 
ground  that  appellant  was  of  unsound  mind.     It  was  the  record 
of  said  appointment  that  appellants  sought  to  introduce  in  evi- 
dence.    It  is  argued  that  the  fact  that  appellant  ^^^  was  still 
under  guardianship  tended  to  support  the  presumption  of  men- 
tal disability.    We  believe,  however,  that  it  could  have  been  no 
more  than  cumulative  evidence  in  this  case,  and  that  it  was  not 
reversible  error  to  exclude  it.     The  record  of  the  actual  ad- 
judication of  his  insanity,  made  just  prior  to  the  guardianship 
proceeding,  was  in  evidence,  and  the  guardianship  record  was 
valuable  only  for  the  same  purpose  for  which  the  insanity  record 
was  introduced. 

It  is  further  urged  that  the  record  was  competent  as  bearing 
upon  the  contention  that  appellant's  wife  is  prejudiced  against 
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within  ihe  degrees  wherein  marriage  is  prohibited Per- 
sons being  within  the  degrees  of  consanguinity  or  affinity^  within 
which  marriages  are  prohibited  by  law,  who  intermarry  with 
each  other,  or  who  commit  fornication  or  adultery  with  each 
other,  or  who  carnally  know  each  other,  shall  be  deemed  guilty  of 
the  crime  of  incest.'* 

It  is  urged  that  actual  knowledge,  on  the  part  of  the  accused, 
that  the  relationship  is  within  the  said  degrees  of  consanguinity 
is  necessary  in  order  to  constitute  the  crime.  ^®*  It  is  insisted 
that  the  criminal  intent  cannot  exist  without  actual  knowledge 
of  the  relationship.  Appellant  contends  that  the  statute  de- 
fining incest  should  include  the  element  of  knowledge  on  the 
part  of  an  accused,  and  that  its  failure  so  to  do  is  in  violation 
of  the  fourteenth  amendment  to  the  constitution  of  the  United 
States,  as  an  attempt  to  deprive  one  of  liberty  without  due  pro- 
cess of  law.  But  if  the  statute  itself  shall  not,  for  that  reason, 
be  held  to  'be  violative  of  the  constitutional  principle,  it  is  urged 
that,  in  any  event,  the  information  must  go  further  than  the 
statute,  and  include  the  element  of  knowledge  in  its  charging 
part,  before  it  can  be  held  that  it  charges  a  crime.  Appellant 
cites  State  v.  McGilvery,  20  Wash.  240,  66  Pac.  115,  as  support- 
ing the  view  that  the  information  charging  one  with  the  crime 
of  incest  must  charge  knowledge  of  the  relationship  on  the  part 
of  the  defendant.  What  is  said  at  page  250  is  particularly  re- 
ferred to,  as  follows:  '^The  third  and  last  objection  to  the  suffi- 
ciency of  the  information  is  that  it  does  not  allege  that  Carrie 
Bamett  had  knowledge  of  the  relationship  existing  between  her- 
self and  the  defendant.  The  information  does  allege  that  de- 
fendant had  knowledge  of  the  relationship  and  this  is  sufficient, 
under  our  statute,  without  alleging  that  the  female  also  had 
that  knowledge.*' 

It  is  true  the  inference  may  be  drawn  from  the  above  language 
that  the  court  in  that  case  might  have  held  that  the  allegation 
of  knowledge  was  necessary,  if  it  had  been  omitted  as  to  the  de- 
fendant. However,  the  point  raised  here  was  really  not  de- 
cided in  that  case.  On  tliis  subject  the  following  statement  of 
the  rule  appears  in  volume  16  of  American  and  English  Ency- 
clopedia of  Law,  second  edition,  138:  "Where  the  statutes  are 
silent  as  to  any  scienter,  as  where  they  do  not  use  the  words 
'knowingly,'  VillfuUy,'  or  the  like  in  describing  the  offense,  it 
will  not  'be  necessary  to  allege  and  prove  affirmatively  that  the 
defendant  knew  the  *^  relationship  existing  between  him  and 
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the  particepB.  While  this  ifl  true,  still  it  would  geem,  upon  rea- 
BOH,  that  the  defendant's  ignorance  of  such  fact  would  constitute 
a  yalid  defense.'^ 

The  crime  here  is  charged  substantially  in  the  language  of 
the  statute,  and  is  sufficient  within  the  rule  above  stated.  See 
the  following  cases  in  support  of  the  rule,  as  applied  particularly 
to  cases  of  incest:  State  v.  BuUinger,  54  Mo.  142;  Simon  v. 
State,  31  Tex.  Cr.  Kep.  186,  37  Am.  St  Eep.  802,  20  S.  W. 
399,  716;  State  v.  Wyman,  69  Vt  627,  69  Am.  Eep.  763,  8 
Atl.  900  ;  State  v.  Dana,  59  Vt.  614, 10  AtL  727. 

It  was  held  by  the  United  States  district  court,  district  of 
Washington,  in  In  re  Nelson,  69  Fed.  712,  that  a  statute  of 
Washington  territory,  similar  to  the  present  state  statute,  was 
not  invalid  because  of  the  omission  of  the  word  'Tcnowingly,'* 
or  any  equivalent  word  or  phrase,  to  make  knowledge  of  the 
relationship  an  element  of  the  crime.  Under  the  above  au- 
thorities, we  hold  here  that  the  court  did  not  err  in  overruling 
the  demurrer  to  the  information. 

It  is  next  assigned  that  the  court  erred  in  excluding  evidence, 
offered  by  appellant,  that  the  wife  of  appellant  had  been,  and 
then  was,  the  duly  appointed,  quahfied  and  acting  guardian  of 
appellant.     Appellant  not  only  denied  the  conmiission  of  the 
alleged  crime,  but  also  interposed  the  defense  of  insanity.     A 
record  was  introduced  to  the  effect  that  he  was  adjudged  to  be 
insane  by  a  California  court  in  the  year  1898,  and  also  another 
record  showing  that  he  was,  in  September,  1902,  adjudged,  by 
the  superior  court  of  Spokane  county,  to  be  then  insane.     Fol- 
lowing the  last  adjudication,  the  said  superior  court  appointed 
Anna  Glindemann,  the  wife  of  appellant,  as  his  guardian,  on  the 
ground  that  appellant  was  of  unsound  mind.     It  was  the  record 
of  said  appointment  that  appellants  sought  to  introduce  in  evi- 
dence.    It  is  argued  that  the  fact  that  appellant  *^**  was  still 
under  guardianship  tended  to  support  the  presumption  of  men- 
tal disability.    We  believe,  however,  that  it  could  have  been  no 
more  than  cumulative  evidence  in  this  case,  and  that  it  was  not 
reversible  error  to  exclude  it.    The  record  of  the  actual  ad- 
judication of  his  insanity,  made  just  prior  to  the  guardianship 
proceeding,  was  in  evidence,  and  the  guardianship  record  was 
valuable  only  for  the  same  purpose  for  which  the  insanity  record 
was  introduced. 

It  is  further  urged  that  the  record  was  competent  as  bearing 
upon  the  contention  that  appellant's  wife  is  prejudiced  against 
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him  in  this  proeeeiition.  It  is  argoed  that,  whereas  it  was  her 
doty  as  guardian  to  see  that  appellant  was  defended  in  this  ao- 
tion^  yet  she^  in  f act^  was  the  instigator  of  the  proaecotion.  We 
think  the  real  spirit  of  the  wife's  attitude  toward  the  hufihand 
can  be  better  shown  by  other  evidence  than  by  this  offered  rec- 
ord. It  was  therefore  not  error  to  exclude  it  when  offered  for 
that  purpose.  ^ 

It  is  next  assigned  that  the  court  erred  in  disputing  the  state- 
ments of  counsel  and  the  shorthand  report  of  two  stenographeis 
as  to  what  a  certain  answer  of  the  prosecuting  witness  had  been, 
in  stating  what  he  believed  her  answer  to  have  been,  in  striking 
out  the  former  answer  of  the  witness,  and  in  permitting  her  to 
adopt  the  court's  version  of  what  her  answer  had  been,  all  in 
the  presence  of  the  jnry.  This  assignment,  we  believe,  in- 
volves error.  We  are  compelled  to  set  forth  here  a  portion  of 
this  record,  which  we  would  fain  omit.  But  we  see  no  other  way 
to  make  clear  the  point  raised  under  this  assignment  of  error. 
The  following  is  the  portion  of  the  record  to  which  we  refer: 

''Q.  What  did  you  mean  by  saying  in  cross-examination  tiiat 
you  supposed  the  reason  you  did  not  become  pregnant  was  be- 
cause he  did  not  reach  your  private  parts?  A.  I  don't  under- 
stand. Q.  I  understood  you  to  say  that  the  reason  you  did  not 
become  pregnant  was  that  your  father's  private  sexual  organ 
did  not  reach  up  to  your  private  parts?  ^^  The  Court:  She 
did  not  say  that  Q.  Just  explain  what  do  you  mean  by  that? 
Mr.  Townsend:  Objected  to.  (Objection  sustained.)  Q.  Ex- 
plain what  you  meant  by  the  answer  that  the  reason  jou  sup- 
posed you  did  not  become  with  child  was  that  it  did  not  reach  up 
to  your  privates?  A.  What  he  passed  away.  Q.  What  he 
passed  away  did  not  reach  up  to  your  womb,  is  that  what  you 
mean?  Mr.  Townsend:  Objected  to.  The  Court:  She  did  not 
say  that.  I  don't  think  the  witness  said  that.  [Here  the  for- 
mer question  from  the  cross-e:.amination  of  this  witness  and 
her  answer  was  read  by  the  stenographers  for  the  state  and 
for  the  defendant,  as  follows :  Q.  Why  ?  A.  Because  it  did  not 
come  up  to  my  privates.]  The  Court:  The  stenographers  are 
wrong.  She  said  the  reason  was  because  it  did  not  reach  up 
far  enough.  Q.  I  will  ask  you  if  that  is  what  you  said  in  an- 
swer to  that  question?  A.  I  think  I  did.  Mr.  Poindexter:  I 
move  to  strike  out  that  former  answer.  The  Court:  The  motion 
is  granted.    Mr.  Townsend :  Exception." 
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It  seema  to  us  that  &e  above  extract  from  the  record  is  largely 
self -explanatory.    Owing  to  the  peculiar  nature  of  the  crime 
charged,  it  will  be  seen  that  the  testimony  over  which  the  con- 
troversy  arose  was  very  important    As  counsel  for  -both  the 
state  and  ihe  defense,  as  well  as  both  stenographers,  seem  to 
YiaYe  understood  it,  the  argument  might  well  have  been  made  to 
the  jury  that  actual  penetration  was  wanting,  and  that  the  crime 
of  incest  iw'as  therefore  not  committed.    We  think  the  remarks 
of  the  learned  judge  were  direct  comments  upon  material  testi- 
mony in  the  presence  of  the  jury.    It  was  for  the  jury  to  say 
what  the  witness  had  testified,  and  it  was  appellant's  constitu- 
tional right  that  the  court  should  not  express  an  opinion  before 
the  }ury  npon  evidence  of  such  vital  importance  to  his  defense. 
Moreover^  the  record  discloses  that  the  court's  remarks,  together 
with  counsdi's  subsequent  question,  amounted  to  suggestions  to 
"the  witness  which  she  readily  followed.    The  well-known  ten- 
dency of  jurors  to  give  much  ***  weight  to  the  court's  views 
of  ihe  testimony,  if  they  are  able  to  discov^  what  those  views 
are,  we  think  made  the  remarks  of  the  court  prejudicial  to  ap- 
pellant's constitutional  rights. 

We  see  no  essential  distinction  between  the  principle  involved 
here  and  that  which  was  discussed  in  State  v.  Priest,  32  Wash. 
74,  72  Pac.  1024.  Counsel  argue  that  there  is  a  distinction,  in- 
that  the  court's  remarks  in  the  above  case  were  directed  to  the 
jury,  while  in  the  case  at  bar  they  were  directed  to  counsel. 
They  were,  however,  made  in  the  presence  and  hearing  of  the 
jury,  and  in  practical  effect  this  case,  we  believe,  should  not  be 
distinguished  from  the  one  cited.  We  think  the  matters  dis- 
cussed under  this  assignment  were  so  material  that  they  con- 
stitute reversible  error. 

For  the  foregoing  reasons,  the  judgment  is  reversed,  and  the 
eause  is  remanded  with  instructions  to  the  Lower  court  to  grant 
the  motion  for  a  new  triaL 

Mount,  Anders,  and  Dunbar,  JJ.,  concur. 

In  an  Indidment  for  Incest,  it  is  not  neeessaiy,  tinless  required  hy 
statute,  to  allege  knowledge  of  the  relationship  on  th«  part  of  the 
defendant:  State  v.  Wyman,  59  Vt.  527,  59  Am.  Hep.  753.  It  is 
otherwise,  however,  where  the  statute  provides  that  "parties  having 
knowledgre  of  their  relationship  shall  be  guilty":  Baumer  v.  State, 
49  Ind.  544,  Id  Am.  Bep.  691.  In  State  v.  Ellis,  74  Mo.  385,  41  Am. 
Bep.  321,  it  is  held  that  where  one  party  has  knowledge  of  the  rela- 
tionship and  the^  other  has  not,  the  former  may  be  convicted  and  the 
latter  acquitted.    In  a  prosecution  for  rape,  it  is  no  defense  that  the 
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acrused  bolieyed  the  prosecutrix  to  be  over  the  age  of  consent:  Smith 
V.  State,  44  Tex.  Cr.  Bep.  137,  100  Am.  St.  Bep.  849,  68  a  W.  995. 

InMnity  as  a  Defense  to  Crime  is  discussed  in  the  monographis 
notes  to  Knights  v.  State,  76  Am.  St.  Bep.  83-97;  People  ▼.  Hubert, 
63  Am.  St.  Bep.  100-108.  And  see  the  recent  eases  of  State  ▼.  Keerl, 
29  Mont.  508,  ante,  p.  579,  75  Pac  362;  State  y.  Clark,  34  Wash.  485, 
post,  p.  1006,  76  Pae.  98. 


STATE  V.  CLAEK. 

[34  Wash.  485>  76  Pac.  98.] 

JUBOBA— Bzamlnation  as  to  General  Qnaliflcations — ^WalTK. 
In  a  criminal  prosecution  it  is  not  error  to  fail  to  require  the  prose- 
cuting .attorney  to  examine  the  jurors  as  to  their  general  qualifiea- 
tions.  Either  the  prosecutor  or  the  defendant  may  waive  his  right 
to  so  examine  the  jurors,  or  waive  any  disqualification  in  any  juror. 
(p.  1010.) 

OBIMINAL  IiAW— Instmctloiui  Defining  Degrees  of  Murder.^ 
On  a  prosecution  for  murder,  it  is  not  error  to  repeat  instructions  de- 
fining murder  in  the  first  and  second  degrees,  on  the  ground  tliat  they 
tend  to  intensify  the  crime  as  murder,  when  the  only  purpose  or 
effect  of  such  instructions  is  to  more  fully  point  out  the  distinetion 
between  the  different  degrees  of  murder,     (p.  1011.) 

OBIMIKAIi  LAW— Insanity  as  Defense.— The  Burden  of  Piot- 

Ing  insanity  as  a  defense  to  crime  is  upon  the  defendant,  who  must 
establish  it  by  a  preponderance  of  the  evidence,     (p.  1015.) 

OBIMIKAIi  IiAW— Insanity  as  Defense — ^Instmctions. — ^If  in- 
sanity is  set  up  as  a  defense  to  murder,  it  is  not  error  to  instruct  the 
jury  to  convict  if  satisfied  beyond  a  reasonable  doubt  that  the  ac- 
cused committed  the  crime  as  charged,  if  other  instructions  fully  and 
fairly  inform  the  jury  upon  the  defense  of  insanity,     (p.  1015.) 

TBIAIa — Instfnetions. — It  is  not  error  to  refuse  to  give  re- 
quested instructions  already  covered  by  instructions  given,     (p.  1015.) 

OBIMINAL  LAW.— Murder  —Sufficiency  of  Evidence. — ^A  con- 
viction of  murder  in  the  first  degree  must  stand,  when  the  circum- 
stances e^ow  that  there  can  be  no  possible  doubt  that  the  defendant 
did  the  killing  through  jealousy,  although  no  one  saw  it  done,  and 
when  there  is  no  evidence  of  his  insanity,  set  up  as  a  defense,  except 
his  own  statement  that  he  did  not  know  what  he  was  doing  at  the 
time,  and  the  statement  of  witnesses  that  he  "looked  wild"  sad 
*' acted  nutty."     (pp.  1015,  1016.) 

Israel  &  Mackay,  for  the  appellant 

P.  C.  Owings,  for  the  respondent 

***'''  MOUNT,  J.  Appellant  was  convicted  of  the  crime  of 
murder  in  the  first  degree,  and  sentenced  to  death.  From  this 
judgment  he  appeals. 
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The  facts  are  briefly  as  follows:  On  January  20,  1903,  the 
appellant,   Charles  Clark,  and  L^ila  Page  were  living  togetiier 
in  a  house  of  prostitution  in  the  city  of  Olympia.     Leila  Page 
was  the   mistress  of  the  house.     They  had  been  so  living  for 
about  a  year.     On  the  date  named  appellant  and  Leila  Page,  at 
about   4  :30  o^clock  in  the  morning,  retired  to  their  bedroom. 
They  had  both  been  drinking  and  she  was  sick.     During  the  day 
and  night  of  the  19th  of  January,  they  had  been  quarreling  on 
account  of  the  intimacy  existing  between  Leila  Page  and  one 
"Nate    ElirkendalL    Appellant  had  threatened  her  life.    Soon 
after   they  retired  to  their  room,  Leila  Page  requested  Cleo 
Heynolds,  an  inmate  of  the  house  occupying  the  next  room,  to 
order  a  lunch  for  her.    The  lunch  was  ordered  over  the  tele- 
phone to  be  brought  from  a  nearby  restaurant  to  the  room  oc- 
cupied by  appellant  and  Leila  Page.    When  the  waiter  brought 
the  lunch  on  a  tray,  Leila  Page  was  lying  on  the  bed  with  her 
face  from  the  door  and  with  all  her  clothes  on,  apparently  asleep, 
breathing  heavily.     Appellant  was  standing  in  the  middle  of  the 
room  with  his  coat,  vest  and  hat  off.     He  took  the  tray  and 
placed  it  on  the  floor  and  said  to  the  waiter  that  he  had  no 
money.     He  called  to  Cleo  Beynolds,  and  asked  her  to  pay  for 
the  luncheon.     The  waiter  thereupon  left  the  room,  and  the 
door  was  bolted  after  him  from  within.     Cleo  Beynolds  paid 
for  the  luncheon,  and  the  waiter  went  away.     Cleo  Reynolds 
went  back  to  her  room  and  soon  fell  asleep.     She  heard  nothing 
more  until  about  8:30  o'clock  in  the  morning,  when  she  was 
awakened  by  the  appellant  calling  her  in  a  muffled  voice.     She 
^®®  thereupon  got  up  and  went  to  the  door  of  the  room  occupied 
by  the  appellant  and  Leila  Page,  but  the  door  was  fastened  and 
she  could  not  get  in.     She  could  hear  appellant  speaking  her 
name.     She  thereupon  asked  him  to  open  the  door.    After  a 
short  time  appellant  succeeded  in  unbolting  the  door,  which 
was  opened,  and  appellant  fell  across  the  open  doorway,  strik- 
ing his  head  against  the  door  jamb.    His  hands  and  face  and 
clothes  were  covered  with  blood.     He  was  apparently  uncon- 
scious.    He  was  dressed  as  above  stated.    Leila  Page  was  lying 
on  the  bed,  dead.    All  her  clothes  were  on,  as  above  described. 
Her  forehead  had  been  crushed,  as  with  the  back  of  an  ax,  and 
a  long  gash  was  cut  across  her  throat  from  about  the  center  of 
the  heck  to  the  right  ear.     Appellant  had  several  cuts  in  his 
neck  and  throat  and  on  his  head.     His  mouth  was  burnt  as  if 
with  carbolic  acid.     There  was  no  evidence  in  the  room  of  any 
struggle.     An  ax,  a  small  penknife  covered  with  blood,  and  a 
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small  bottle  containing  carbolic  acid  were  found  in  the  roam. 
A  carving  knife  was  also  found  under  the  cover  of  a  settee.  Be- 
fore appellant  was  taken  from  the  scene  he  was  told  by  a  police- 
man that  he  waa  going  to  die^  and  was  asked  who  did  the  kill- 
ing. He  at  first  aaid  he  did  not  know.  Upon  being  asked  if 
he  waa  aure^  '^said  he  thought  Nate  did  if  Appellant  was 
thereupon  taken  to  a  hospital,  and  soon  recovered  from  the  ef- 
fects of  his  wounds.  In  June^  1903^  he  was  put  upon  trial  un- 
der an  information  charging  him  with  murder  in  the  first  de- 
gree. His  defense  was  insanity.  His  version  of  the  affair  is  aa 
follows,  quoting  from  the  record : 

^^Q.  Now^  I  will  direct  your  attention  to  the  night  before  she 
died — Sunday  night — and  I  will  ask  you  to  start  from  that  point 
and  detail  everything  that  you  did^  as  you  remember  it,  in  con- 
nection with  Leila  Page,  or  ^^^  regarding  her,  and  everything 
that  was  done  that  nigbt,  and  the  next  day,  describing  your 
conditions  and  feelings  during  that  time.     Just  tell  the  jury 
all  about  it    A.  Well,  Sunday  night  I  went  down  to  the  house 
about  midnight  and  she  was  not  there.     The  girls  said  she  was 
over  to  the  ^Star.'    Q.  What  did  you  do?    A.  I  went  to  bed 
and  went  to  sleep,  and  she  came  in  some  time  in  the  morning,  I 
think,  along  about  3  or  4  o'clock.    I  do  not  know  just  what  time. 
She  said  something — I  don't  know  what  she  said.     And  then 
she  put  on  her  clothes  and  went  out^  and  I  don't  know  where  she 
was  going  or  where  she  went.    Then  I  went  back  to  sleep.    The 
next  morning  I  got  up  about  noon.    She  was  not  in  bed,  and  I 
looked  in  the  otiier  rooms  and  she  was  not  there,  and  I  asked 
Cleo  if  she  had  seen  her  and  she  said,  no.    I  went  down  to  the 
wine  closet  and  got  a  drink  of  brandy  and  went  to  eating  my 
breakfast  and  went  up  town.    I  went  to  Frank  Dickerson's 
saloon — I  was  working  there —  and  I  aske4  Frank  if  he  had  seen 
her  and  he  said  be  had  not.    The  night  before  I  asked  him — ^I 
opened  up  the  games  we  were  working  at  and  went  to  work.    I 
thought  I  would  wait  until  evening,  but  I  could  not  wait.    I 
felt  pretty  nervous  and  went  out  to  the  bar  and  got  a  drink  of 
brandy.     Then  I  thought  that  Nate  roomed  at  the  Union  block 
and  she  might  be  up  there.    I  asked  the  butcher  if  he  had  seen 
her  that  morning  and  he  said  that  he  had,  that  she  had  been 
there  and  went  on  up  toward  Swantown.     I  walked  over  as  far 
as  the  Union  block  and  then  I  walked  up  and  down  in  front  of 
the  Union  block  a  few  times.     I  thought  I  must  be  mistaken  and 
went  back  to  the  house.     I  went  back  to  the  house  and  they  said 
she  had  been  there  and  gone  out  again.     I  went  back.     I  don't 
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know  how  many  times  I  made  the  trip.    It  seemed  like  a  dream. 
1  couldn^t  get  any  information.    I  finally  went  to  the  Union 
blocks  but  I  don^t  remember  going  to  the  Union  block  twice.     I 
remember  going  to  Mrs.  Hubbard^s  and  finally  Mr.  Wentz  came 
in  with  the  tray  in  the  room  where  she  was,  Cecil  Kiiight's  room, 
and  she  was  lying  there  on  the  bed;  and  I  tried  to  rouse  her 
and  told  her  to  get  up,  and  I  had  her  by  the  shoulder  and  she 
hit  my  ^^^  hand  and  my  finger  nail  scratched  her  neck ;  I  don't 
remember  what  was  done  or  what  was  said  either,  but  we  went 
home  together.     She  told  me  she  had  been  at  the  Union  block 
the    night  before  with  Nate  Kirkendall.     I  asked  her  if  she  in- 
tended to  leave  me  and  she  said  she  didn't.    Then  we  embraced 
and  I  kissed  her  several  times  and  I  went  downstairs  and  she 
went  downstairs  and  left  the  house.     She  went  over  to  the  ^Star* 
— I  guesB  it  is  the  'Wigwam'  now.    And  I  went  over  and  asked 
if  she  was  there  and  they  said  she  was  not.     I  went  back  to 
the  house  again  and  telephoned  over  after  a  little  while  and 
they  said  she  was  not  there.    I  sent  Cleo  out  to  look  for  her 
and  she  came  back  and  said  she  was  over  there  and  wanted  me 
to  come  over  for  her.    I  was  not  drunk  then  and  hadn't  been 
drinking  any  time  during  the  day.     I  have  been  drunk  and  I 
know  what  the  feeling  is.     I  don't  say  that  the  statements  made 
by  the  witnesses  ia  not  so,  aren't  true  and  didn't  happen.    If 
they  did  happen  I  have  no  recollection  of  it.     We  went  upstairs 
to  go  to  bed.     She  told  Cleo  to  order  some  lunch ;  I  remember 
that  quite  well.    I  went  into  the  room — I  didn't  know  where 
she  was  at  that  time — and  I  started  to  undress  myself.    I  don't 
remember  the  boy  bringing  the  tray  in  or  who  let  him  in — I 
don't  remember  anything  of  that.    Then  again  I  was  lying  in 
the  hall,  and  then  again  I  was  being  carried  out,  and  then  again 
some  one  poking  something  down  my  throat,  and  then  again  I 
came  to  and  found  myself  lying  in  a  strange  bed  just  like  a 
person  would  wake  up  out  of  a  dream." 

This  is  the  substance  of  the  evidence  on  the  part  of  the  d^ 
fense.  Other  facts  necessary  to  an  understanding  of  the  points 
presented  will  be  stated  hereafter.  Appellant  insists,  first,  that 
the  court  erred  in  not  requiring  the  attorney  for  the  state  to 
examine  the  jurors  as  to  their  general  qualification.  It  appears 
that  the  individual  jurors  were  examined  first  by  the  prosecutor 
for  actual  and  implied  bias,  and  passed  for  cause;  that  there- 
iipon  they  were  examined  by  counsel  for  appellant.  After  the 
€tate  had  ^•^  exercised  all  its  peremptory  challenges,  and  the 
Appellant  all  of  his  peremptory  challenges  but  one,  and  had 
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waived  that  one,  appellant  objected  to  the  whole  panel  upon  the 
ground  that  the  prosecutor  had  not  examined  the  juroi^  as  to 
their  general  qualification.     This  objection  was  overruled  bj 
the  court.     Counsel  argues  that,  because  the  statute  provides 
that  no  person  is  competent  to  act  as  a  juror  unless  he  is  (1)  an 
elector  of  the  state;  (2)  a  male  inhabitant  of  the  county  for  the 
year  next  preceding  the  time  he  is  called;  (3)  over  twenty-one 
years  of  age;  (4)  in  possession  of  all  his  faculties  and  of  sound 
mind;  (5)  able  to  read  and  write  the  English  language;  and 
(6)  has  never  been  convicted  of  a  felony  (Pierce's  Code,  sec 
6939) ;  and  because  it  is  provided  that  "the  jurors  having  been 
examined  as  to  their  qualification,  first  by  the  plaintiff  and  then 
by  the  defendant,  and  passed  for  cause"   (Pierce's  Code,  sec, 
601),  it  is  therefore  the  duty  of  the  prosecutor  to  examine  the 
jurors  as  to  their  general  qualifications.     While  it  is  true  that 
persons,  not  possessed  of  the  qualifications  named  in  section 
6939,  supra,  are  incompetent  under  the  statute,  it  does  not  fol- 
low that  the  prosecutor  may  not  waive  his  right  to  examine  the 
jurors,  and  also  waive  the  disqualifications  named.     The  stat- 
ute relating  to  the  examination  is  simply  declaratory  of  the 
rights  of  the  plaintiff  and  of  the  defendant.     Either  may  waivft 
his  right  to  qualify  or  disqualify  the  jurors.     That  this  is  true 
is  manifest  because  of  the  provision  of  the  next  section,  which 
is  as  follows :  'TBut  no  act  of  a  grand  or  petit  jury  shall  be  in- 
valid by  reason  of  such  person  or  persons  aforesaid,  qualified  in 
other  respects,  serving  thereon ;  nor  shall  any  disqualification  of 
any  member  of  a  grand  or  petit  jury  affect  the  indictment  or 
verdict,  unless  the  juror  for  that  specific  cause  was  challenged 
or  excepted  to  before  the  ^®*  finding  of  the  indictment  or  rendi- 
tion of  the  verdict,  and  the  challenge  or  exception  overruled,  and 
enror  specifically  assigned^' :  Pierce's  Code,  sec.  5940. 

In  this  case  the  appellant  was  not  denied  the  right  to  examine 
the  jurors  as  to  their  general  qualifications.  He  had  the  op- 
portunity, and  failed  or  refused  to  exercise  it.  He  simply  in- 
sisted that  the  prosecutoi  should  make  the  examination.  It 
does  not  appear  here  that  any  of  the  jurors  were  in  fact  in- 
competent or  disqualified  under  the  statute.  But,  even  if  it 
did  so  appear,  appellant,  under  the  provisions  of  section  5940, 
supra,  could  not  take  advantage  of  that  fact  unless  the  juror  was 
challenged  for  the  specific  cause,  the  challenge  overruled,  and 
an  exception  taken.  It  was,  therefore,  not  error  for  the  court 
to  deny  the  appellant^s  request. 
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Appellant  next  insists  that  the  conrt  erred  in  repeating  the 
instructions  defining  mnrder  in  the  first  and  second  degrees, 
because  by  so  doing  the  court  intensified  the  crime  as  being  mur- 
der.    We  think  no  such  result  could  he  inferred.    Both  plaintiff 
and  defendant  prepared  instructions  in  the  case,  and  requested 
the  court  to  give  the  same.    After  reading  those  prepared  by  the 
prosecution,  which  fairly  covered  the  case,  the  court  gave  several 
instructions  requested  by  the  defendant,  among  which  were  two 
paragraphs  defining  murder  in  the  first  and  second  degrees,. 
which  clearly  and  more  fully  pointed  out  the  distinction  be- 
tween those  two  degrees  of  murder  than  the  definitions  already 
given.     While  it  would  not  have  been  error  to  have   refused 
these  instructions,  they  were  given  by  the  court,  no  doubt,  for 
the  purpose  of  pointing  out  to  the  jury  more  clearly  the  distinc- 
tion betwe^i  these  two  degrees  of  murder,  so  that  the  jury  might 
not  be  confused  therein.    This  was  manifestly  the  object  of  the 
court,  and  we  are  clearly  of  the  opinion  that  the  ^®*  jury  could 
not  have  been  led  to  believe  therefrom  that  the  court  intended 
to,  or  did,  convey  to  the  minds  of  the  jurors  his  idea  of  the  case. 
There  was,  therefore,  no  error  in  this. 

Appellant  next  insists  that  the  court  erred  in  refusing  to 
give  to  the  jury  the  following  instruction :  *'It  is  not  necessary 
in  order  to  sustain  the  plea  of  insanity  that  the  fact  of  insanity 
be  established  by  a  preponderance  of  the  evidence;  but  if,  upon 
the  whole  evidence,  the  jury  entertain  a  reasonable  doubt  as  to 
sanity  they  must  acquit^';  and  in  giving  an  instruction  upon  the 
question  as  follows :  'TTou  are  instructed  that  every  man  is  pre- 
sumed to  be  sane  and  to  intend  the  natural  and  usual  conse- 
quences of  his  own  acts.    As  the  law  presumes  a  man  to  be 
sane  until  the  contrary  is  shown,  I  charge  you  that  the  burden 
of  proving  insanity  as  a  defense  to  a  crime  is  upon  the  defend- 
ant to  establish  by  a  preponderance  of  the  evidence,  and  unless 
insanity  is  established  by  a  fair  preponderance  of  the  evidence 
the  presumption  of  sanity  must  prevail.*' 

This  raises  the  principal  question  in  the  case  and  the  one 
npon  which  the  appellant  apparently  relies.  Able  counsel  upon 
both  sides  have  exhaustively  treated  the  subject  id  their  briefs, 
and  brought  to  our  attention  adjudicated  cases  from  nearly  all 
of  the  states  of  the  Union,  and  from  the  supreme  court  of  the 
United  States.  The  rule  contended  for  by  the  appellant  is  sus- 
tained by  the  supreme  court  of  the  United  States,  and  by  the 
highest  courts  of  the  following  states :  Florida,  Illinois,  Indiana, 
Kansas,  Michigan,  Mississippi,  Nebraska,  New  Hampshire,  New 
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York,  Tenneflsee^  Yermont  and  Wiseonnn — in  ihe  latest  cases 
cited,  as  follows:  Davie  v.  United  States,  160  TJ.  S.  469, 16  Supu 
Ct  Bq).  353,  40  L.  ed.  499;  Armstrong  v.  State,  30  Fla.  170^ 
11  South.  618, 17  L.  B.  A.  484;  Jamison  v.  People,  145  lU.  357, 
84  N.  E.  486;  ^^  Plake  v.  State,  121  Ind.  433, 16  Am.  St.  Hep. 
408,  23  N.  K  273;  State  v.  Nixon,  32  Kan.  205,  4  Pac  159; 
People  V.  Knky,  38  Mich.  482 ;  Ford  v.  State,  73  Miss.  734, 
19  South.  665,  36  L.  E.  A,  117 ;  Purst  v.  State,  31  Neb.  403, 
47  N.  W.  1116;  State  v.  Jones,  50  N.  H.  369,  9  Am.  Eep.  242 ; 
Moett  V.  People,  85  N.  Y.  373 ;  King  v.  State,  91  Tenn.  617,  20 

5.  W.  169 ;  Eevoir  v.  State,  82  Wis.  295,  52  N.  W.  84;  while  the 
highest  courts  of  the  following  states  maintain  the  rule  that, 
where  insanity  is  set  up  as  a  defense  in  a  criminal  case,  it  must 
be  established  by  a  preponderance  of  the  evidence:  Alabama, 
Arkansas,  California,  Connecticut,  Delaware,  Georgia,  tdaho^ 
Iowa,  Kentucky,  Maine,  Massachusetts,  Minnesota,  Missouri^ 
Nevada,  New  Meidco,  New  Jersey,  Ohio,  Pennsylvania,  South 
Carolina,  Texas,  Utah,  Virginia,  and  West  Virginia — ^in  the 
cases  cited  as  follows :  Parsons  v.  State,  81  Ala.  577,  60  Am.  Bep. 
193,  2  South.  854;  McKenrie  v.  State,  26  Ark.  334;  People  v. 
Hettick,  126  CaL  425,  58  Pac.  918;  State  v.  Hoyt,  46  Conn. 
330;  State  v.  Cole,  2  Penne.  (Del.)  344,  45  AtL  391;  Ryder  v. 
State,  100  Ga.  528,  62  Am.  St.  Bep.  334,  28  S.  E.  246,  38  L. 
E.  A.  721 ;  State  v.  Larkios,  5  Idaho,  200,  47  Pac.  946 ;  State 
V.  Trout,  74  Iowa,  545,  7  Am.  St  Bep.  499,  38  N.  W.  405; 
Moore  v.  Commonwealth,  92  Ky.  630,  18  S.  W.  833 ;  State  v. 
Parks,  93  Me.  208,  44  Atl.  899;  Commonwealth  v.  Eddy,  7 
Gray,  583;  State  v.  Grear,  29  Minn.  221,  13  N.  W.  140;  State 
V.  Bell,  136  Mo.  120,  67  S.  W.  823 ;  State  v.  Lewis,  20  Nev.  333, 
22  Pac.  241 ;  Graves  v.  State,  45  N.  J.  L.  347,  46  Am.  Bep.  778; 
Kelch  V.  State,  55  Ohio  St  146,  60  Am.  St  Bep.  680,  45  N.  K 

6,  39  L.  B.  A.  737 ;  Commonwealth  v.  Woodley,  166  Pa.  St  463, 
31  AtL  202;  State  v.  Alexander,  30  S.  C.  74,  14  Am.  St  Bep. 
879,  8  S.  E.  440;  Carlisle  v.  State  (Tex.  Cr.  ^^  App.),  56  S. 
W.  365 ;  People  v.  Dillon,  8  Utah,  92,  30  Pac.  150 ;  Dejam^te 
V.  Commonwealth,  75  Va.  867 ;  State  v.  Welch,  36  W.  Va.  690, 
15  S.  E.  419.  The  rule  in  England  is  followed  by  the  last 
named  class  of  states.  In  the  states  of  Oregon  and  Louisiana 
the  defendant  is  required  by  statute  to  prove  insanity  beyond  a 
reasonable  doubt.  The  question  presented  here  was  before  the 
supreme  court  of  the  territory  in  McAllister  v.  Territory,  1 
Wash.  Ter.  360.  The  court  there  said:  ''The  rule  of  law  as  to 
the  burden  of  proof  in  criminal  cases  we  all  agree  is  this :  The 
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burden  is  on  tiie  territoTy  to  make  cmt  every  material  allegation 
in  ttie  indictment  beyond  all  reasonable  do&bt    The  learned 
judge  wlio  tried  the  case  in  the  district  conrt  repeatedly,  in  the 
instructions  given  on  his  own  motion,  and  in  tiiose  asked  on  the 
part  of  the  defendant,  told  the  jnry  that  snch  was  the  rule  of 
hivr.     The  foroe  and  effect  of  this  rule  cannot  be  destroyed  by 
any  action  of  ihe  prosecuting  oflScer  so  far  as  the  facts  constitut- 
ing the  res  gestae  are  concerned.    Part  of  the  facts  included  in 
the  res  gestae  may  be  developed  by  tiie  territory,  and  pari;  by 
the  defense,  but  still  the  rule  is  the  same.    The  defendant  is 
entitled  to  the  instruction  that  the  jury  must  be  satisfied  of  his 
gnilt  heyond  all  reasonable  doubt  on  all  the  facts  so  put  in  evi- 
dence^ and  so  the  jnry  were  told,  except  as  shown  above.    And 
we  are  satisfied  that  so  far  as  the  facts  attending  the  killing  are 
concerned — ^at  least  so  far  as  these  facts  are  included  in  the  res 
gestae,  that  the  burden  of  proof  never  shifts.    This  is  as  true 
of  the  defense  of  insanity  under  the  limitations  stated  above,  as 
of  any  other  defense.    But  if  insanity  is  set  up  as  a  separate 
and  distinct  defense,  and  its  proof  does  not  consist  of  the  facts 
attending  the  killing,  then  the  proof  must  be  made  out  by  the 
defendant,  the  legal  presumption  of  sanity  being  sufficient  for 
the  indictment  in  the  absence  of  evidence  to  the  contrary.^' 

This  case  is  claimed  by  the  appellant  as  an  authority  in  his 
favor.     It  is  also  claimed  by  the  respondent  as  an  authority  in 
favor  of  the  state.    The  opinion  is  to  the  '*®*  effect  that  when 
the  proof  of  insanity  is  made  as  a  part  of  the  res  gestae,  the 
burden  of  proving  insanity  is  not  npon  the  state;  but  where  the 
proof  does  not  consist  of  facts  attending  the  killing,  then  the 
burden  of  proving  insanity  is  upon  the  defendant.     It  will  be 
readily  seen,  therefore,  why  each  side  of  this  controversy  claims 
the  case  as  an  authority  in  its  favor.    But  it  is  difficult  to  im- 
agine a  case  where  the  slayer  is  insane  and  where  the  proof  of 
insanity  is  not  a  part  of  the  res  gestae,  but  is  independent  of 
the  facts  attending  the  killing.    The  conrt,  however,  in  that 
case  sustained  the  conviction  upon  an  instruction  substantially 
as  in  this  case,  because  it  was  held  that  the  facts  did  not  warrant 
any  instruction  upon  the  question  of  insanity,  observing :  *Tlie 
world  has  had  qnite  enough  of  that  kind  of  insanity  which  com- 
mences just  as  the  sight  of  a  slayer  ranging  along  the  barrel  of 
a  pistol,  marks  a  vital  spot  on  the  body  of  the  victim,  and  ends 
as  soon  as  the  bnllet  has  sped  on  its  fatal  mission.'* 

It  will  be  seen,  by  an  examination  of  the  authorities  herein- 
before cited,  that  lie  cases  in  the  different  states  are  in  ir- 
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reconcilable  conflict  as  to  the  quantum  of  proof  upon  the  ques- 
tion of  insanity.  All,  however,  concede  that  the  presumption  of 
sanity  pre?ails,  and  that  there  must  be  some  evidence  to  remoTS 
this  presumption.  In  the  first  class  of  cases,  it  is  held  that, 
where  the  evidence  raises  a  reasonable  doubt  as  to  the  sanity  of 
the  defendant,  he  must  be  acquitted ;  in  the  other,  that  a  reason- 
able doubt  is  not  sufficient,  but  the  defendant  must  establish  in- 
sanity by  a  preponderance  of  the  evidence.  In  the  first  class 
named,  the  reason  for  the  rule  is  that  the  presumption  of  in- 
nocence always  attends  an  accused  person,  and  that  the  burden 
of  proving  all  the  elements  of  the  offense  rests  upon  the  state 
and  never  shifts;  that,  when  the  defendant's  sanity  is  put  ^  in 
issue,  the  state  must  prove  it  beyond  a  reasonable  doubt,  be- 
cause, without  a  mind  capable  of  crime,  (here  can  be  no  crime 
committed;  and,  therefore,  if  the  jury  entertain  a  reasonable 
doubt  as  to  the  sanity  of  the  accused,  it  follows  that  they  are  in 
doubt  as  to  his  guili 

The  reason  for  the  rule  adopted  in  the  other  class  of  states 
is  that  sanity  is  the  natural  condition  of  man,  and  therefore 
every  man  is  presumed  sane  until  the  contrary  is  made  to  ap- 
pear; that,  when  the  commission  of  a  crime  is  admitted  or  clearly 
proven,  and  insanity  is  alleged  as  a  defense,  it,  being  an  inde- 
pendent affirmative  defense  and  opposed  to  the  natural  and  usual 
order  of  things,  must  be  established  by  a  preponderance  of  the 
evidence.  Another  reason  given  is  that  the  presumption  of 
sanity  is  necessary  for  the  well-being,  safety,  and  protection  of 
society,  and  for  the  administration  of  justice,  and  neutralizes  the 
presumption  of  innocence  upon  which  the  rule  of  reasonable 
doubt  rests,  and  therefore  leaves  the  accused^  when  asserting 
his  insanity,  to  show  the  fact  by  a  preponderance  of  the  evi- 
dence. Another  reason  for  the  rule  is  that  it  is  the  only  safe 
rule  for  society,  while  it  is  also  just  to  the  accused. 

The  distinction  between  the  quantum  of  proof  necessary  to 
raise  a  reasonable  doubt  and  that  necessary  to  constitute  a  fair 
preponderance  of  the  evidence  is  more  fanciful  than  real.  When 
evidence  is  sufficient  to  raise  a  reasonable  doubt,  as  such  doubt  is 
usually  defined  and  understood,  it  may  also  be  said  in  a  sense 
to  preponderate.  The  distinction,  therefore,  while  it  may  be 
fruitful  of  philosophical  and  theoretical  discussion,  is  of  little 
practical  value.  Insanity,  when  it  exists  as  a  fact,  is  easily  and 
readily  proved.  When  it  does  not  exist  in  fact,  it  is  easily 
feigned  and  difficult  to  disprove.  For  this  latter  reason  it  is  the 
usual  *^  defense  when  there  is  no  other.     It  is  no  injustice  to 
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a  defendant  to  presume  that  he  is  sane^  and  to  require  him  to 
prove  the  unnatural  condition  of  mind^  which  he  alleges  as  a 
defense  for  a  crime  admitted^  and  to  relieve  him  from  a  penalty 
justly  dne  to  men  in  their  natural  condition.  Notwithstanding 
the  weighl^  reasons  advanced  by  the  learned  courts  in  the  class 
first  named,  we  desire  to  adopt  the  rule  laid  down  by  the  trial 
court  in  this  case. 

Appellant  assigns  error  upon  the  instruction  of  the  court  given 
as  f  ollovrs :  '^[f  you  find  beyond  a  reasonable  doubt  that  the  de- 
fendant committed  the  crime  as  charged  in  the  information, 
then  I  charge  you  that  it  is  your  duty  to  render  a  verdict  of 
murder  in  the  first  degree^' — ^upon  the  ground  that  the  instruc- 
tion eliminated  the  defense  interposed.    If  this  instruction  is  to 
be  read  as  standing  alone,  it  would  be  subject  to  the  criticism 
offered.     But  all  of  the  instructions  must  be  read  together,  and, 
when  so  read,  it  was  not  error,  because  the  court  fully  and  fairly 
instructed  the  jury  upon  tiie  defenses  interposed  by  the  defend- 
ant.    This  instruction  simply  told  the  jury  that  the  informa- 
tion charged  murder  in  the  first  degree,  which  was  correct. 

Other  instructions  requested  by  the  appellant — defining  the 
duty  of  the  jury,  reasonable  doubt,  circumstantial  evidence,  and 
the  degree  of  insanity  necessary  to  acquit — ^were  refused  by  the 
court.  These  questions  were  all  fully  and  correctly  covered  and 
explained  to  the  jury  by  other  instructions  which  were  given; 
for  that  reason  it  was  not  necessary  to  give  the  instructions  re- 
quested, even  though  they  stated  correct  principles  of  law.  A 
further  discussion  of  them  is  not  necessary. 

Appellant's  last  assignment  is  that  the  court  erred  in  refusing 
to  grant  a  new  trial  by  reason  of  the  insufficiency  ^®®  of  the  evi- 
dence to  justify  the  verdict.    We  have  carefully  examined  all 
the  evidence  in  the  case,  and,  while  it  is  true  that  no  one  saw 
the  killing  or  had  an  opportunity  to  see  it,  except  the  defend- 
ant, tiie  circumstances  surrounding  the  killing  are  so  conclusive 
that  there  can  be  no  possible  doubt  that  the  defendant  did  it; 
that  he  had  prepared  for  it  by  taking  an  ax  into  the  room  some 
time  before  the  deed  was  done;  and  that,  while  Leila  Page  was 
asleep  or  in  a  drunken  stupor,  he  crushed  her  skull  with  the  ax 
and  then  cut  her  throat;  that  he  then,  with  the  small  penknife — 
probably  the  same  one  used  on  her — and  a  swallow  of  carbolic 
acid,  attempted  to  take  his  own  life;  and  thereupon  became  un- 
conscious for  a  time.    There  is  no  evidence  of  insanity  except 
his  own  statement  hereinabove  quoted,  and  except  statements 
of  two  or  three  witnesses  to  the  effect  that  the  day  before  the 
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tngedj  the  ckfe&daat  'looked  wild,"^  tbat  ke  acted  'te 
and  ''like  he  was  going  to  get  on  a  dronk.'^  The  evidence  shi 
that  the  defendant  was  jealous  of  the  deceased,  but  it  is  not  sofi-- 
dent  to  create  any  sort  of  a  doubt  of  his  sanity;  and  we  h«ve- 
no  doubt,  upon  all  the  oTidence,  tiud^  bo&  before  and  at  tb» 
i  ime  of  the  crime  and  afterward,  the  defendant  was  as  sane 
TTiy  man  can  be  who  will  commit  so  atrocious  a  crime.  The 
was  fairly  tried,  and  there  is  no  error  in  the  record. 
The  judgment  is  therefore  afl5rmed» 

Pullerton,  C.  J.,  and  Hadley,  Anders  and  Dunbar,  JX,  con- 
cur. 


Insanity  as  a  Defense  to  Crime  is  discussed  in  the  monograpldc 
notes  to  Knights  ▼.  State,  76  Am.  8t.  Bep.  83-97;  People  ▼.  Hubert, 
«3  Am.  St.  Rop.  100-108.  And  see  the  recent  ease  of  State  v.  Keerl, 
29  Mont.  608,  ante,  p.  579,  75  Pac.  362.  A  reference  to  the  note  1» 
Knigtts  ▼.  State,  76  Am.  St.  Rep.  92-97,  will  show  that  there  is  no 
little  diversity  of  judicial  opinion  on  the  question  of  burden  of  proof 
when  the  defense  of  ineaiiiiiv  is  tukt  nn. 


when  the  defense  of  insanity  is  set  up. 


ELLIOTT  V.  HAWEET. 

[34  Wash.  585v  76  Pac.  99.] 

HUSBAMB  AND  WIFE— Wife's  Separate  Property.— If  & 
married  woman  living*  with  her  husband,  takes  a  half  interest  in  a 
contract  to  work  a  nune  on  eharesy  hires  a  man  to  dt>  half  tile  work^ 
and  pays  him  out  of  her  share  of  the  clean-up^  while  she  personally 
supervises  the  work,  the  net  profits  of  her  mining  enterprise  aro 
her  separate  propeity,  under  &  statute  exemptinur  property  ac- 
quired by  a  married  woman  "by  hM*  own  labor,"  from,  the  debte  or 
contract  liabilities  of  her  husband,     (p.  1019.) 

HTTSBAND  Ain>  WIFB— Wife's  Separate  Property —Partnes- 
sbip  Property. — ^If  money  acquired  by  a  married  woman  in  one  stat9 
as  a  member  of  a  nartnerahip  there  beeomes  her  separate  property^ 
and  is  brought  into  another  state  and  deposited  as  tlie  funds  of  such 
partnership,  her  share  thereof  remains  her  separate  property,  and  real 
estate  there  purchased  by  her  and  paid  for  by  a  check  at  such  partner- 
ship, in  a  sum  less  than  her  share  of  such  deposit,  is  not  subject 
to  her  husband's  separate  debt.     (p.  1020.) 

HnSBAJn>  Ain>  wife— wife's  S^arate  Property — ^Bestsie- 
tions  Against  Parluersliips  formed  by  husband  and  wife  are  intended 
only  to  protect  the  wife  against  her  husband's  separate  debte,  and 
not  to  deprive  her  of  her  separate  property,     (p.  liOfiO.) 

HUSBAND  AND  WIFE— Wife's  SfSpaxate  Pxoped^^-^Semiaiiir 
gllng  of  Funds. — If  the  amount  of  money  invested  by  husband  and 
wife  in  a  joint  enterprise  is  definite  as  to  the  amount  advanced  hy 
each,  and  yields  a  definite  income  or  ineresse,  tHere  is  no  such 
commingling  of  their  separate  property,  ae  to  cauee  it'  te  lose  ita> 
identity,     (p.  1021.) 
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'SinAjrem  A  Cde  and  C.  S.  Freaton,  for  liie  appeUanta. 
Gaxr  &  Preston^  for  the  reap^mdenta. 


HADLEY,  J.    The  purpose  of  this  action  is  to  subject 
sertain  real  estate  in  the  city  of  Seattle  to  ereeution  sale.    The 
Boit  ^WBa  brought  by  the  appellant^  as  administrator  of  the  es- 
tate of  S.  B.  Earle^  and  against  the  respond^its^  who  are  hus- 
band and  wife.    On  the  third  day  of  June^  1898^  respondent 
Frank  'EL  Hawley  executed  his  promissory  note  for  the  sum  of 
one  thousand  dollars,  payable  to  the  order  of  one  Shedd^  who  af- 
terward transferred  it  to  the  said  E.  B.  Earle,  the  latter  being 
now   deceased.    Said  Hawley  claims  that  the  note  was  given 
merely  aa  an  accommodation  to  said  Shedd  to  enable  him  to 
raise  some  money^  but  that  question  is  immaterial  here^  since  a 
judgment  founded  upon  the  note  was  rendered  in  favor  of  the 
administrator  of  Shedd's  deceased  assignee^  and  against  said 
respondent^  in  the  superior  court  of  King  county,  on  the  sixth 
day  of  January^  1902.    There  was  no  appeal  from  said  judg- 
iQent,  and  it  is  sought  here  to  have  it  declared  that  the  judgment 
is  a  lien  upon  the  said  real  estate,  and  that  the  land  is  subject 
to  levy  and  sale  for  the  satisfaction  of  the  judgment. 

At  the  time  said  note  was  made  the  said  Frank  E.  Hawley 
was  unmarried.    Afterward,  on  the  ninth  day  of  ^^  July,  189.8, 
he  and  his  corespondent  became  husband  and  wife.    The  ob- 
ligation represented  by  the  note  was  therefore  the  separate  debt 
of  Frank  B.  Hawley.    The  real  estate  in  controversy  was  con- 
veyed to  the  respondent  Katherine  W.  Hawley  on  or  about  Oc- 
tober 24,  1899,  and  the  complaint  alleges  that  it  was  purchased 
witii  the  separate  funds  of  the  husband.    It  is  averred  that  the 
canveyance  was  made  to  the  wife  without  consideration  paid  or 
agreed  to  be  paid  by  her,  and  in  furtherance  of  a  fraudulent 
sdieme  and  design,  on  the  part  of  both  husband  and  wife,  to 
cheat,  delay  and  defraud  the  creditors  of  the  husband.    The  an- 
swer denies  said  all^atibns,  and  a£Srmatively  alleges  that  the 
property  was  purchased  with  the  separate  funds  of  Katherine 
W.  Hawley,  and  that  the  same  is  her  sole  and  separate  property. 
A  trial  was  had  before  the  court  wittiout  a  jury.    The  find- 
ings of  tiie  court  cover  many  details,  and,  while  we  deem  it  un- 
necessary to  set  them  all  out,  yet  a  somewhat  extended  state- 
ment of  the  facts  found  will  lead  to  a  better  understanding  of 
the  case.    The  court  found  that  respondent,  Frank  R.  Hawley, 
had  not  been  a  resident  of  the  state  of  Washington  at  any  time 
duxmg  ttie  ten  years  last  past,  and  that  respondent,  Katherine 
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W.  Hawley^  has  never  been  a  resident  of  the  state;  that  the 
spondents  were  married  in  the  state  of  California^  and  tlier^ 
after^  in  the  autumn  of  1898,  living  together  as  husband  and 
wife,  tiiey  took  up  their  abode  at  or  near  claim  No.  9  Above 
Discovery,  on  Little  Minook  creek,  Alaska;  that  said  claim  Xo. 
9  was  owned  by  a  corporation  in  which  said  Frank  B.  Hawlej 
was  a  stockholder;  that  about  said  time  said  Hawley  and  hia 
uncle,  one  Reasoner,  planned  to  take  a  lay,  or  contract  for  work- 
ing on  shares,  on  a  portion  of  said  claim ;  that  thereafter  said 
Hawley  was  made  manager  of  "^^  said  corporation,  and  of  its 
operations  on  said  claim,  and  said  lay  was  then  taken  by  said 
Beasoner  and  Katherine  W.  Hawley  in  equal  shares. 

It  was  also  found  that  the  work  upon  ttie  lay  was  performed 
by  said  Beasoner  and  another,  the  latter  being  paid  for  hia  ser- 
vices from  Mrs.  Hawley's  share  of  the  clean-up ;  that  Mrs.  Haw- 
ley did  not  perform  actual  manual  labor  upon  the  claim,  but 
that  she  was  frequently  on  said  lay  ground  while  the  work  was 
progressing,  inspected  the  same,  and  consulted  with  her  partner 
Beasoner  concerning  the  work ;  that,  as  a  result  of  the  work  upo^ 
the  lay  and  the  clean-up  therefrom,  Mrs.  Hawle/s  net  share  of 
the  proceeds  was  about  four  hundred  and  fifty  dollars,  which 
sum,  by  her  authority  and  direction,  was,  by  her  husband,  in- 
vested for  her  in  the  spring  of  1899 ;  that  said  investment  waa 
in  a  partnership  known  as  Mitchell  &  Co.,  composed  of  the  two 
respondents  and  one  Archie  Mitchell ;  that  the  husband  invested 
in  the  partnership  an  equal  amount  of  his  own  funds,  and  that 
said  Mitchell  owned  a  half  interest  in  the  partnership,  leaving 
a  one-fourth  interest  each  to  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Hawley;  that  the 
partnership  .operations  were  on  Anvil  creek,  near  Nome,  Alaska, 
and  the  gold  representing  the  partnership's  share  of  the  clean- 
up was  brought  to  the  United  States  assay  office  at  Seattle, 
Washington,  in  one  entire  lot,  converted  into  money,  and  de- 
posited in  a  bank  at  Seattle  to  the  credit  and  in  the  name  of 
Mitchell  &  Co. ;  that  the  purchase  price  of  said  seal  estate  was 
paid  by  a  check  on  said  deposit,  drawn  by  respondent,  F.  lu 
Hawley,  in  the  firm  name  of  Mitchell  &  Co.,  in  favor  of  E.  M. 
Carr,  who  was  acting  as  attorney  and  agent  for  Mrs.  Hawley 
in  the  purchase  of  the  lots ;  that  it  was  understood,  and  in  good 
faith  believed,  both  by  Hawley  and  his  wife,  that  the  money  bo 
invested  was  the  separate  money  of  Mrs.  Hawley.     '^®*  The  find- 
ings  also  set  out  in  full  a  number  of  sections  from  Hill's  An- 
notated Laws  of  Oregon,  as  being,  by  virtue  of  the  United 
States  statutes,  in  full  force  and  effect  throughout  the  ter- 
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itory  of  Alaska  until  June  6, 1900.    Among  other  provisions  of 
aid  statixtes  are  the  following: 

^'Sec.  •  2992.  The  property  and  pecuniary  rights  of  every  mar- 
ied  woman  at  the  time  of  her  marriage^  or  afterward  acquired 
yj  gift,  devise  or  inheritance,  shall  not  he  subject  to  the  debts 
or  contracts  of  her  husband,  and  she  may  manage,  sell,  convey, 
or  devise  the  same  by  will  to  the  same  extent  and  in  the  same 
manner  that  her  husband  can  property  belonging  to  him. 

'^Sec-   2993.  The  property,  either  real  or  personal,  acquired 
by  any  married  woman  during  coverture,  by  her  own  labor,  shall 
not  be  liable  for  the  debts,  contracts  or  liabilities  of  her  hus- 
band, bnt  shall,  in  all  respects,  be  subject  to  the  same  exceptions 
and  liabilities  as  property  owned  at  the  time  of  her  marriage  or 
afterward  acquired  by  gift,  devise  or  inheritance." 

*^Sec.  2873.  Neither  husband  or  wife  is  liable  for  the  debts 
or  labilities  of  the  other  incurred  before  marriage,  and  except 
as  herein  otherwise  declared  they  are  not  liable  for  the  separate 
debts  of  each  other,  nor  is  the  rent  or  income  of  siTch  property 
liable  for  the  separate  debts  of  the  other/' 

"Sec.  2997.  Contracts  may  be  made  by  the  wife  and  liabili- 
ties incurred,  and  the  same  enforced  by  or  against  her  to  the 
same  extent  and  in  the  same  manner  as  if  she  were  unmar- 
ried." 

It  was  further  found  that,  at  the  time  said  conveyance  was 
made  to  Mrs.  Hawley,  her  husband  was  wholly  solvent,  and 
tbat  he  then  and  afterward  had  on  deposit,  in  the  Washington 
ITational  Bank  of  Seattle,  moneys  belonging  to  him  largely  in 
excess  of  his  total  indebtedness.  From  the  facts  found  the 
court  concluded  that  the  lands  purchased  became  the  sole  and 
separate  property  of  Mrs.  Hawley,  *^®^  and  that  her  husband  has 
never  at  any  time  had,  and  has  not  now,  any  interest  therein. 
Judgment  was  entered  denying  the  demand  of  the  complaint 
and  dismissing  the  action.    The  plaintiff  has  appealed. 

Errors  are  assigned  upon  the  court's  findings,  but  we  are 
satisfied,  after  reading  the  evidence,  that  the  facts  as  found 
by  the  court  are  sustained  by  the  evidence  submitted.  If  there 
was  no  error  in  the  conclusion  that  the  purchase  money  for  the 
lots  involved — acquired  in  the  manner  it  was — ^became  the  sep- 
arate money  of  Mrs.  Hawley,  then  the  judgment  was  right.  It 
will  be  observed  by  reference  to  sections  2992  and  2993  of  the 
Oregon  statutes  quoted  above,  and  which  were  in  force  in 
Alaska  when  Mrs.  Hawley  was  engaged  in  her  enterprises  there, 
that  neither  real  nor  personal  property,  acquired  by  a  married 
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woman  during  corertare  by  her  own  labor^  ahall  be  liable  for 
the  debts  of  her  hn&band,  but  shall  be  absolutely  her  own^  and 
subject  to  her  disposaL  Under  the  evidence  and  the  findings, 
Mrs.  Hawley  agreed  with  Beasoner  to  work  the  lay  above  men- 
tioned on  shares.  This  she  had  a  legal  right  to  do^  under  the 
terms  of  section  2997,  supra. 

Appellant,  however,  insists  that  the  proceeds  of  ttie  lay  work 
could  not  have  become  her  separate  property  unless  she  had 
actually  performed  manual  labor  upon  tiie  claim.    We  do  not 
think  the  words  'Tby  her  own  labor,'*  used  in  section  2993,  snpra, 
were  intended  to  be  so  restricted,  but,  as  suggested  by  respond- 
ents' counsel,  that  they  rather  mean,  'by  her  own  efforis.     She 
deliberately  agreed  with  Beasoner  to  work  a  lay,  and  to  pay  for 
the  services  of  a  man  as  a  helper  in  her  place.    She  was  often 
upon  the  ground  to  see  how  the  work  progressed,  and  advised 
with  Beasoner  about  it.    The  helper  was  paid  from  her  share 
of  the  proceeds.    We  think,  under  such  circumstances,  that  the 
■^*  money  was  acquired  by  her  own  exertions,  and  that,  under 
the  law,  it  became  her  separate  money.    The  court  in  its  find- 
ings traced  that  money  to  a  subsequent  investment,  and  found 
that  it  yielded  yet  more,     "nie  findings  do  not  disclose  tiie 
amount,  but  the  evidence  shows  that  her  share  of  the  proceeds 
of  such  investment  in  the  Nome  partnership  enterprise  was  more 
than  four  thousand  dollars,  and  that  said  sum  was  placed  in  the 
Seattle  bank,  and  from  it  came  the  money  which  purchased  the 
lots  in  question.    Thus  the  money  was  acquired  by  Mrs.  Haw- 
ley in  Alaska  under  laws  which  made  it  her  separate  property, 
and  when  it  was  brought  to  Seattle  it  still  remained  such. 

Appellant,  however,  insists  that  under  Board  of  Trade  r. 
Hayden,  4  Wash.  263,  31  Am.  Si  Bep.  919,  30  Pac.  87,  32  Pac 
224,  16  L.  B.  A.  530,  the  wife  could  not  enter  into  a  contract 
of  partnership  with  her  husband.     It  will  be  remembered  that 
the  husband  and  wife  and  one  Mitchell  composed  the  Nome  part- 
nership  of  Mitchell  &  Co.     The  rule  discussed  and  decided  in 
the  case  cited  is  for  the  protection  of  the  wife^s  separate  prop- 
erty, to  prevent  her  from  entering  into  such  engagranents  with 
her  husband  that  her  separate  property  may  be  taken  from  her 
in  satisfaction  of  his  debts.    The  purpose  of  the  rule  is,  not  to 
work  a  loss  to  the  wife,  but  to  prevent  it    In  this  instance 
money  which  went  into  the  Nome  enterprise  was  shown  to  be  her 
separate  money.     It  yielded  a  large  percentage  of  increase. 
The  wife  was  entitled  to  the  legitimate  increase  upon  the  in- 
vestment of  her  separate  money.     It  is  further  uiged  liiat  these 
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ciiids  Ii&ve  heea  commingled  with  those  of  the  husband^  and 
iiat,  under  Tesler  t.  Hochstettler,  4  Wash.  349,  30  Pac.  398, 
^ey  are  not  separate  funds  of  the  wife.  There  has  never  been 
.  commingling  which  leads  to  any  confusion.  The  amount  in- 
vested ijy  each  was  a  definite  sum;  *^**  each  sum  yielded  its 
lefinite  increase,  and  the  whole  of  each  has  at  all  times  been 
easily  ascertainable.  This  was  not  confusion,  and  the  separate 
interestB  did  not  lose  their  identity  as  such^ 
The  judgment  is  afSrmed. 

Fullerton,  C.  J.,  and  Mount,  Anders  and  Dunbar,  JJ.,  con- 
cur. 


Profits  Produced  hy  the  Skill  and  Labor  of  a  Married  woman  in  the 
use  of  lier  separate  estate  while  living  with  her  hnsband  are  a 
'psTt  of  snch  estate,  and  not  earnings  belonging  to  him:  Trapnell  v. 
Conklyn,  37  W.  Va.  242,  38  Am.  St.  Rep.  30,  16  8.  E.  570.  See,  too, 
Parrett  ▼.  Palmer,  S  Ind.  App.  356.  52  Am.  St.  Rep.  479,  35  N.  E.  713. 

A  Husband  and  Wife  may  he  Partners  in  many  of  the  American 
commoniprealths:  Hoaglin  v.  Henderson  &  Co.,  119  Iowa,  720,  97  Am. 
St.  Rep.  afe,  94  N.  W.  247;  Burney  v.  Savannah  Grocery  Co.,  98  Ga. 
711,  58  Am.  St.  Bep.  342,  25  S.  E.  915.  See,  however,  Gilkerson-Sloss 
Commissian  Co.  y.  Salinger,  56  Ark.  294,  35  Am.  St.  Rep.  105,  19  8. 
W.  747,  16  L.  E.  A.  526;  Board  of  Trade  v.  Hay  den,  4  Wash.  263, 
80  Pae.  87,  82  Pae.  224,  16  L.  B.  A.  530,  31  Am.  St,  Bep,  919,  and 
note. 


ABBOTT  T.  THORNS. 

[34  Wash.  692,  76  Pac.  302.] 

APPEUCiATE  FBAOTIOE.— -In  a  case  tried  and  determined 
upon  the  merits,  the  plaintiff,  as  the  preyailing  party,  may  raise  the 
objection  npon  appeal  that  the  action  cannot  be  maintained  in  any 
eyent.     (p.  1022.) 

MAUOIOUS  PBOSECUnON  of  OlvU  Action.— An  action  will 
not  lie  for  the  prosecution  of  a  ciyil  action  with  malice  and  without 
probable  cause,  when  there  has  been  no  arrest  of  the  person,  or  at- 
tachment of  the  property  of  the  defendant,  and  no  special  injury 
sustained  which  would  not  necessarily  result  in  all  prosecutions  for 
like  causes  of  action,     (pp.  1022,  1023.) 

Stile  &  Boolittle,  for  the  appellant 

Bogle  &  Richardson  and  Bates  &  Murray,  for  the  respondents. 

•®'  DUNBAE,  J.  This  is  an  action  by  appellant  against 
the  respondents  for  a  conspiracy  to  maliciously  prosecute.  The 
wition  is  based  upon  allegations  set  forth  in  the  case  entitled. 
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'T?.  B.  Deming,  plaintiff,  v.  Pacific  Investment  Co.,  J.  H.  Eas- 
terday,  T.  0.  Abbott,  L.  E.  Wheeler,  Commercial  Investment 
Co.,  National  Bank  of  Commerce  of  Tacoma,  and  M.  J.  Adams, 
defendants.*'  This  case  came  to  this  court  nnder  the  title  of 
'TV^illiam  H.  Opie,  as  administrator,  respondent,  v-  Pacific  In- 
vestment Co.  et  al.,  appellants,*'  reported  in  26  Wash.  505,  67 
Pac.  231,  56  L.  E.  A.  778,  a  judgment  of  reversal  having  been 
obtained  in  this  court  by  the  appellant  in  the  case  at  bar,  and 
the  allegations  which  the  appellant  claims  were  malicious  haTing 
been  found  by  this  court  not  to  be  true.  The  cause  proceeded 
to  trial,  and  upon  the  conclusion  thereof  the  respondents  re- 
quested the  court  for  a  peremptory  instruction  to  the  jury  for 
a  verdict  in  their  behalf,  which  was  granted.  The  ground  upon 
which  the  motion  was  granted  it  is  not  necessary  to  discuss,  un- 
der our  view  of  subsequent  questions,  which  are  determinative 
of  the  case. 

A  great  many  questions  are  presented  by  the  record  and  in 
the  briefs  of  counsel,  but  preliminary  to  all  others  is  the  ques- 
tion whether  or  not  this  case  can  be  maintained.  It  is  insisted 
by  the  appellant  that  this  question  cannot  be  raised  by  the  re- 
spondents, inasmuch  as  they  prevailed  in  the  court  below;  but 
it  is  too  evident  for  discussion  that  it  would  be  a  foolish  pro- 
ceeding, 9n  the  part  of  this  court,  to  reverse  a  case  and  send  it 
back  for  a  new  trial,  when  it  would  finally  have  to  be  determined 
that  the  action  would  not  lie;  and  the  view  we  take  of  this 
question  renders  a  discussion  of  the  other  proceedings  involved 
unnecessary.  On  the  main  question,  whether  ®®*  an  action  for 
malicious  prosecution  will  lie  where  there  is  no  arrest  of  the 
person  or  attachment  of  the  property,  there  is  some  conflict  of 
authority,  and  it  has  been  held  by  Judge  Hanford,  in  Wade  v. 
National  Bank  of  Commerce,  114  Fed.  377,  that  such  an  action 
would  lie.  Also,  in  McCormick  Harvester  Mach.  Co.  v.  Willan, 
63  Neb.  391,  93  Am.  St.  Eep.  449,  88  N.  W;  497,  56  L.  R.  A. 
338,  a  Nebraska  case,  the  contrary  rule  announced  in  Rice  v. 
Day,  34  Neb.  100,  61  N.  W.  464,  was  practically  overruled. 

The  leading  case  sustaining  this  doctrine  is  Kolka  v.  Jones, 
6  N.  Dak.  461,  66  Am.  St.  Rep.  615,  71  N.  W.  558,  where  the 
doctrine  was  announced  that,  for  the  malicious  prosecution  of 
a  civil  action  without  probable  cause,  plaintiff  was  answerable 
to  the  defendant,  though  the  latter  waa  not  arrested  nor  his 
rights  interfered  with  in  any  manner.  This  is  a  North  Dakota 
case,  and  presents  that  view  of  the  law  very  forcibly  and  clearly, 
and  the  conflicting  cases  are  discussed  with  great  precision  and 
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power.      But^  notwithstanding  the  able  opinion  in  this  case,  we 
are  forced  to  the  conclusion,  from  an  investigation  of  authori- 
ties and    a  consideration  of  the  principles  involved,  that  the 
contrary  doctrine  is  well  established,  and  that  an  action  will  not 
lie  for  the  prosecution  of  a  civil  action  with  malice  and  without 
probable  cause,  when  there  has  been  no  arrest  of  the  person  or 
attaclinient  of  the  property  of  the  defendant,  and  no  special  in- 
jury sustained,  or  injury  which  is  not  the  necessary  result  in 
sach  suits.    And  this  doctrine  we  think  is  sustained,  not  only 
by  the  overwhelming  weight  of  numerical  authority,  but  by  the 
overwhelming  weight  of  reason. 

The  right  of  free  allegations  in  a  pleading  has  always  been 
considered  privileged.    Courts  are  instituted  to  grant  relief  to 
litigants,  and  are  open  to  all  who  seek  remedies  ®®*^  for  injuries 
sustained;  and  unnecessary  restraint,  and  fear  of  disastrous  re- 
sults in  some  succeeding  litigation,  ought  not  to  hamper  the 
litigant  or  intimidate  him  from  fully  and  fearlessly  presenting 
his  case.     If  the  charges  prove  to  be  unfounded,  costs  have  been 
prescribed  by  the  legislature  as  the  measure  of  damages.    Prior 
to  the  time  when  costs  were  allowed  to  the  prevailing  party, 
there  was  more  reason  for  sustaining  actions  on  the  case;  and, 
as  a  rule,  the  costs  and  expenses  incident  to  an  unsuccessful  law- 
suit will  be  sufficient  to  restrain  actions  which  are  founded 
purely  on  malice.     While  it  is  no  doubt  true  that,  in  some  in- 
stances^ the  peril  of  costs  is  not  a  sufficient  restraint,  and  the 
recovery  of  costs  is  not  an  adequate  compensation  for  the  ex- 
penses and  annoyances  incident  to  the  defense  of  a  suit,  yet  all 
who  indulge  in  litigation  are  necessarily  subject  to  burdens  the 
exact  weight  of  which  cannot  be  calculated  in  advance,  and  a 
rule  must  be  established  which,  as  a  whole,  is  the  most  wholesome 
in  its  effect,  and  accords  in  the  greatest  degree  with  public 
policy.     If  the  rule  were  established  that  an  action  could  be 
maintained  simply  upon  the  failure  of  a  plaintiff  to  substantiate 
the  allegations  of  his  complaint  in  the  original  action,  litigation 
would  become  interminable,  and  the  failure  of  one  suit,  instead 
of  ending  litigation,  which  is  the  policy  of  the  law,  would  be  a 
precursor  of  another;  and,  if  that  suit  perchance  should  fail, 
it  would  establish  the  basis  for  still  another.     For  the  failure 
to  establish  the  fact  alleged  that  an  allegation  in  the  original 
complaint  was  malicious,  might  well  warrant  the  conclusion  that 
the  allegation  in  the  second  case,  charging  malice  in  the  al- 
legations of  the  first  action^  was  malicious,  and  so   on  .ad 
infinitum* 


1024  Amebican  State  Beportb,  Vol.  lOL  [WaA. 

In  Weianore  ▼.  Mdlinger,  64  Iowa,  741,  ^^  52  Am.  Bcp. 
465,  18  N.  W.  870,  it  was  held  that  no  addon  would  lie  for  the 
recovery  of  the  damages  BiiBtained  by  the  institution  and  pme- 
cution  of  a  civil  action  of  malice,  and  without  probable  caiue, 
when  there  had  been  no  arrest  of  the  person  nor  seizme  of  the 
property  of  the  defendant,  and  no  special  injury  sustained  wbiA 
would  not  necessarily  result  in  all  prosecutions  for  like  causes 
of  action.  In  that  case,  in  the  argument,  it  was  said :  *r[f  an  ac- 
tion may  be  maintained  against  a  plaintiff  for  tiie  malidoiiB 
prosecution  of  a  suit  without  probable  cause,  why  diould  not  a 
right  of  action  accrue  against  a  defendant  who  defends  without 
probable  cause  and  with  malice?  The  doctrine  surely  tesaAs  to 
discourage  vexatious  litigation,  rather  than  to  promote  if 

It  seems  to  us  that  there  is  much  common  sense  in  this  ob- 
servation, for  the  affirmative  allegations  of  an  answer  are  as 
liable  to  contain  malicious  statements  as  the  affirmative  allega- 
tions of  a  complaint;  and  the  result  would  be,  if  the  doctrine 
contended  for  were  upheld  to  its  logical  conclusion,  that  the 
plaintiff  in  an  action  would  be  entitled  to  damages  for  the  nn- 
supported  allegations  of  an  answer;  for  there  is  as  much  pub- 
licity given  to  an  answer  in  an  action  as  there  is  to  a  complaint, 
and  damages  in  one  case  would  be  just  as  liable  to  be  incurred 
as  in  the  other.  The  same  rule  is  announced  in  Smith  v.  Hint- 
rager,  67  Iowa,  109,  24  N.  W.  744,  and  in  McNamee  v.  Minke, 
49  Md.  122,  where  the  court,  in  summing  up  an  argument  which 
holds  that  the  action  will  not  lie,  says :  "Otherwise,  parties  would 
be  constantly  involved  in  litigaition,  trying  over  cases  that  may 
have  failed,  upon  the  mere  allegation  of  false  and  malicious 
prosecution." 

In  Mayer  v.  Walter,  64  Pa.  St.  283,  it  is  said :  ''But  for  this 
rule,  the  termination  of  one  suit  would  be,  in  a  multitude  of  in- 
stances, the  signal  for  the  institution  ^"^  of  another,  in  which 
the  parties  would  be  reversed ;  and  the  process  might  be  renewed 
indefinitely,  in  contravention  of  the  maxim  'Interest  reipublicae 
ut  sit  finis  litium.' " 

It  was  decided  in  Bitz  v.  Meyer,  40  N.  J.  L.  252,  29  Am.  Eep. 
233,  that  a  civil  action,  in  all  its  parts,  is  a  claim  of  right, 
and  is  pursued  only  at  the  peril  of  costs,  if  not  sustained,  sub- 
ject to  the  qualifications  that  the  defendant  has  been  arrested 
without  cause  and  deprived  of  his  liberty,  or  made  to  suffer  other 
special  grievances.  The  same  doctrine  is  specifically  announced 
in  Supreme  Lodge  etc.  v.  Unverzagt,  76  Md.  104,  24  AtL  323; 
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Potto  ▼.  Imlay,  4  N.  J.  L.  330,  7  Am.  Dec.  603;  Terry  ▼.  Davis, 

114  N.  C.  27, 18  S.  E.  943;  Mitchell  v.  Southwestern  E.  E.  Co., 

76  Ga.  398;  Gorton  v.  Brown,  27  IlL  489,  81  Am.  Dec  246; 

Smith  ▼.  Michigan  Buggy  Co.,  176  111.  619,  67  Am.  St.  Sep. 

242,  61  N.  E.  669;  Cincinnati  Daily  Tribune  Co.  ▼.  Bruck,  61 

Ohio  St.  489,  76  Am.  St.  Sep.  433,  66  N.  E.  198 ;  Ely  v.  Davis, 

111  N.  O.  24,  16  S.  E.  878;  Luby  v.  Bennett,  111  Wis.  613,  87 

Am.  St  Sep.  897,  87  N.  W.  804,  66  L.  E.  A.  261 ;  Tunstall  v. 

Clifton  (Tex.  Civ.  App.),  49  S.  W.  244;  McCord-CoUins  Co.  v. 

Levi^  21  Tex.  Civ.  App.  109,  60  S.  W.  606;  and  many  other 

cases,  a  tabulated  statement  of  which  would  not  be  of  assistance. 

But,  in  addition  to  outside  authority,  this  court  has  spoken 
with  no  uncertain  sound  on  this  subject,  and  in  a  case  brought 
\yy  the  parties  to  this  action  in  Abbott  v.  National  Bank  of  Com- 
merce, 20  Wash.  662,  66  Pac  876,  it  was  held  that  allegations 
contained  in  pleadings  filed  in  a  court  of  competent  jurisdiction 
are  absolutely  privileged,  where  they  are  relevant  and  pertinent 
to  the  cause,  regardless  of  their  falsity  or  maUciousnees.    In  the 
discuBsion  ^^  of  this  case  it  was  said  by  the  writer  of  the  opin- 
ion, Jndge  Gordon:  ''We  think  it  requires  no  argument  to  dem- 
onstrate that  the  words  complained  of  were  pertinent  and  ma- 
terial to  the  cause,  and  the  question  to  be  determined  is,  Were 
they  absolutely  privileged,  regardless  of  whether  they  were  true 
or  false,  used  maliciously  or  in  good  faith?    The  doctrine  of 
privil^ed  communications  rests  upon  public  policy,  'which  looks 
to  the  free  and  unfettered  administration  of  justice,  though,  as 
an  incidental  result,  it  may,  in  some  instances,  afford  an  im- 
munity to  tiie  evil-disposed  and  malignant  slanderer*  [citing 
Bartlett  v.  Cfaristhilf,  69  Md.  219,  14  AtL  618].    It  cannot  be 
doubted  that  it  is  a  privilege  liable  to  be  abused,  and  its  abuse 
may  lead  to  great  hardships;  but  to  give  legal  sanction  to  such 
suits  as  the  present  would,  we  think,  give  rise  to  far  greater 
hardshipa'' 

It  is  true  that  this  was  an  action  for  libel,  but  the  principle 
involved  is  exactly  the  same  as  is  inrolved  in  this  case,  although 
the  form  of  the  action  was  slightly  different.  Also,  in  Seattle 
Crockery  Co.  v.  Haley,  6  Wash.  302,  36  Am.  Si  Bep.  166,  33 
Pac.  660,  it  was  said  by  Judge  Stiles,  who  wrote  the  opinion: 
''While  tiie  issuance  of  an  attachment  may  do  iajury  to  this 
mercantile  character  and  credit  of  a  debtor,  it  is,  in  thai  respect, 
not  different  from  other  judicial  proceedings.  If  the  all^ations 
of  the  affidavit  are  in  one  case  libelous,  and  tend  to  break  down 

Am.  Si.  Bep^  YoL  101-65 
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the  confidence  theretofore  reposed  in  the  defendant,  thej  are 
no  more  so  than  would  be  a  complaint  in  a  suit  for  money  ob- 
tained by  alleged  false  pretenses.  And  so  this  kind  of  injnry 
may  be  brought  about  as  effectually  where  no  property  at  all 
has  been  taken  under  the  writ  The  commencement  of  an  or- 
dinary suit  upon  a  promissoiy  note  has  fully  as  great  a  iendoicy 
to  impair  credit  as  any  other  proceeding,  for  the  presumption 
is  that  a  business  man  will  take  care  of  his  notes  at  least,  if  he 
has  any  regard  for  his  standing  in  the  commercial  world ;  and, 
if  he  cannot  take  care  of  ^"^  them  so  that  he  has  to  be  sued, 
the  inference  most  naturally  is  that  he  ia  weak  in  resoorcea^ 
and,  therefore^  not  a  safe  person  to  credit.  But  the  note  may 
be  forged,  or  not  due^  or  paid^  or  there  may  be  counterclaims  or 
good  defenses  so  that  the  suit  is  totally  unjustifiable.  But  doea 
anyone  sue  for  damages  to  credit  growing  out  of  such  proceed- 
ings? Not  at  all,  because  they  are  privileged,  being  proceed- 
ings in  courts  oi  justice.  And  so  we  think  thia  attachment  pro- 
ceeding, and  all  iJlegations  of  fraud  made  herein,  although  they 
may  injure  the  character,  reputation  or  credit  of  the  defendant, 
are  in  the  same  way  privil^^ed,  and  not  to  be  recovered  for.'' 

It  ia  said  by  the  appellant  that  this  caae  is  not  in  point  be- 
cause it  was  simply  decisive  of  a  measure  of  damages.  But  tiia 
decision  on  the  measure  of  damages  was  based  upon  the  theory 
that  the  allegations  in  the  complaint  were  privileged,  and  that 
no  action  would  lie  for  that  reason;  and  it  would  certainly  be 
inconsistent  for  thia  court  to  hold  that  damages  to  reputation 
and  diaracter  could  be  recovered  in  an  action  where  no  attach- 
ment had  issued,  and  that  they  could  not  be  reeovered  where 
the  defendant's  property  had  been  attached,  as  in  the  case  of 
Seattle  Crockery  Go.  v.  Haley,  6  Wash.  302,  36  Am.  St  Bep. 
156,  33  Pac.  650,  just  discussed. 

We  think  the  principles  announced  by  this  court  in  the  eases 
just  cited  would  preclude  a  recovery  in  lids  cause,  and  we  are  not 
disposed  to  retreat  from  the  poeitiona  Hiere  taken.  In  this 
litigious  age,  when  speculative  lawsuits  are  rfq)idly  multiplying, 
we  think  that  considerations  of  sound  puUic  policy  will  not 
justify  courts  in  announcing  a  doctrine  which  tends  to  encourage 
this  character  of  litigation. 

The  judgment  is  affirmed. 

FuUerton^  C.  J.,  and  Hadley^  Mounts  and  Andezs,  JJ.^  con?- 
cor. 
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The  Malicious  Prosecution  of  civil  actions  is  discQssed  in  the  mono- 
grapbic  note  to  McCormick  Harvesting  Co.  v.  Willan,  93  Am.  St.  Bep. 
454-474.  A  reference  to  pages  466-469  of  this  note  will  show  the 
eonflict  of  authority  on  the  question  whether  an  action  for  the  ma- 
Heioiis  prosecution  of  a  civil  action  will  lie  when  there  has  been  no 
■eiznre  of  the  person  or  property  of  the  defendant  therein.  On  the 
malicious  prosecution  of  eriminid  char^fes,  see  the  monographie  note 
to  Bobs  ▼.  Hizon,  26  Am.  St.  Bep.  127-164. 
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AxaoB,  adyene  elaimaai  of  building  is  not  guiltj  of  in  bamingy  M 
attempt  to  eommit^  what  amonntB  to,  29. 
burning  eifeeted  through  the  agency  of  the  owner,  28, 
burning,  what  solBeient  to  eonBtitute  erime  of,  23,  24. 
eonfesaionfl  of  the  aeensed,  when  may  proye,  22. 
eorpne  delicti  of  crime  of,  how  may  be  proyed,  22. 
defenses  to  prosecutions  for,  28. 
defindtions  of,  22. 
firing  bnilding  with  intent  that  the  fire  shall  bo  eommnnieated 

to  a  dwelling,  28. 
husband  burning  building  of  his  wife,  27. 
imprisonment,  firing  place  of  for  the  purpose  of  escaping,  24^  25. 
in  the  first  degree  defined,  22,  23. 
is  an  offense  against  the  possession,  25. 
malice  is  of  the  essence  of  the  crime  of,  22. 
malice,  presumption  of,  when  should  be  indulged,  22. 
motiye  of  the  burning,  when  immaterial,  22,  28. 
occupation  of  the  building  is  an  essential  element  of  the  erime 

of,  27. 
owner  burning  building  to  obtain  insurance,  26,  27. 
owner  burning  his  own  house,  26,  27. 
statutes  relating  to  burning  of  buildings  by  occupying  tenants, 

25,26. 
statutes  relating  to  burning  of  buildings  by  owners  or  claim* 

ants,  26,  27. 
tenant  burning  building  occupied  by  him,  statutes  relating  to, 

25,  26. 
tenant  burning  building  occupied  by  him,  was  not  guilty  of  at 

the  common  law,  25. 
wife  burning  building  of  her  husband,  28« 

Bins  and  Notes,  secured  by  mortgage,  when  must  be  construed  In 
connection  with  it,  628,  629. 
seenred  by  mortgage,  when  rendered  non-negotiable  by  agree* 
meats  to  pay  taxes,  627. 
Boandaxies^  construction  of  deeds  in  which  highways  are  named  as^ 
104. 

(102D 
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Burglary,  taking  and  entering  moat  be  preyed  otherwiae  tluui  bj 
tracing  poaaeasion  of  the  atolen  property,  482. 

posaession  of  stolen  gooda,  effect  to  be  giyen  evidenea  of,  483. 

posaeeaion  of  atolen  property  aa  evidence  of  the  guilt  of  ilia 
poaaeaaor,  482,  489,  492,  493. 

Oanlara,  connecting,  baggage,  preaunption  aa  to  place  of  loaa  of  or 

injury  to,  397. 
connecting,  burden  of  proving  whera  injury  to  gooda  oeaoniad, 

393,  394. 
connecting^  injury  to  gooda,  preaumption  that  it  oecarred  whlla 

they  were  in  the  handa  of  the  laat  carrier,  393,  894b 
connecting,  injury  to  gooda,  there  ia  no  preaumption  that  it  waa 

incurred  in  the  handa  of  the  first  carrier,  392. 
connecting  intermediate,  preaumption  that  gooda  were  Injured 

while  in  the  poaaeaaion  of,  394. 
connecting^  loss  of  gooda,  where  total,  ia  preaumed  to  have  oa- 

curred  while  in  the  handa  of  the  first  carrier,  893,  890. 
connecting,  perishable  gooda,  preaumption  aa  to  place  of  loaa  of 

or  injury  to,  397. 
connecting,  presumption  aa  to  place  of   damage  to  gooda  in 

aealed  cara,  398. 
connecting,  preaumption  aa  to  place  of  loaa  of  or  injury  to  gooda, 

393-397. 
connecting,  presumption  aa  to  place  of  loss  of  or  injury  to  gooda, 

rebuttal  of,  399. 
connecting,  terminal,  presumption  that  loss  of  or  injury  to  gooda 

occurred  on  its  lines,  393-396. 
expressman,  whether  may  be  regarded  aa,  397,  398* 

Ckmfusioii  of  Ooodi^  by  accident  or  via  major,  917. 

by  an  agent  of  his  gooda  with  those  of  his  princii>a],  928. 

by  bailee  of  bailed  gooda  with  gooda  of  hia  own,  924. 

by  consent,  effect  of,  917. 

by  husband  of  his  goods  with  the  goods  of  hia  wife,  924i 

creditors,  rights  of,  how  affected  by,  921,  922. 

damages  for,  925. 

definitions  of,  913. 

demand,  when  necessary  to  enforcement  of  righta  in,  928b 

doctrine  of,  914. 

duty  of  aeparating  property  after,  914. 

execution  or  attachment,  levy  of  upon  the  confused  goodi^  928i 

innocent,  effect  of,  915. 

intermixture  of  cattle,  horses,  and  other  livestock,  918. 

intermixture  of  grain  and  flour,  917. 

intermixture   of  logs,  lumber   and   other  timber,  9191 
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CkNO^iUElon  of  Goods,  iatermizture  of  oil  and  gas^  920. 
intermixture  of  ore  and  mineral,  920. 
liiaitjition  upon  the  doctrine  of,  914. 
mortgagee's  rights,  effect  of  upon,  922. 

purcliasers  of  goods  wrongfully  confused,  rights  of,  921,  023. 
replevin  to  enforce  rights  in,  924. 
rule  where  the  goods  of  each  party  remain  capable  of  identiiiea* 

tion  and  separation,  915. 
tenancy  in  common,  when  created  by,  917. 
tbird  persons,  how  affected  by,  920. 

-wbat  intermixture  of  property  does  not  create,  918,  914. 
"wbere  each  party  can  show  the  value  of  his  property,  916. 
-where  the  property  is  of  equal  and  uniform  value,  916. 
willful  or  tortious,  effect  of,  915. 
Oonstitntlonal  Law,  sales  in  bulk,  statutes  requiring  notice  to  b« 

given  of,  986. 
Ooimtlea,  nature  and  character  of,  154. 

status  as  representing  the  state  or  sovereign,  162. 
statutes  of  limitation,  whether  run  against,  154-156. 
suits  against  could  not  be  maintained  at  the  common  law,  154. 
OrJTnlnal  Law.    See  Arson;  Burglary;  Larceny;  Possession  of  Stolen 
Property. 

1>aiaage8,  exemplary,  corporations,  liability  of  to,  734,  735* 
exemplary,  definitions  of,  732. 
exemplary,  for  acts  of  servants  can  be  awarded  only  when  the 

act  was  within  the  scope  of  their  employment,  738. 
exemplary,  for  acts  of  servants  may  be  awarded  when  they  would 

have  been  awarded  had  the  act  been  done  by  the  master, 

737,  738. 
exemplary,  for  acts  of  servants,  upon  what  grounds  allowed, 

735,  736. 
exemplary,  for  arrest  due  to  servants,  745-748. 
exemplary,  for  assaults  made  by  servants,  760-762,  769-778. 
exemplary,  for  false  imprisonment  or  illegal  search  by  servant, 

744. 
exemplary,  for  illegal  sales  of  intoxicating  liquors  by  servants, 

750. 
exemplary,  for  insults  by  servants^  743. 
exemplary,  for  joinder  of  trespasses  with  assaults,  769-772, 
exemplary,  for  negligent  sales  of  poisons  by  servants,  765. 
exemplary,  for  publications  of  libel  by  servants,  752-754. 
exemplary,  for  trespass  on  real  property,  767. 
exemplary,  for  unchaste,  reckless  or  grossly  careless  libels,  753* 
exemplary,  for  unlawful  searches  due  to  servants,  749. 
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DamagM,  exemplary,  general  prineiples  of  law  applieabU  to^  78^ 
ezemplaiy,  nainre  of,  732. 
exemplary,  punishment,  whether  in  the  natiiro  of,  732,  738» 

Deflnitloii  of  arson,  22. 

of  conf  a|Uon  of  goods,  013. 
of  exemplary  damages,  732. 
of  search-warrants,  330. 
of  sovereignty,  158,  159* 
of  state,  160. 
of  unreasonable  search,  328. 

Brnggisli,  damages,  exemplary,  when  liable  io,  for  negligent  aets  of 
employ^  765-767. 

BaoenUon,  amendment  of,  because  of  variance  in  amounts,  555. 
amendment  of,  because  of  variance  in  names,  656. 
amendment  of,  by  aiBxing  the  seal  of  the  court,  558. 
amendment  of,  by  supplying  omitted  words  of  command,  655. 
amendment  of,  clause  of  attestation,  556. 
amendment  of,  discretion  of  the  court  to  grant  or  refuse,  560. 
amendment  of,  effect  of,  559. 
amendment  of,  effect  of  not  making,  561* 
amendment  of,  in  matters  of  form,  553. 
amendment  of,  leave  for,  when  may  be  granted  in  court  other 

than  that  in  which  the  writ  issued,  553. 
amendment  of,  leave  for  will  not  be  granted  unless  in  farther- 

ance  of  justice,  551. 
amendmen.t  of,  notice  of  application  for,  what  and  when  to  be 

given,  552,  553. 
amendment  of,  i>ersons  against  whom  may  be  authorised,  561-563. 
amendment  of,  power  of  is  inherent  in  all  eourts^  652. 
amendment  of,  power  of,  limitations  upon,  551. 
amendment  of,  practice  to  be  pursued  in  procuring,  552. 
amendment  of,  theory  upon  which  directed,  552. 
amendment  of,  time  within  which  may  be  authorized,  558. 
amendment  of,  to  conform  to  the  judgment,  554,  555. 
amendment  of,  to  supply  the  signature  of  the  clerk,  557. 
amendment  of,  when  directed  to  the  sheriff  of  one  county,  but 

delivered  to  the  sheriff  of  another,  554. 
amendment  of,  with  respect  to  the  directions  to  the  of&eer,  554. 
amendment  of,  with  respect  to  the  return  day,  556. 

Bigliways,  abandonment  or  vacation  of,  abutting  property  owners 
may  object  to,  117. 
abandonment  or  vacation  of,  rights  of  abutting  property  owners 
after,  117. 
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additional  qms  to  which  property  owners  need  not  siib- 
mity  109,  110. 
adjaeent  property  owners  nre  prima  fade  entitled  to  middle  of, 

104. 
adTeroe  poseession  of,  title  of  the  owner  of  the  fee  may  be 

deireeted  by,  105. 
abutting  property  owner   has  no  right  to  frighten  horses  npon, 

108. 
abutting  property  owner,  is  entitled  to  lateral  sopport  from,  110. 
abutting  property  owner,  rights  of  in,  106-117. 
abutting  property  owner,  right  of  to  maintain  actions  for  ob- 

stmeting,  109. 
eoTenant  of  seisin  is  not  broken  by,  105. 
deTiations  from  to  ayoid  obstructions,  etc.,  in,  property  owner 

must  submit  to^  111. 
drainage,  abutting  property  owner  may  use  for  the  purposes  of, 

116. 
easements  which  the  public  has  In,  105. 

ejectment  by  abutting  property  owners  for  lands  coyered  by,  117. 
freehold  of,  in  whom  remains,  103,  104. 
gates  across,  right  of  land  owners  to  maintain,  108. 
grants  of  land  as  bounded  by,  construction  of,  104. 
grass  growing  in  belongs  to  the  owner  of  the  abutting  property, 

111. 
Injunction  to  protect  rights  of  abutting  property  owners  in,  117. 
minerals  in  belong  to  the  owners  of  the  abutting  property.  111. 
nuisances  in,  soits  by  abutting  property  owners  to  abate,  118. 
nuisances  in,  which  an  abutting  property  owner  has  the  right  to 

abate,  110. 
obstructions  upon,  remedy  of  property  owners  for,  109,  110. 
obstructions  upon,  rights  of  property  owners  to  remove,  109. 
ownership  in  property  covered  by  which  is  retained  by  the  land 

owiMcr,  103. 
ownership  of  the  public  in  the  lands  coyered  by,  103* 
pasturage  of  stock  upon,  who  entitled  to,  112. 
private  persons  may  not  use  for  private  purposes  against  the 

will  of  the  owner  of  the  fee,  105,  100. 
private  purposes,  extent  to  which  land  owner  may  apply  to,  107. 
remedies   of  abutting  property  owners  for  invasion   of  their 

rights  in,  117,  118. 
rights  in  of  the  owner  of  the  land  covered  by,  100. 
servitudes,  additional  upon,  what  are,  110. 
soil,  gravel,  etc.,  right  of  the  public  to  use,  116. 
timber  on,  right  of  the  public  to  use,  116» 
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Wifpammn  tt^m  a&d  ikratNi,  rif^  of  abnttiiig  pr^partj 

plant  in,  113; 
tram  and  ahmlM  iipOB|  duuc^  for  entiing  of  by  rvad  0Tmt9eeng 

113. 
trees  and  thmbi  upon,  rifbt  of  Megraph  aad  teleplioBe  eorpoi^ 

tions  to  trim,  112,  113. 
trees  and  shrubs  upon,  title  to  is  la  the  abutting  property  own- 
ers, 112. 
trespass,  action  of  by  abutting  property  owners  for  injuries  to 

property  in,  117. 
treqwssers  on  property  eovered  by,  remedy  of  the  land  owner 

for,  105. 
watercourses,  abutting  property  owners  should  not  be  sltut  oif 

from  by,  114,  115. 
waters  in,  right  to  the  use  of,  114. 

Laxceoy,  possession  of  recently  stolen  property  as  eyidence  of,  482, 

485,  492. 
Ubd,  damages,  exemplary  for  though  due  to  the  aet  of  a  servant, 
753-760. 

malice  in  publication  of,  when  imputed  to  the  proprietor  of 
a  newspaper,  758. 

retraction  of,  refusal  to  publish,  758,  759. 
Usiitation  of  Actions^  adoption  by  courts  of  equity  of  statutes  re- 
lating to,  146. 

applies  in  favor  of  the  state  or  goyemment,  149. 

construction    of   statutes   of   affecting   states   or  goyemmental 
bodies,  166169. 

counties,  whether  subject  to  statutes  imposing,  154,  156. 

difference  between  and  the  doctrine  of  laches,  146w 

foreign  governments,  whether  bound  by  statutes  imposing,  158. 

general  words  in  do  not  apply  to  the  goyemment  nor  to  gOTcra- 
mental  agencies,  166,  167. 

in  actions  by  the  state  to  protect  private  rights,  172. 

in  actions  by  the  TTnited  States  on  claims  assigned  to  it,  183;. 

in  actions  on  of&eial  bonds,  186,  187. 

in  actions  to  recover  public  funds,  185. 

in  actions  to  recover  taxes,  assessments,  etc.,  185. 

in  actions  where  the  TTnited  States   does  not  sue  for  a  govern- 
mental right,  181,  183. 

in  actions  where  the  United  States  is  a  nominal,  but  not  a  real, 
party  in  interest,  170. 

in  quo  warranto  proceedings,  187. 

in  suits  by  municipal  corporations  to  recover  taxes,  180. 

in  suits  by  the  sovereign  based  on  ordinary  business  transac- 
tions, 184. 
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JUmitatloii  of  Actiona^  in  niits  to  esolieat  property,  188. 
in    Buita  to  restrain  publie  nuisanees,  187. 
in  suits  to  set  aside  patents  to  public  lands,  187. 
maxim,  *  *  Nullum  tmnpu«  oecurrit  regi, ' '  purposes  of,  14JB^  147. 
municipal   corporations,   whether   bound   by   statutes   imposing^ 

157. 
municipal  corporations,  whether  affected  bj  when  assuming  to 

protect  a  public  right,  157,  175-177. 
nature  and  purposes  of  statutes  respectingy  145. 
school  boards  and  school  districts,  whether  subject  to  statutes 

imposing,  156. 
reasons  for  not  applying  against  the  king  or  goyernment,  148. 
states  are  not  bound  by  statutes  imposing,  147,  148,  152. 
states,  governmental  bodies  or  agencies  which  represent,  161-164. 
states,  statutes  expressly  applying  to,  what  rights  affected  by, 

160,  164. 
states,  statutes  imposing,  when  deemed  applicable  to,  164. 
statutes  of,  what  necessary  to  make  applicable  to  the  state  or 

the  United  States,  164. 
statutes  respecting  affect  the  remedy  only,  145. 
streets,  whether  apply  to  actions  to  recover  possession  of,  169. 
United  States,  state  statutes  imposing  do  not  apply  to  actions 
by,  151,  152,  165. 

3iaster  and  Servant,  acts  of  servant,  when  deemed  to  be  In  the  course 

of  his  employment,  738,  739. 
definitions  of  servant,  734. 

difference  between  corporations  and  natural  persons  as,  734,  735. 
exemplary  damages  against  masters  for  arrest  by  servants,  745. 
exemplary  damages  against  masters  for  assaults  by  servants,  760« 

762. 
exemplary  damages  against  masters  for  collisions  in  highways 

due  to  servants,  763. 
exemplary  damages  against  masters  for  false  imprisonment  by 

servants,  744. 
exemplary  damages  against  masters  for  insults  and  indignities 

of  servants,  743. 
-exemplary  damages  against  masters  for  negligent  sales  of  poisons 

by  servants,  765. 

exemplary  damages  against  masters  for  publication  of  libel  by 
servants,  752-758. 

exemplary  damages  against  masters  for  trespass  committed  by 

servants,  767-772. 
■exemplary   damages  may  be  recovered   for  acts  of  a   servant 

where  they  could  be  recovered  for  a  like  act  of  the  master, 

737,  738. 
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JiMter  uyBL  Scrraii^  ezemplaiy  damagWi  on  what  grounds  mmj  bt 
awarded  against  the  former  for  the  a«ta  or  neglects  of  the 
latter,  785,  786. 
llabilitj  of  the  former  for  the  aeta  of  the  latter,  basie  theory  of^ 

783. 
ratifleation  by  maetere  of  sales  made  by  servants,  7S2. 
ratiSeation  by  masters  of  unauthorized  acts  of  seryants^  739. 
relation  of,  when  exists,  733,  734. 
BUadiii,  ''Nnllam  tempos  oeenrrit  regi,''  144-188. 
Municipal  Oorporatioiu,  statutes  of  limitation,  whether  applieable  to 
suits  and  actions  by,  157,  175-177. 

Hewqpaper^  libel,  liability  of  to  exemplary  damages  for  pnblishingp 
763-760. 

Partitioii,  judgment  in,  adverse  elaims  of  title  whether  may  be  de- 

teimined  by,  872,  878. 
judgment  in,  after-acquired  title,  whether  bound  by,  876,  877. 
judgment  in,  child  en  ventre  sa  mere,  whether  bound  by,  869. 
judgment  in,  claims  for  owelty  are  necessarily  settled  by,  873. 
judgment  in,  contingent  interests,  effect  of  upon,  870. 
judgment  in,  directing  sales,  effect  of  upon  rights  of  dower,  867. 
judgment  in,  dower,  effect  of  upon  inchoate  right  of,  866,  867. 
judgment  in,  effect  of,  general  rule,  864. 

judgment  in,  failure  of  title  after,  right  to  contribution  for,  874. 
judgment  in,  husband  of  cotenant,  when  bound  by,  866. 
judgment  in,  improvements,  claims  for,  when  necessarily  settled 

by,  873. 
judgment  in,  incidental  questions  which  may  be  settled  by,  873. 
judgment  in,  inchoate  interests  perfected  subsequently,  whether 

bound  by,  876,  877. 
judgment  in,  issues  or  questions  settled  and  determined  by  in 

statutory  proceedings,  871-874. 
judgment  in,  issues  or  questions  settled  by,  870. 
judgment  in,  liens,  how  affected  by,  867,  868. 
judgment  in,  liens  upon  property,  claims  for,  whether  settled  by, 

873. 
judgment  in,  none  but  parties  to  the  action  are  bound  by,  865. 
judgment  in,  nonresidents  may  be  bound  by,  865. 
judgment  in,  persons  not  in  esse,  when  and  how  bound  by,  868y 

869. 
judgment  in,  possession  only  determined  by  at  the  common  law, 

870,  871, 
judgment  in,  privies  of  the  parties  are  bound  by,  866. 
judgment  in,  purchasers  pendente  lite  are  bound  by,  866. 
judgment  in,  title  acquired  by  one  of  the  parties  pendente  lite  ir 

bound  by,  875. 
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Pmrtltl(m»  Judgment  in,  title  paramount  ie  not  affected  by,  675. 

jud^rment  in,  unknown  owners,  effect  of  proceedings  against,  6701. 
judgment  in,  warranty  of  title,  whether  implied  by,  875. 
judgment  in,  wife  of  cotenant,  when  bound  by,  866. 
sales  in,  effect  of  upon  liens  and  on  rights  of  dower,  666-868. 

Payment^  presumption  of,  whether  applies  against  a  state,  149* 

of  Stolen  Property,  as  evidence  of  guilt,  application  of  the 
doctrine  to  prosecutions  for  burglary,  482-484,  489. 
as  evidence  of  guHt,  application  of  the  doctrine  to  prosecutions 

for  larceny,  482-485. 
as  evidence  of  guilt,  application  of  the  doctrine  to  prosecutions 

for  receiving  stolen  property,  484. 
as  evidence  of  guilt,  application  of  the  doctrine  to  prosecutions 

for  robbery,  484. 
burden  of  accounting  for  in  criminal  prosecutions,  486,  486,  608. 
by  cotenant  or  associate,  520. 

eonviction,  when  sustainable  if  founded  on,  493. 

e£Fect  of  access  to  of  the  family  of  the  accused,  616-616. 

e£Fect  to  be  given  to  is  for  the  jury,  492. 

evidence  of  does  not  warrant  a  conviction  where  the  jury  ea- 
tertains  a  reasonable  doubt  of  guilt,  608. 

evidence  of  is  always  admissible,  485. 

evidence  of,  when  sufficient,  505,  506. 

explanation  of  may  create  a  reasonable  doubt,  though  not  sails- 
factory,  522. 

explanation  of,  showing  guUt  of  some  other  crime,  622. 

explanation  of,  sufficiency  of  is  for  the  jury,  503. 

explanation  of,  what  amounts  to,  520. 

false  explanation  of,  effect  of,  523. 

identification  of  the  property  or  money,  606,  507* 

inference  to  be  drawn  from  is  for  the  jury,  523* 

inference  which  may  be  drawn  from,  495. 

instructions  concerning  the  weight  of,  when  erroneous,  602,  516, 
519. 

is  a  mere  circumstance  tending  to  show  the  guUt  of  the  pos- 
sessor, 497,  498. 

is  prima  facie  evidence  of  the  guilt  of  the  possessor,  492, 

joint  possession  of,  whether  creates  an  inference  of  guilt,  673. 

lapse  of  time,  when  destroys  the  inference  arising  from,  510,  511. 

money,  rules  relating  to,  when  applicable  to,  506-510. 

must  be  exclusive  to  create  inference  of  guilt,  513,  515. 

must  be  of  property  recently  stolen  to  create  an  inference  of 
guilt,  510. 

nature  of  presumption  arising  from,  499. 
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Vatwornkm  9f  8tol<a  Pxopertj,  part  of  the  property,  poiseesiaiL  o^ 

whether  ereatee  inf  erenee  of  guilt  as  to  the  whole,  518,  519. 
pzetnmption  ariaing  from  ie  not  one  of  law,  bat  of  f aet^  488,  496L. 
presumption  of  guilt  arising  from  unexplained,  486-490. 
presomption  of  guiU  arising  from,  when  becomes  eoneluslTe^ 

490,  491. 
presumption  of  innoeence,  when  outweighs  presumption  of  goUt 

arising  from,  494. 
rebuttal  of  the  inference  arising  from,  492. 
reeent,  what  is  meant  bj  in  the  law  applicable  to,  511. 
reputation  of  the  accused  in  rebutting  the  presumption  miiaing^ 

from,  504. 
weight  to  be  attached  to  evidence  of,  498. 
what  constitutes,  609. 
where  others  have  had  equal  access  to  the  place  of  deposit,  614^ 

516. 
Presomptlon  as  to  the  place  of  loss  of  or  injury  to  goods  aa  betweea 

connecting  earners,  393-399. 
of  guilt  arising  from  the  unexplained  possession  of  reeentlj 

stolen  property,  486-490. 

Quo  Warranto,  statutes  of  limitation,  whether  applieaUe  to  proceed- 
ings in,  187. 

BaeelTlng  Stolen  Property,  possession  of  stolen  property  as  evidenee 

of  the  guilt  of  the  possessor,  484. 
Bobbery,  possession  of  stolen  property  as  evidence  of  the  guilt  of  the 

possessor,  482. 

8eaz€h  of  Premises  of  Prirata  Peraoa^  eonatitstional  gaannties 

against,  328,  829. 
goods  to  be  searched  for  must  be  described  in  a  search-warranty 

332. 
not  in  aid  of  the  administration  of  Justice,  329. 
policemen  have  no  authority  to  make  without  a  warrant,  830. 
power  to  inspect  does  not  include  power  to  search,  830. 
provisions  of  the  constitution  of  the  United  States  coneeming 

do  not  apply  to  states,  329. 
right  of  exemption  from  is  not  dependent  upon  eonstituiiona] 

provisions,  329. 
search-warrants,  when  sufficient  to  authorise,  330-838, 
trespass,  action  of  for  wrongful,  334. 
unreasonable  defined,  328. 

violation  of  right  of  exemption  from,  what  is^  829t, 
warrant  necessary  to  authorize,  329,  330. 
warrant  of  arrest,  whether  authorises,  334. 
where  a  person  is  accused  of  crime,  329. 
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Beazcli-iiTaznuits    are  not  available  in  eivil  proceedings,  830. 
definitions  of,  330. 

Ifoods  to  be  searched  for,  description  of  in,  331,  332. 
justification  nnder,  833,  334. 
liability  of  persons  suing  out,  333,  334. 
malicious  prosecution  of  proceedings  for,  332,  833. 
necessity  of,  to  authorize  a  search  of  private  premises,  829|  830. 
place  to  be  searched,  description  of,  when  sufficient,  331. 
place  to  be  searched   must  be  described  in,  331« 
premises  which  may  be  searched  under,  331,  332. 
statutes  authorizing,  330,  331. 

warrant  of  arrest,  when  answers  the  purposes  of,  334. 
when  suficient  to  authorize  a  search  of  private  premiseSi  831« 
Sorereignty,  definitions  of,  168,  159. 

in  w^hom  vests,  159. 
States^  acquiescence  by  in  the  exercise  of  a  right,  effect  of,  158. 

geneiral  words  in  a  statute  of  limitations  will  not  be  held  ap* 

pUcable  to,  166-169. 
governmental  bodies  which  represent  and  are  therefore  not  sab- 

ject  to  the  statute  of  limitations,  161,  162. 
laches  are  not  imputable  to,  148,  153. 
limitation,  statutes  of  do  not  run  against,  148,  152. 
limitation,  statutes  of  operate  in  favor  of,  149. 
limitation,  statutes  of,  whether  may  create  presumption  of  pay- 
ment against^  149. 

Taxation,  due  process  of  law,  what  proceedings  in  aid  of  may  be  pro- 
vided without  impairing  the  right  to,  606. 

judicial  proceedings  in  aid  of,  what  may  be  authorized,  606,  607. 

proceedings  in  rem  for  the  enforcement  of  tax  lien  or  title,  607. 
Tenancy  in  Oommon,  confusion  of  goods,  when  created  by,  917, 

United  States^  assignment  to  of  a  debt  barred  by  the  statute  of 

limitations,  183. 
laches  cannot  be  imputed  to,  182. 
limitation  of  actions  by  when  not  suing  for  a  public  right,  181- 

183. 
limitation,  statutes  of  in  actions  where  it  is  a  nominal  plaintiff 

and  not  the  real  party  in  interest,  171. 
limitation^  statutes  of,  what  language  make  applicable  against, 

164. 
statutes  of  limitation  do  not  affect  claims  of,  161. 
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AOOOBD  AND  SATISFACTION. 

AOOOBD  ANB  SATISFACTION^  Payment  In  Pait,  When 
Axnonnts  to. — The  acceptance  from  an  insolvent  debtor  of  part  paj- 
ment  in  ^11  satiBfaetion  of  a  claim  is  founded  on  such  a  eonsidera- 
tion  th&t  the  entire  debt  ia  discharged.  (Iowa.)  Engbretaon  T* 
BeiberUn^,  279. 

ACCRETION  AND  RELICTION. 

See  Waters  and  Watercourses,  4,  5. 

ADBilNISTBATOBS. 
Bee  Executors  and  Administrator!. 

ADOPTION. 

PARENT  AND  CHILD— Adopted  Children.— Next  of  Sin  of  an 
adopted  child  is  the  next  of  kin  by  blood  and  not  the  adopting  parent, 
under  a  statute  concerning  adoption  which  wholly  fails  to  bestow 
upon  the  adopting  parent  any  right  to  inherit  the  estate  of  the 
adopted  child.  (N.  J.  L.)  Heidecamp  t.  Jersey  C^ty  etc  By.  Co., 
707. 

ADVERSE  POSSESSION. 

RFiMATNDKRMFiN — Ouster  of— Adverse  Possession.— If  life 
tenants  and  part  of  the  remaindermen  join  in  a  warranty  deed,  and 
the  grantee  enters  into  possession  thereunder  and  continues  such 
.possession  for  the  statutory  period  of  limitation,  paying  taxes  and 
making  improvements,  without  knowledge  of  any  defect  in  the  title, 
which  defect  is  known  to  the  remaindermen  not  joining  in  the  con- 
veyance, this  amounts  to  an  ouster  of  the  latter  which  ripens  into 
a  title  by  adverse  possession.     (Iowa.)     Crawford  v.  Meis,  837. 

AFFIDAVITS. 

1.  AFFIDAVIT. — ^Where  Statements  in  an  Affidavit  are  made  posi- 
tively and  directly,  an  additional  statement  that  affiant  believes 
them  to  be  true,  does  not  detract  therefrom.  (Neb.)  Leigh  v.  Green, 
592. 

2.  AFFIDAVIT— Information  and  Belief.— Where  a  showing  by 
affidavit  is  required  as  to  facts  which  are  necessarily  matters  of  in- 
formation and  belief,  an  affidavit  on  information  and  belief  is  suffi- 
cient.   (Neb.)    Leigh  v.  Green,  592. 

AOENCT. 

Bee  Principal  and  Agent. 
Am,  8t.  B«p.,  YoL  101-66  (1041) 
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APPEAL  Ain>  EBBOS. 

Time,  Bond  and  Notice  of  AppeaU 

1.  APPEAIi  AKD  EBBOS.— Tlie  Failare  to  Perfoet  an  Appeal  U 

the  Tenn  specified  in  the  notice  doee  not  entitle  the  respondent  to 
a  diBmissal,  nor  prevent  the  notice  from  being  operative  to  give 
the  appellate  court  jurisdiction.     (Iowa.)     Hoff  v.  Shoeklej,  289. 

2.  APPEUiATE  PBAOnOE— Notice  of  AppeaL— If  the  bill  of 

exceptions  recites  service  of  notice  of  appeal  upon  counsel  for  the 
respondent  and  his  acknowledgment  thereof,  a  contention  that  ser- 
vice of  such  notice  does  not  appear  from  the  record  is  without  merit. 
(Mont.)     Porter  v.  Plymouth  Gold  Hin.  Co.,  569. 

3.  APPEUATB   PBACTIOB — ^Notice   of   AppeaL — ^A  contention 

that  the  record  does  not  contain  the  notice  of  appeal  and  judgment- 
roll  properly  certified  is  without  merit,  if  the  appellant  has  procured 
a  new  certificate  from  the  clerk  of  the  lower  court,  reciting  that 
the  record  contains  ''full,  true  and  correct"  copies  of  the  judgment- 
roll  and  notice  of  appeal,  to  which  no  objection  is  made.  (Mont.; 
Porter  v.  Plymouth  Gold  Min.  Co.,  569. 

4.  APPEIiIATE  PBACnOE — State  as  Appellant— Appeal  Bond. 
If  the  probate  court,  in  the  settlement  of  a  decedent's  estate,  de- 
cides the  liability  of  a  devise,  legacy,  bequest  or  inheritance  to  pay 
a  collateral  inheritance  tax  as  provided  by  statute,  an  appeal  may 
be  taken  from  such  judgment  as  authorized  by  statute,  and  if  the 
state  takes  such  appeal,  it  may  be  done  without  giving  an  appeal 
bond  or  filing  a  written  notice  of  intention  to  appeaL  (Ohio  St.) 
Humphreys  v.  State,  888. 

Review  of  Questione, 

5.  APPELLATE  PBAOTIOE— Bevlew  of  Demvxw.— The  com* 
plaint,  the  demurrer,  and  the  judgment  of  the  court  on  the  demurrer, 
constitute  a  part  of  the  record  proper,  and  such  judgment  is  review- 
able without  exception,  but  a  motion  for  a  new  trial  relates  to  matters 
only  that  are  preserved  by  the  bill  of  exceptions.  (Mo.)  Jones  v. 
Kansas  City  etc.  B.  B.  Co.,  434. 

d.  APPEIJiATE  PBAOTIOE— Disposal  Of  Demurrer.— If  a  de- 
murrer to  a  complaint  has  been  sustained,  on  the  ground  that  the 
complaint  does  not  state  a  cause  of  action,  the  judgment  entered  there- 
on must  be  sustained  on  appeal,  if  the  appellate  court  concludes  that 
such  demurrer  should  have  been  sustained  on  spme  other  ground,  al- 
though such  ground  was  not  suggested  to  the'  appellate  court,  and 
although  the  lower  court  may  have  sustained  the  demurrer  for  a 
wrong  reason.     (Mont.)     Porter  v.  Plymouth  Gold  Min.  Co.,  560. 

7,  APPEIJiATB  PBAOTIOE* — ^In  a  case  tried  and  determined 
upon  the  merits,  the  plaintiff,  as  the  prevailing  party,  may  raise  the 
objection  upon  appeal  that  the  action  cannot  be  maintained  in  any 
event.     (Wash.)     Abbott  v.  Thome,  1021. 

8.  APPEAL  AlTD  EBBOB* — Wlieie  a  Surrogate  Finds  that  moneys 
deposited  in  the  names  of  A  and  B  belong  to  the  latter  only, 
and  the  appellate  division  reverses  upon  the  law,  the  court  of 
appeals  can  only  inquire  whether  there  is  evidence  in  the  record  sup- 
porting the  finding  implied  in  the  decision  of  the  surrogate,  and  if 
there  is,  the  judgment  of  the  appellate  division  should  be  reversed. 
(N.  Y.)     Matter  of  Barefield,  814. 

0.  APPEAL  AND  BBBOB^-^Tlie  BeTexsal  of  a  Decree  of  the 
Appellate  Division  by  an  order  whieh  doee  not  disclose  that  the 
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reversal   is  on  a  question  of  fact  mnst  be  presamed  to  have  beea 
upcm  a  question  of  law.     (N.  T.)     Matter  of  Bareileld,  814. 

10.  APPEAL  AND  XSBBOB^-Wliere  the  ]>eciflien  of  the  Trial 
OoQTt  does  not  separately  state  the  faets  found,  and  the  order  of 
the  appellate  division  does  not  state  that  the  reversal  is  upon  a  ques- 
tion of  fact,  it  must  be  presumed  that  all  the  facts  warranted  by 
the  evidence  and  necessary  to  support  the  judgment  were  found  by 
the  trial  court.     (N.  Y.)     Matter  of  Barefield,  814. 

Efteet  of  Reversal, 

11.  JITDOMENT— Beversal  as  Affecting  Judicial  Sale. — If  a  mort- 
gagee purchases  the  land  at  foreclosure,  and  sells  it  pending  an  ap- 
peal taken  without  a  stay  of  execution,  the  title  of  his  grantee,  who 
is  chargeable  with  notice  of  the  defeasible  title  of  his  grantor,  is 
defeated  by  a  reversid  of  the  judgment.  (Cal.)  Di  Nola  v.  Allison, 
84. 

12.  jnDaMBlVT— Berersal  as  Affecting  judicial  Sale.— The  rights 
of  one  whose  property  has  been  sold  under  a  judgment  subsequently 
reversed,  do  not  depend,  in  California,  upon  section  957  of  the  Code  of 
Civil  Procedure.  That  section  is  not  restrictive  of  his  rights,  but  is 
a  remedial  statute  to  be  liberally  construed.  (Cal.)  Di  Nola  v. 
Allison,  84. 

18.  JUDGMENT— Beversal  and  Restltation. — ^Where  a  mortgagee 
imrebases  the  land  at  foreclosure,  and  sells  it  pending  appeal,  his 
vendee  cannot,  on  the  reversal  of  the  judgment,  invoke  the  protection 
of  section  957  of  the  California  Code  of  Civil  Procedure,  which  au- 
thorises the  court  to  make  restitution  so  far  as  is  consistent  with  the 
protection  of  a  purchaser  ''at  a  sale  ordered  by  the  judgment.'' 
(GaL)     Di  Nola  v.  Allison,  84. 

14.  JUDGMENT — Seversal  and  Bestitation. — ^If  a  mortgagee  pur- 
chases the  land  at  foreclosure,  and  sells  it  pending  appeal,  the  re- 
versal of  the  judgment  restores  the  mortgagor  to  his  original  estate, 
and  he  does  not  need  an  order  of  restitution  to  enable  him  to  assert 
his  right  thereto.  Before  the  purchaser  from  the  mortgagee  can  have 
his  title  quieted,  he  must  establish  a  title  in  himself  superior  to  thai 
of  the  mortgagor.     (Cal.)       Di  Nola  v.  Allison,  84. 

ABGUMENT  OF  OOUNSEL. 

See  Trial,  1. 

AB80N. 

ARSON  is  an  Offense  against  the  possession,  rather  than  the 
property  itself,  and  one  who  is  in  possession  under  a  lease  of  the 
building  alleged  to  have  been  burned  by  him  is  not  guilty  of  arson. 
(Ala.)     State  v.  Young,  £1. 

• 

Nete. 

Arson,  adverse  claimant  of  building  is  not  g^uilty  of  in  burning,  26L 

attempt  to  commit,  what  amounts  to,  29. 

burning  effected  through  the  agency  of  the  owner,  22, 

burning,  what  sufficient  to  constitute  crime  of,  23,  24. 

confessions  of  the  accused,  when  may  prove,  22. 

corpus  delicti  of  crime  of,  how  may  be  proyed,  22. 

defenses  to  prosecutions  forj  28. 
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▲mm,  defimtioiui  of,  22. 

firing  building  with  intent  that  the  fire  shall  be  eommonicated 

to  a  dwelling,  23. 
husband  burning  building  of  his  wife,  27, 

imprisonment,  firing  place  of  for  the  purpose  of  eseaping,  24^  25. 
in  the  first  degree  defined,  22,  23. 
is  an  offense  against  the  possession,  26. 
maliee  is  of  the  essence  of  the  erime  of,  22. 
malice,  presumption  of,  when  should  be  indulged,  28. 
motive  of  the  burning,  when  immaterial,  22,  28. 
oecupation  of  the  building  is  an  essential  element  of  the  erinM 

of,  27. 
owner  burning  building  to  obtain  insurance,  26,  27* 
owner  burning  his  own  house,  26,  27. 
statutes  relating  to  burning  of  buildings  by  oceupytng  tenanti^ 

25,  26. 

statutes  relating  to  burning  of  buildings  bj  owneiv  or  claim- 
ants, 26,  27. 
tenant  burning  building  occupied  by  him,  statutes  relating  io^ 

26,  26. 

tenant  burning  building  occupied  by  him,  was  not  guilty  of  mt 

the  common  law,  25. 
wife  burning  building  of  her  husband,  28. 

ASSIGNMENT. 

AS8IONBIBNT  OF  WAOBS  to  be  Earned  in  future  under  aa 
existing  contract  of  employment  for  an  indefinite  time  is  not  opposod 
to  public  policy,  and  is  valid  if  made  for  a  valuable  consideratioa 
and  without  fraud.     (HI.)    Mallin  ▼.  Wenham,  233. 

ASSISTANCE,  WBIT  OF. 

1.  A  WBIT  OF  ASSISTANCE  WiU  Issae  Only  Against  Parttes  to 
a  suit,  or  persons  in  privity  with  them,  who  have  been  concluded  by 
a  decree,  and  yet  refuse  to  permit  the  purchaser  at  judicial  salo 
thereunder  to  take  possession.     (Neb.)    Merrill  v.  Wright,  646. 

2.  WBIT  OF  ASSISTANCE.— ^^nestions  of  Tltlo  are  not  to  bo 

tried  on  an  application  for  a  writ  of  assistance,  as  against  persons  in 
possession  claiming  adversely  to  the  parties  and  not  bound  by  tho 
decree.     (Neb.)     Merrill  v.  Wright,  645. 

3.  WBIT  OF  ASSISTANCE.— It  is  Error  to  Award  a  writ  of 
assistance  against  one  who  entered  upon  land  pendente  lite,  claim- 
ing an  independent  title  not  derived  from,  or  in  succession  to,  any  of 
the  parties  to  the  suit  or  their  privies.  (Neb.)  Merrill  t*  Wright, 
645. 

4.  WBIT  OF  ASSISTANCE— Possession  Under  Void  Tax  Deed.— 

One  in  possession  in  good  faith  under  a  void  tax  deed  claims  by  an 
independent  title,  and  will  not  be  dispossessed  under  a  writ  of  as- 
sistance.    (Neb.)    Merrill  v.  Wright,  645. 

.    ATTACHMENT. 

1.  ATTACHMENT  cannot  be  Maintained  upon  a  complaint  which 
does  not  state  facts  sufficient  to  constitute  a  cause  of  action.  (Mont.) 
Porter  t.  Plymouth  Gold  Min.  Co.,  569. 
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2.  ATTAOHMENT.— A  Bond  Ckmditloned  to  1m  Void  if  the  prin- 
eipal  therein  performs  his  eontract,  is  not  a  contract  by  the  sureties 
for  the  "direct  payment  of  money"  within  the  meaning  of  a  statute 
ftuthorizing  an  attachment  in  an  action  upon  such  a  eontract.  (Mont.) 
Aneient  Order  of  Hibernians  v.  Sparrows,  563. 

S.  ATTAOHMEKT-— Bales. — Oayeat  Emptor  applies  to  the  pur- 
ehaser  at  a  sheriff's  sale  under  attachment,  and  he  acquires  no  greater 
title  than  the  defendant  in  attachment  had  at  the  Ume  of  the  uie. 
(Ala.)     Milner  etc.  Go.  t.  De  Loach  etc.  Co.,  63. 

Bee  Trover,  4, 


1.  BAKKBUPTOT. — ^Efleet  of  Dischargo  in  bankruptcy  Is  but  a 
pereonal  release,  and  does  not  exonerate  the  effects  of  the  debtor 
to  which  a  valid  lien  has  attached  and  which  is  not  expressly  an- 
nulled by  the  bankruptcy  statute.     (HI.)    Mallin  ▼.  Wenham,  233. 

2.  ABSIOMMENT  OF  WAOEB— Bankruptcy. — A  discharge  in 
bankruptcy  does  not  release  a  prior  assignment  of  wages  to  be  earned 
in  future,  nor  destroy  the  lien  created  by  such  assignment.  (HI.) 
Mallin  v.  Wenham,  233. 

BANEJI  ANB  BAKKINO. 

1.  BAmnKO.— HotwitliBtandlng  tlio  Deposit  of  MoneyB  Jointly 
in  the  Names  of  A  and  B,  they  may  be  proved,  by  the  testimony  of 
the  latter,  to  belong  to  him  exclusively.  (N.  T.)  Matter  of  Bare- 
Held,  814. 

2.  BAKEB  AND  BANKINQ^ — Negotiable  Instnunents— Negli- 
g«nce  of  Indorsee. — ^If  a  bank  by  mistake  informs  a  person  that  it 
holds  a  certain  sum  of  money  on  deposit  to  his  credit,  and  he 
shows  the  letter  so  informing;  to  a  third  person,  and  requests  from 
the  bank  a  draft  for  the  amount  of  the  deposit,  which,  when  re- 
ceived he  indorses  to  such  third  person,  who  pays  him  the  amount 
of  the  deposit,  as  between  such  third  person  and  the  bank  the  latter 
must  stand  tne  loss.  (Utah.)  Heavey  v.  Commercial  Nat.  Bank, 
966w 

3.  BANEB  AND  BANKING^— Wrongful  Dishonor  of  Depositor's 
Check — ^Measnre  of  Damages. — ^In  the  absence  of  malice,  oppression 
or  bad  motive,  the  wrongful*  refusal  of  a  bank  to  honor  its  deposi- 
tor's check  makes  it  liable  only  for  compensatory  damages  and  not 
for  punitive  damages,  or  damages  for  humiliation  or  mortification  of 
depositor's  feelings.     (Ky.)     American  Nat.  Bank  v.  Morey,  379. 

4.  BANK8  AND  BANKING^-Dlshonor  of  Check— Element  of 
Damage& — ^If  a  bank  wrongfully  dishonors  its  depositor's  check, 
without  malice,  the  fact  that  such  depositor  had  a  nervous  chill 
when  her  check  was  protested  and  returned,  cannot  be  considered  in 
determining  the  damages  due  her  from  such  transaction.  (Ky.) 
American  Nat.  Bank  v.  Morey,  379. 

6.  BANEB  AND  BANKING^ — ^Dishonor  of  Check— Measure  of 
Damages. — ^If  a  bank  wrongfully  dishonors  a  depositor's  check,  with- 
out malice,  the  depositor  is  entitled  to  recover  only  compensatory 
damages  for  time  lost,  expenses  incurred,  loss  of  business,  or  other 
loss  sustained  by  reason  of  the  dishonor  of  the  check.  (Ky.)  Ameri- 
can Nat.  Bank  v.  Morey,  379. 

Bee  Gifts,  5;  Forgery;  Trusts,  1. 
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See  Insurance. 

BIOTOUBS. 

Bee  HighwajSy  5. 

BILLS  AND  NOTB& 

1.  MOBTOAOE  and  Note  Should  be  Ckmstrned  Together.^ — A  note 

and  mortgage  executed  and  delivered  aa  one  transaction  will  be  con- 
strued together;  provisions  in  the  mortgage  relating  to  the  indebted* 
•ess  itself  and  attempting  to  modify  the  terms  of  the  note  will  bo 
constmed  with  the  note.    (Neb.)     Conaterdine  v.   Moore,  620. 

2.  NEGOTIABLE  IN8TBT7MENTS— Negligence  of  Drawer.— If 
the  drawer  of  a  bill  of  exchange,  draft  or  check  has  been  induced 
through  fraud  to  deliver  it  to  an  impostor,  believing  him  to  be  the 
real  person  named  therein,  and  such  impostor  negotiates  the  in* 
ctrument,  and  receives  payment  thereon  from  an  innocent  third  per- 
son, as  between  the  bona  fide  holder  and  drawer,  the  latter  must 
stand  the  loss.     (Utah.)     Heavey  v.  Commercial  Nat.  Bank,  966. 

8.    NEOOTIABI£  IN8TBXJMENTS— Indorsemeiit  In  Blanks— One 

who  indorses  a  note  in  blank  and  intrusts  it  to  another  to  fill  up 
and  have  discounted  for  the  indorser's  benefit,  is  liable  upon  it  to 
a  bona  fide  holder  for  value,  who  receives  it  before  maturity,  in  the 
usual  course  of  business,  from  the  person  to  whom  it  was  intrusted, 
notwithstanding  that  the  latter  filled  it  up  for,  and  fraudulently  con- 
verted it  to,  a  purpose  entirely  different  from  that  for  which  he 
the  sender  of  the  note.  (N.  J.  L.)  Mechanics'  Bank  v.  Charda- 
voyne,  701. 

4i  NEOOTIABI£  IN8TBXJMENTS— Indorsement  in  Blank — 
Bona  Fide  Holder* — ^If  a  bank  receives  a  note  in  the  regular  course  of 
business,  in  good  faith  and  without  notice  of  any  infirmity  in  it, 
in  payment  of  an  indebtedness  due  from  the  person  sendinj^  it,  whose 
wife  has  indorsed  it  in  blank,  and  intrusted  it  to  him  to  discount  for 
her  benefit,  the  bank  thereby  becomes  a  bona  fide  holder  of  the  note 
for  value,  and  entitled  to  protection  as  such  as  against  the  wife  of 
the  sender  of  the  note.  N.  J.  L.)  Mechsnics'  Bank  v.  Charda- 
voyne,  701. 

6.  BILIA  AND  NOTES.— Payment  to  the  Original  Payeo  of  a 
non-negotiable  note,  without  notice  of  suy  transfer  thereof,  discharges 
the  paper.     (Neb.)     Gonsterdine  v.  Moore,  620. 

Note. 

Bills  and  Notes,  secured  by  mortgage,  when  must  be  eonstmed  in 
connection  with.it,  623,  629. 
secured  by  mortgage,  when  rendered  non-negotiable  by  agree- 
ments to  pay  taxes,  627. 

See  Banks  and  Banking. 

BOUNDABIES. 

See  Waters  and  Watercourses,  4^  S. 
Note. 

BonndarieSk  construction  of  deeds  in  which  highways  are  named  ti^ 
104. 
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BXJBGIiABT. 

BUHOLART. — ^PosseBsion  of  Becently  Stolen  Ooodfl^  in  the  ab- 
•ence  ot  &  satiBfactoxy  explanation  of  the  Bource  of  such  possesaioni 
justifies  a  finding  that  the  possessor  broke  and  entered  the  building 
froiA  -which  they  were  stolen,    (Iowa.)     State  v.  Baphael,  334. 

Note. 

taking  and  entering  must  be  proved  otherwise  than  by 
tracing  possession  of  the  stolen  property,  482. 

poaseasion  of  stolen  goods,  effect  to  be  given  evidence  of,  483. 

poeeession  of  stolen  property  as  evidence  of  the  guilt  of  the 
possessor,  482,  489,  492,  493. 


Stations  and  DepoU* 

1.  RAHiBOADS— Defectlyt  Station  Platfofm. — ^A  woman  who 
goem  to  a  railway  station  in  the  evening  after  business  hours,  the 
depot  being  closed,  the  lights  extinguished,  and  the  agent  gone,  to 
ilnd  her  husband,  who  has  gone  there  to  attend  to  some  shipping, 
ftseamee  the  risk  of  the  platform  being  unsafe.  (Minn.)  SidUvan 
V.  Minneapolis   etc  By.  Co.,  414. 

2.  BAILWAT  DEPOT— Duty  to  Persons  There  Near  Train 
Time. — ^While  a  railway  company  cannot  be  expected  to  be  contin- 
nonsly  on  its  guard  as  against  loiterers  and  trespassers,  yet  it  should 
anticipate  that  its  station-house  and  depot  grounds  may  be  used  as 
a  plaee  of  meeting  b^  people  for  various  lawful  purposes  at  or  about 
the  time  of  the  arrival  and  departure  of  trams.  (Minn.)  Elug- 
herz  ▼.  Chicago  etc.  By.  Co.,  384. 

3.  BAILWAY  DEPOT— Duty  to  Persons  There— Time  as  Affect- 
ing.— ^The  time,  in  respect  to  the  arrival  of  trains,  at  which  a  person 
visits  a  depot  is  to  be  taken  into  consideration  in  determining  the 
duty  owed  him  by  the  railway  company.  But  it  is  not  possible  to 
lay  down  a  general  rule  as  to  the  limit  of  time  under  tJl  conditions 
within  which  one  shall  be  restricted  to  visit  such  premises  at  his 
peril;  it  is  a  question  of  fact  to  be  determined  according  to  the  cir- 
cumstances of  each  particular  case.  (Minn.)  Klugherz  v.  Chicago 
etc.  By.  Co.,  3S4. 

4.  BAHiWAY  STATION— Duty  to  Persons  Meeting  There. — As 

toward  one  who  goes  to  a  depot  an  hour  and  ten  minutes  before  train 
time  in  good  faith  to  meet  a  person  on  a  matter  of  business  who, 
he  believes,  will  take  the  train,  the  railway  company,  in  unloading 
a  gravel  train  near  by,  owes  the  duty  of  ordinary  care.  (Minn.) 
Klugherz  v.  Chicago  etc  By.  Co.,  384. 

Tickets. 

See  Injunctions,  3-7. 

6.  BAILBOADS — Power  to  Issne  and  Affix  Conditions  to  Special 
Tickets. — ^A  railroad  company  may  issue  special  tickets,  based  upon 
reduced  rates,  make  them  nontransferable,  and  valid  only  in  the 
hands  of  the  original  purchaser,  and  such  tickets  may  be  limited  as 
to  time,  or  as  to  occasion,  or  they  may  be  unlimited  as  to  time  or 
occasion  and  the  original  purchaser  of  such  ticket  cannot  assign 
or  transfer  it,  or  any  rights  whatever  thereunder,  to  any  third  per- 
son.    (Mo.)     Schubach  v.  McDonald,  452. 
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The  purchaser  of  a  special  railroad  ticket  at  reduced  rates,  non- 
transferable on  its  face  cannot  sell  or  transfer  it  to  a  third  per- 
son to  be  used  by  him  or  another,  and  if  he  does  the  railroad  com- 
pany may  invoke  the  aid  of  a  court  of  equity  to  cancel  the  contract 
because  of  the  fraud  thus  perpetrated,  or  if  the  ticket  is  uaed  by 
another,  it  may  sue  for  damages  for  a  breach  of  the  contract.  (MoJ) 
Schubach  ▼.  McDonald,  452. 

• 

Passffi^crs. 

7.  MEGIJOENOB. — ^Passengen  Kerer  Aflmme  the  risk  of  the  car- 
rier's  negligence.     (Mo.)    Parks  t.  St.  Louis  etc.  By.  Co.,  425. 

8.  MEGUOENOB. — ^PiMengen  Aflmme  the  Ordinary  Blska  inci- 
dent to  the  act  of  travelings  but  not  an  added  danger  caused  by  the 
negligence  of  the  carrier.  (Mo.)  Parks  t.  St.  Louis  etc  By.  Co., 
425. 

Btapjdnff  at  Crossing* 

9.  BAILWAT,  Liabilitj  of  to  Passenger  for  not  8t<»ppi]ig  at 
Orosaiiigs* — ^If  an  engineer  is  not  liable  to  a  passenger  for  not  stop- 

Sing  at  a  crossing,  as  required  by  the  code  of  Iowa,  the  corporation 
I  whose  employ  he  is  cannot  be  held  liable.    (Iowa.)    State   t. 
Chicago  etc  By.  Co.,  254. 

Connecting  Carriers, 

10.  OONNBOTINO  OABBIBBS— Prasomptlon  of  NegUgeiice.— If 
apples,  shipped  over  connecting  railroads,  were  in  good  condition 
when  accepted  by  the  first  carrier  but  damaged  by  frost  when  de- 
livered by  the  last  carrier,  the  burden  is  on  it  to  show  that  the  loos 
did  not  result  from  any  cause  for  which  it  was  responsible,  although 
the  apples  were  transported  in  through  sealed  cars.  (Minn.)  Beede 
V.  Wisconsin  Cent.  By.  Co.,  390. 

Note. 

Oarrlers,  connecting,  baggage,  presumption  as  to  place  of  loss  of  or 

injury  to,  397. 
connecting,  burden  of  proving  where  injury  to  goods  occurred, 

393,  394. 
connecting,  injury  to  goods,  presumption  that  it  occurred  while 

they  were  in  the  hands  of  the  last  carrier,  393,  394. 
connecting,  injury  to  goods,  there  is  no  presumption  that  it  was 

incurred  in  the  hands  of  the  first  carrier,  392. 
connecting  intermediate,   presumption  that  goods  were   injured 

while  in  the  possession  of,  394. 
connecting,  loss  of  goods,  where  total,  is  presumed  to  have  oc- 
curred while  in  the  hands  of  the  first  carrier,  393,  396. 
connecting,  perishable  goods,  presumption  as  to  place  of  loss  of 

or  injury  to,  397. 
connecting,   presumption   as  to   place   of   damage   to   goods   in 

sealed  cars,  398. 
connecting,  presumption  as  to  place  of  loss  of  or  injury  to  goods, 

393-397. 
connecting,  presumption  as  to  place  of  loss  of  or  injury  to  goods, 

rebuttal  of,  399. 
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eonneeting,  tenninal^  presumption  that  loss  of  or  injury  ta 
goods  oceurred  on  its  Hnes,  393-306. 
•zpressman,  whether  may  be  regarded  as,  897,  898. 

Bee  Bailroads;   Street  Bailroadt. 

OAVBAT    EMPTOR. 

See  Attachment,  8. 

CHATTEL  MOBTOAOB. 

See  Fixtures. 

OONOBALED  WBAPONa 

See  Weapons. 

OOKFIJCT  OF  LAWS. 

See  Judgments,  6-8. 

CONFUSION  OF  GOODS. 

!•  CONFUSION  OF  CK>ODS  is  the  WlUfol  and  Fraudulent  inters 
mixture  of  the  chattels  of  one  person  with  the  chattels  of  another, 
without  the  consent  of  the  latter,  in  such  a  way  that  they  cannot  be 
separated  and  distingnished.  (Pa.  St.)  Stone  y.  Karshall  Oil  Co., 
904. 

2.  CONFUSION  OF  CK>ODS— Doctrine  and  Effect. — Although 
0ueh  a  term  as  ''confusion  of  goods''  is  generally  used,  there  is  in 
tact,  properly,  no  such  doctrine  as  a  "confusion  of  goods."  There 
18  a  fact  of  confusion  of  goods,  which  if  committed  with  a  fraudu- 
lent motiye,  subjects  the  transaction  to  an  inflexible  rule,  that  the 
wrongdoer  shall  not  profit  by,  nor  the  innocent  person  suffer  from, 
the  wrong.     (Pa.  St.)     Stone  ▼.  Marshall  Oil  Co.,  904. 

3.  CONFUSION  OF  GOODS. — ^If  a  Natural  Oas  Company  fraudu- 
lently commingles  gas  from  leased  property  with  gas  from  other 
properties  under  its  control,  keeping  no  account  thereof,  it  is  bound 
to  account  to  the  owner  of  the  leasehold,  who  is  entitled  to  one-fourth 
of  the  profits  therefrom,  for  one-fourth  of  the  profits  from  the  whole 
gas  confused.     (Pa.  St.)     Stone  t.  Marshall  Oil  Co.,  904. 

Note. 

Confusion  of  Gtoods,  by  accident  or  vis  major,  917. 

by  an  agent  of  his  goods  with  those  of  his  principal,  928. 

by  bailee  of  bailed  goods  with  goods  of  his  own,  924. 

by  consent,  effect  of,  917. 

by  husband  of  his  goods  with  the  goods  of  his  wife,  924. 

creditors,  rights  of,  how  affected  by,  921,  922. 

damages  for,  925. 

definitions  of,  913. 

demand,  when  necessary  to  enforcement  of  rights  in,  925. 

doctrine  of,  914. 

duty  of  separating  property  after,  914. 

execution  or  attachment,  levy  of  upon  the  confused  goods,  922. 
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Oonfngion.  of  Good%  innoeenty  effect  of,  91S. 

intermixture  of  cattle,  horses,  and  other  llTestoel^  91S. 

intermixture  of  grain  and  flour,  917. 

intermixture   of  logs,  lumber   and  other  timber,  919. 

intermixture  of  oil  and  gas,  920. 

intermixture  of  ore  and  mineral,  920. 

limitation  upon  the  doctrine  of,  914. 

mortgagee's  rights,  effect  of  upon,  922. 

purchasers  of  goods  wrongfully  confused,  rights  of,  921,  08S. 

replevin  to  enforce  rights  in,  924. 

rule  where  the  goods  of  each  partj  lemalm  eapable  of  identiflM* 

tion  and  separation,  915. 
tenancy  in  common,  when  created  by,  917. 
third  persons,  how  affected  by,  920. 

what  intermixture  of  property  does  aot  create,  91S,  914. 
where  each  party  can  show  the  yalue  of  his  property,  918. 
where  the  property  is  of  equal  and  nniform  value.  910. 
willful  or  tortious,  effect  of,  915. 

OOMHTITUTIOKAL  lAW. 
/•  General, 

1.  OONSTlXUTIONAIi  ZiAW.— Idtws  mMj  be  Dedared  IiiT«]ld» 

although  not  repugnant  to  any  expressed  restriction  contained  in  the 
state  constitution.     (Ky.)     Lexington  r.  Thompson,  361. 

2.  OOKSTITUnONAIi  LAW. — ^The  Ck>iirt  XhcUnes  to  so  OonstriM 
a  Statute  as  to  validate  it.     (N.  Y.)    People  ▼.  Lochner,  773. 

3.  CONSTXTUnOKAIi  LAW.— Statutes  will  not  be  DecUmd 
Void  simply  because,  in  the  opinion  of  the  court,  they  are  unwise, 
or  opposed  to  justice  and  equity.  Statutes  must  in  some  way  violate 
constitntional  provisions  in  order  that  they  may  be  declared  void. 
(Utah.)     Block  &  Griff  v.  Schwartz,  971. 

Police  Power. 

4.  OOKBTITU  TIOKAIi  LAW. — ^Police  Power  may  be  exercised 
to  promote  the  safety,  health,  comfort  and  welfare  of  society,  and 

to  sustain  legislation  as  a  proper  exercise  of  such  power,  it  must 
have  reference  to  some  such  end.  (Utah.)  Block  ft  Griff  r. 
Schwartz,  971. 

5.  OONSTITU  TIOKAL  LAW  —  Exercise  of  Police  Power. — 
Neither  the  legislature  nor  the  executive  can,  under  the  guise  of 
police  regulation,  arbitrarily  or  unjustly,  without  good  cause,  restrict 
or  infringe  upon  the  property  rights  or  the  liberty  of  any  person 
within  the  protection  of  the  constitution,  and  whenever  the  legis- 
lature undertakes  to  determine  what  is  a  proper  exercise  of  the 
police  power,  its  determination  is  a  subject  of  judicial  scrutiny. 
(Utah.)     Block  ft  Griff  v.  Schwartz,  971. 

Labor  Latoe, 

e.  OONSTXTUnOKAL  LAW.— The  Tact  that  a  Provision  of  a 
Statute  is  Part  of  the  Labor  Law  does  not  establish  that  it  is  not  also 
a  health  law,  if  its  provisions  are  germane  to  that  subject,  and  if 
sustainable  as  a  health  law,  it  cannot  be  declared  unconstitutional 
because  made  a  part  of  a  statute  purporting  to  regulate  labor.  (N. 
Y.)     People  V.  Lochner,  773. 


Indbx.  1051 

7.  OOirSTlTDnOKAIi  LAW.-^A  Statute  Lfmiting  the  Horn  of 
^bor  ot  SnaiftloTte  in  a  Bakery  to  sixty  hours  in  each  week  and  ten 
bouTB  in  one  day  is  eonstitutio^al,  because  it  must  be  assumed  that 
(ts  object  is  to  protect  the  health  of  such  employes.  (N.  Y.)  People 
r.  Ijoebner,  773. 

Regulatit>n  of  Bakeries. 

&  COirSTITUTIONAL  ZiAW— Power  to  Begulate  Bakeries.— It 
Is  witliiii  the  police  power  of  the  legislature  to  so  regulate  the 
eondnct  of  the  business  of  carrying  on  bakeries  as  to  best  promote 
and  protect  the  health  of  the  people.  (K.  Y.)  People  y.  Lochner, 
773. 

Sale  of  Property. 

_  9.  OOUSTI'TOTIONAL  OTTABANTY  that  No  Person  ShaU  bd 
Bepslvsd  of  Hfe,  liberty  or  property,  without  due  process  of  law 
embraceB  not  only  freedom  from  servitude  and  from  imprisoninent 
and  artitxary  restrairit  nf  uergon,  but  also  all  our  religious,  civil, 
political  and  personal  rights,  including  the  right  in  each  subject  to 
purchase,  hold,  and  sell  or  dispose  of  his  property  in  the  same  way 
that  bia-  neighbor  may,  and  of  such  ''liberty"  no  one  can  be  de- 
prived without  due  process  of  law.  (Utah.)  Block  &  Qriff  v. 
Sehwarts,  971. 

10.  CX>KSTrnmONAIi  law— Uberty  to  Sell  Property.— A 
atatute  which  deprives  an  owner  of  his  ''liberty"  to  sell  his  prop- 
erty, or  contract  in  relation  thereto,  in  the  same  manner  as  others 
engaged  in  the  same  business  may  lawfully  do,  invades  his  guaran- 
teed constitutional  rights,  and  cannot  be  upheld.  (Utah.)  Block  & 
Orifl    V.    Schwartz,   971. 

11.  CONSTITUTIONAL  LAW^^-Ezerdse  of  Police  Power  does 
not  justify  the  enactment  of  a  statute  prohibiting  solvent  mer- 
chants from  disposing  of  their  stock  of  goods  in  bulk  without 
notifying  their  creditors.     (Utah.)     Block  &  Griff  v.  Schwartz,  971. 

12.  CON  STIT  U  TIONAL  LAW— Statates  Begnlating  Sale  of  Stoek 
of  Goods  in  Bulk. — A  statute  prohibiting,  under  a  penalty,  any  mer- 
chant, whether  solvent  or  insolvent,  from  selling  or  disposing  of  his 
stock  of  goods  in  bulk,  without  an  inventory  thereof,  and  notifica- 
tion to  his  creditors,  and  which  applies  also  to  persons  acting  in  a 
fiduciary  capacity  and  under  judicial  process,  and  which  does  not 
'^PP^y  to  merchants  who  are  not  indebted,  is  unconstitutional  as  de- 
priving a  solvent  merchant  of  his  property  and  liberty  to  contract 
without  due  process  of  law,  and  as  being  class  legislation.  (Utah.) 
Block  &  Griff  v.  Schwartz,  971. 

Close  Leoielation. 

IS.  CONSTITXmONAL  LAW.-— Statutes  Which  Pnniidi  Crimin- 
ally One  Person  for  the  doing  of  an  act  which  another  person  in  the 
same  line  of  business  may  lawfully  do,  are  unconstitutional,  as  be- 
ing class  legislation,  and  as  a  deprivation  of  property  and  liberty 
without  due  process  of  law.  (Utah.)  Block  &  Griff  v.  Schwartz, 
971. 

FcTtidding  Spite  Fences. 

14.  OONSTIT  U  TIONAL  LAW— Spite  Fences. — A  statute  declar- 
ing that  any  structure  in  the  nature  of  a  fence  unnecessarily  ex- 
ceeding five  feet  in  height  and  erected  for  the  purpose  of  annoying 
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the  owner  or  occupant  of  adjoining  premises  sball  be  deemed  a 
private  naisance,  and  providing  that  an  owner  or  occupant  thereby 
injured  in  the  comfort  or  enjojrment  of  hie  estate  may  maintain  an 
action  for  the  damages  sustained,  and  designed  to  prohibit  an  nn- 
necessary  and  unreasonable  use  of  land  by  the  owner  thereof,  is 
valid,  and  not  an  unconstitutional  interference  with  the  rights  of 
private  property.     (N.  H.)     Horan  ▼.  Byrnes,  ©70, 

See  Municipal  Corporations,  1,  2;  Bailroads,  6;  Statutes;  Taxation; 

Weapons. 

Note. 

Oonstttntloiial  Itaw,  sales  in  bulk,  statutes  requiring  notice  to  be 

given  of,  986. 

OOKTBAOTS. 

1.  OOHTBAOTS— Oondltloni, — ^If  land  furnished  under  an  a|rreo> 
ment  to  furnish  land  necessary  for  ''borrow  pits"  is  not  praetieabls 
for  the  work  contracted  for,  the  contractor  is  entitled  to  recover 
money  necessarily  expended  in  procuring  other  land  practicable  for 
that  purpose.     (Ey.)     Illinois  Cent.  B.  B.  Co.  r.  Manion,  345. 

2.  00NTRA0T8,  Batiflcation  of. — ^A  void  contract  is  binding  upon 
neither  party,  and  cannot  be  ratified.  If  ratified  in  form,  it  is  a  new 
contract,  and  takes  effect  only  from  the  date  of  the  attempted  ratifica- 
tion.    (N.  Y.)     Blinn  r.  Sehwarz,  806. 

S.    OONTRAOTS. — ^A  Voidable  Ck>ntraet  Binds  One  Party  But  not 

the  Other,  who  may  ratify  or  rescind  it  at  pleasure.  (N.  Y.)  Blinn 
T.  Sehwarz,  806. 

4.    OONTBACTS— AToidanoe  for  Frand  or  Mistake. — A  condition 

in  a  contract  for  work  on  a  railroad  that  "the  amount  of  work 
performed  under  this  contract  shall  be  determined  by  the  measure- 
ments and  calculations  of  the  engineer  Jn  charge,"  amounts  to  noth- 
ing more  than  a  provision  for  a  means  of  determining  the  amount 
of  the  work,  and  either  fraud  or  mistake  of  the  engineer  is  ground 
for  relief  on  the  part  of  the  contractor.  (Ey.)  Illinois  Cent.  B.  B. 
Co.  ▼•  Manion,  345. 

See  Insane  Persons;  Sunday,  & 

OONVEBSION. 

1.  WHJUS— Equitable  Conversion. — If  a  testator  devises  land  te 
his  wife  for  life,  in  trust  for  their  children,  and  directs  the  ex- 
ecutor, after  her  death,  to  sell  the  property  and  divide  the  proceeds 
among  the  children,  the  effect  of  this  direction  is  to  convert  the 
land  into  personalty.     (Cal.)     Bank  of  Ukiah  v.  Bice,  118. 

2.  WILIiS— Election  to  Take  Land  Instead  of  Its  Proceeds. — 
Where  a  testator  directs  land  to  be  sold  and  the  proceeds  distri- 
buted among  designated  beneficiaries,  they  may  elect,  before  the 
sale  is  made,  to  tike  the  land  instead  of  its  proceeds.  The  estate 
is  thereby  reconverted  into  realty,  and  their  relation  to  it  is  the 
same  as  if  it  had  been  directly  devised  to  them.  But  until  they 
make  the  election  for  a  reconversion,  and  manifest  the  same  to 
the  executor,  they  are  not  entitled  to  the  possession  of  the  land, 
or  to  exercise  any  dominion  over  it.  (Cal.)  Bank  of  Ukiah  v.  Bice, 
118. 

3.  WlUiS — Xnsnffieient  Election  to  Take  Land  Instead  of  Its 
Proceeds. — Where  a  testator  devises  land  to  his  wife  for  life,  in 


Index.  1053 

trust  for  tbeir  ehUdren,  and  directs  the  executor,  after  her  death, 
to  sell  tbe  property  and  divide  the  proceeds  among  the  children, 
and  one  of  the  chUdren  gives  a  mortgage  on  his  undivided  inter- 
esty  wMch  is  followed  by  the  execution  of  a  sheriff's  deed  under 
a  judgment  of  foreclosure,  such  election  to  take  the  land  instead 
of  its  proceeds,  on  his  part  only,  is  insufficient  to  work  a  recon- 
version of  tbe  property  into  realty;  so,  too,  is  the  bringing  of  an 
action  for  partition  by  the  purchaser  under  the  mortgage,  when 
it  is  not  sdleged  that  the  beneficiaries  have  made  an  election,  and 
some  of  tbem  are  minors.     (Cal.)     Bank  of  Ukiah  ▼•  Bice,  US. 

See  Trover. 

CONVETANOEfl. 
See  Deeds. 

0OF7BIOHT. 

See  Monopolies. 

OOBPOBATIOira 

Ewecution  of  InttrummtB. 

1.  OOBPOBATIOK8— OonTeyances  by  Presomption  ftom  AiBziiig 
86al. — If  a  corporate  seal  is  affixed  to  an  instrument,  and  the  sig- 
natures of  the  proper  corporate  officers  are  proven,  it  must  be  pre- 
sumed tbat  such  officers  had  the  authority  which  they  exercised.  The 
seal  itself  is  prima  facie  evidence  that  it  was  affixed  by  proper  au- 
thority.    (Ala.)     Graham  r.  Partee,  32. 

2.  COBPOBATIoms — Instrument  Sealed  but  not  Signed— Svi- 
denee. — ^If  the  corporate  seal  is  affixed  to  a  corporate  instrument, 
sncb  seal  is  prima  facie  evidence  that  it  was  thus  affixed  by 
proper  authority,  and  the  instrument  duly  executed,  and  it  is  then 
admissible  in  evidence,  although  the  corporate  name  is  not  signed 
thereto.     (Ala.)     Graham  y.  Partee,  32. 

Transfer  and  Purchase  of  Stock, 

See  Gifts,  2,  8. 

3.  OOBPOBATIONS— Oontract  for  Sale  of  Stock.— If  a  corpora- 
tion contracts  to  sell  stock  and  agrees  that  at  a  certain  time  thereafter 
the  purchaser  shall  be  entitled  to  return  the  stock  upon  the  hap- 
pening, of  a  designated  event,  the  corporation  cannot  claim  that  the 
■ale  was  valid,  and  the  contract  to  repurchase  void,  without  rescinding 
the  sale,  returning  the  purchase  money,  and  placing  the  purchaser  in 
statu  quo.     (Mont.)     Porter  v.  Plymouth  Gold  Min.  Co.,  669. 

4.  COBPOBATIOKS— Bight  to  Purchase  Their  Own  Stock.— A  pri- 
vate corporation  may  purchase  its  own  stock  if  the  transaction  is  fair 
and  in  good  faith,  free  from  actual  or  constructive  fraud,  provided 
the  corporation  is  not  insolvent,  or  in  process  of  dissolution,  and  that 
the  rights  of  its  creditors  are  in  no  way  aflPected  by  the  purchase. 
(Mont.)     Porter  v.  Plymouth  Gold  Min.  Co.,  660.  *'  -         '^ 

6.  OOBPOBATIONS— Bight  to  Purchase  Stock— Decrease  of 
Stock. — The  mere  repurchase  of  its  capital  stock  by  a  private  corpora- 
tion does  not  tend  to  decrease  its  capital  stock,  unless  the  directors 
absolutely  merge  or  extinguish  such  stock  after  its  repurehass. 
(Mont.)     Porter  v.  Plymouth  Gold  Min,  Co.,  669. 
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6.  0OBPOBATIOK8— Oontnet  for  Sepnr^hase  of  Slock— ^VlBh 
drawal  of  SUlMScrlptioxL — A  contract  hj  wnich  a  private  eorporatioa 
agrees  to  sell  stock  and  to  repurchase  upon  the  happening  of  a  cer- 
tain event,  is  not  ultra  vires  or  void,  as  a  secret  contract  between 
the  corporation  and  a  subscriber,  hj  which  such  subscriber  Is  at 
liberty  to  withdraw  his  subscription,  but  is  valid  and  enforceable. 
(Mont.)     Porter  v.  Plymouth  Gold  Min.  Co.,  660. 

7.  COBPOBATIONS— Purchase  of  Stock. — ^A  purchaser  of  tke 
stock  of  a  private  corporation  under  a  contract  entitling  him  to  re- 
convey  to  the  corporation  upon  the  happening  of  a  certain  event, 
and  to  receive  the  price  paid,  cannot  compel  the  corporation  to  re- 
purchase the  stock,  without  a  redelivery  of  it  to  the  corporation. 
(Mont.)     Porter  ▼.  Plymouth  Gold  Min.  Co.,  569. 

8.  COBPOBATIONS — Option  to  Bepnrdiase  Stocks— If  an  option 
to  repurchase  corporate  stock  is  to  be  exercised  ''at  the  expiration 
of  six  months  from  date,"  the  seller  is  not  bound  to  repurchase  until 
the  expiration  of  the  six  months,  and  an  offer  to  redeliver  the  stock  be- 
fore that  time  is  premature,  and  ineffective.  (Mont.)  Porter  ▼. 
Plymouth  Gold  Min.  Co.,  569. 

9.  OOBPOBATIOKB— Bepvrchase  of  Stock.— The  fact  that  the 
buyer  of  corporate  stock  is  "ready  and  willing"  to  return  it  in 
accordance  with  a  contract  for  its  repurchase,  does  not  constitute 
an  offer  to  return  such  stock.  (Mont.)  Porter  t.  Plymonth  Gold 
Min.  Co.;  560. 

Bee  Taxation,  3,  4 

OOTENAN07. 

See  Partition;  Tenancy  in  Common. 

OOUHTIES. 

THE  STATUTE  OF  IJMITATIONS  Bmifl  Against  a  Ooimtj 
to  recover  public  money  wrongfully  collected  and  withheld  by  one 
of  its  fiducial  agents,  who  la  an  ex-county  officer.  (Idaho.)  Bannock 
County  V.   Bell,   140. 

Note. 

Gonnties,  nature  and  character  of,  154. 

status  as  representing  the  state  or  sovereign,  162. 

statutes  of  limitation,  whether  run  against,  154-156. 

suits  against  could  not  be  maintained  at  the  common  law,  154. 

OOUBTa 

JXTDIOIAIi  UTTEBAKOES,  Bestiietion  npon  Effect  of  .—In  ap- 
plying cases  which  have  been  decided,  what  may  have  been  said  in 
the  opinion  should  be  confined  to,  and  limited  by,  the  facts  of  the 
case  under  consideration  when  the  expressions  relied  upon  were  made^ 
and  should  not  be  extended  to  cases  where  the  facts  are  essentially 
different.     (N.  T.)    Crane  ▼.  Bennett,  722. 

OBEDITOB*S  BlUfc 

See  Fraudulent  Conveyance, 
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CRIMINAL  LAW. 

1.  HTSANITT  as  DEFENBE. — ^InBtnietions  stating  that  lunatics 
and  inssLne  persona  are  incapable  of  committing  crimes,  and  that  if 
tiie  defendant  was  an  insane  person  he  should  be  acquitted,  are  er- 
roneous if  not  qualified  by  adding  a  definition  of  the  term  "in- 
Bsnity^'*  because  some  forms  of  insanity  are  no  defense  to  crime. 
(Mont.)      State  v.  Keerl,  579. 

2.  XM'SANITY  as  Defense  to  Grime  is  a  question  of  fact  for  the 
jury  to  determine  under  proper  instructions.  (Mont.)  State  y« 
Keerl,    679. 

8.  INBAKITY  as  Defense  to  Orime. — An  insane  person  in  crim- 
inal IsLw,  incapable  of  committing  a  crime,  is  one  who  is  so  mentally 
nnsoand  as  to  be  unable  to  form  a  criminal  intent  to  commit  the 
particular  crime  charged.     (Mont.)       State  v.  Keerl,  579. 

4.  OBIMINAL  LAW— Insanity  as  Defense. — ^The  Burden  of  Prov- 
in^  insanity  as  a  defense  to  crime  is  upon  the  defendant,  who  must 
establish  it  by  a  preponderance  of  the  evidence.  (Wash.)  State  ▼. 
Caark,    1006. 

6.  OBIMIKAL  LAW— Insanity  as  Defense — ^Instructions.— If  in- 
sanity is  set  up  as  a  defense  to  murder,  it  is  not  error  to  instruct  the 
jury  to  convict  if  satisfied  beyond  a  reasonable  doubt  that  the  ac- 
cused committed  the  crime  as  charged,  if  other  instructions  fully  and 
fairly  inform  the  jury  upon  the  defense  of  insanity.  (Wash.)  State 
V.  Clark,  1006. 

6.  OBIBaNAL  LAW— Incest— Insanity  as  Defense — Quardian- 
diip  of  Wife— Evidence. — If  a  husband  charged  with  incest  sets  up 
insanity  as  a  defense,  the  record  of  the  adjudication  of  his  insanity 
and  of  the  appointment  of  his  wife  as  his  guardian  is  not  admissible 
in  evidence  to  show  that  she  who  instituted  the  prosecution  for  incest 
was  in  duty  bound  to  look  after  his  defense.  Her  attitude  in  the 
matter  can  be  better  shown  by  other  evidence.  (Wash.)  State  v. 
Olindemann,  1001. 

7.  MITBDEB — ^Insane  Delusions. — ^Instructions  that  insane  delu- 
sions, to  excuse  murder,  must  be  such  that  if  things  were  as  the 
person  possessed  of  such  delusions  imagined  them  to  be  they  would 
justify  the  act  springing  from  such  delusions,  and  that  one  suffering 
from  a  partial  delusion  was  in  the  same  situation  as  to  responsibility 
as  if  the  facte  with  respect  to  which  the  delusion  existed  were  real, 
ftre  radically  wrong,  and  fatally  erroneous.  (Mont.)  State  v.  Keerl, 
679. 

&  CRIMINAL  LAW — ^Insanity  as  Defense. — If  a  person  is  charged 
with  the  commission  of  a  crime,  and  if  at  the  time  of  its  commis- 
sion, by  reason  of  disease  affecting  his  mind,  his  mental  faculties  were 
BO  impaired  or  perverted,  as  that  he  was  unable  to  distinguish  between 
right  and  wrong  as  to  the  particular  act  with  which  he  is  clv^igfid* 
or  if  he  was  able  to  recognize  that  it  was  wrong,  and  yet  was  impelled 
by  some  impulse,  originating  in  disease,  to  the  commission  of  the 
act,  and  was  unable  by  reason  of  the  diseased  condition  of  his  mind, 
enfeebling  his  will,  or  otherwise,  to  refrain  from  its  commission,  he 
is  not  guilty  by  reason  of  his  insanity.  (Mont.)  State  ▼.  Keerl, 
579. 

JMdenes  of  Flipht 

9.  SVIDSNOE  OF  aUILT.— Fllg^  is  not  Presampttve  Evidence* 
but  is  only  a  circumstance  to  be  considered  in  connection  with  the 
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other  evidence  in  arriving  at  tViA  miilt  or  innocence  of  the  aceoMd. 
(Iowa.)     State  v.  Poe,  307. 

Po89e8$ian  of  Stolen  Goods. 

10.  CRIMINAL  I«AW— PossesBion  of  BAceaUy  Stolen  GkM>d8— Sz- 
planation. — If  the  attendant  circumstances  are  such  as  to  satisfj  the 
jury  of  the  falsity  of  the  explanation  of  the  possession  of  recently 
stolen  goods,  and  of  the  guilt  of  the  possessor,  his  conviction  is 
justified.     (Iowa.)     State  v.  Baphael,  334. 

11.  OBIMIKAIi  LAW— PoBseflBion  of  Bacently  Stolen  Ck)od8. — 
Bnrden  of  Proof  is  on  one  in  possession  of  recently  stolen  goods,  to 
satisfactorily  explain  his  possession.  (Iowa.)  State  v.  Baphael, 
334. 

12.  STOLEK  PBOPEBTT— Beoent  Posseaaion  of— Presmnptlon  of 
Onilt. — ^To  raise  a  presumption  of  guilt  from  the  possession  of  re- 
cently stolen  property  it  is  necessary  that  it  be  found  in  the  excln- 
sive  possession  of  the  prisoner.  He  can  only  be  required  to  account 
for  the  possession  of  things  which  he  actually  and  knowingly  poa- 
seased.     (Mo.)     State  v.  Drew,  474. 

13.  STOLEK  PSOPESTT— Becent  PoBsession  of— ^Presumption  of 
Onilt. — The  finding  of  recently  stolen  articles  on  the  premises  of  a 
man  of  a  family,  without  showing  his  actual,  conscious  possession 
thereof,  discloses  only  a  prima  facie  constructive  possession,  and  is 
not  such  a  possession  as  will  justify  a  presumption  of  guilt  by  reason 
thereof.     (Mo.)     State  v.  Drew,  474. 

14.  STOLEK  PSOPEBTT  as  Evidence  of  Grime. — ^If  in  a  prose- 
cution for  larceny  there  is  no  evidence  of  a  conspiracy  between 
the  accused  and  another  to  commit  the  crime,  articles  taken  from 
such  other's  house  under  a  search-warrant  are  not  admissible  in  evi- 
dence.    (Mo.)     State  v.  Drew,  474. 

Duinff  DeclaratUms, 

16.  EVIDEKOE— Dying  Declarations. — ^What  weight  should  be 
given  to  dying  declarations  is  for  the  determination  of  the  jury 
alone.     (Ala.)    Sims  ▼.  State,  17. 

16.    HOMICIDE — ^Evidence  of  Dying  Declarations — Oral  evidence 


may  be  received  of  dying  declarations  made  by  the  deceased  and 
duced  to  writing,  but  not  signed  by  him.     (Ala.)     Sims  y.  State,  17. 

17.  EVIDEKOE — ^Dying  Declarations. — To  render  dying  declara- 
tions admissible,  it  is  only  necessary  that  they  be  made  after  the 
infliction  of  a  mortal  wound,  and  after  hope  of  recovery  was  aban- 
doned by  the  declarant,  and  after  he  realized  his  impending  death. 
(Ala.)     Sims  v.  State,  17. 

18.  EVIDEKOE. — ^Dylng  Dedarationa  of  a  deceased  made  and 
written  when  he  has  not  lost  all  hope  of  recovery,  but  reaffirmed  by 
him  as  true  and  correct,  after  he  realized  his  impending  death,  and 
while  he  was  in  full  possession  of  his  mental  faculties,  are  admis- 
sible in  evidence,  although  not  read  over  to  the  declarant  at  the 
time  he  reaffirmed  their  correctness.     (Ala.)     Sims  v.  State,  17. 

Jury. 

See  Jury. 

19.  JUB.T — Separation  in  Orimlnal  Trial. — ^If,  after  the  final  sub- 
mission of  a  criminal  case,  the  officer  in  charge  of  the  jurors  separates 
them  into  three  groups,  and  puts  them  in  three  different  rooms  on 
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tliree  different  floors  of  a  hotel,  for  eight  or  nine  honrs,  the  defendant 
is  entitled,  without  an  affirmative  showing  of  prejudice,  to  a  new 
trial.     (Cal.)     People  v.  Adams,  92. 

20.  OBTMTNAL  TBIAIr— Froylnce  of  Judge  and  Jury. — The  re« 
■ponsibility  of  determining  whether  or  not  the  defendant  in  a  crim-. 
inal  ease  should  be  found  guilty  rests  entirely  upon  the  jury,  and 
the  judge  should  be  careful  in  his  instructions,  not  to  use  language 
which  might  naturally  be  understood  by  the  jury  as  intimating  his 
opinion  that  the  defendant  is  guiltyi  or  as  an  argument  against  him. 
(Cal.)     People  v.  Adams,  92. 

jHsiructianB. 

21.  IflnJBDEB.— Instructions  in  a  murder  case,  that  certain  evi- 
dence is  corroborative  of  other  evidence,  is  a  comment  on  the  weight 
of  the  evidence,  and  therefore  reversible  error.  (Mont.)  State  ▼. 
Keerl,  579. 

22.  TRTATi. — Instmctions  assuming  that  an  accused  has  made  eer« 
tain  statements  adverse  to  his  interest  are  erroneous  and  should  be 
limited  to  the  statements  proved  on  the  triaL  (Mo.)  State  ▼• 
Drew,  474. 

23.  OBIMINAIi  LAW— Inadaqnate  Sentence— habeas  OorjpuB. — ^A 
judgment  of  imprisonment  for  a  term  less  than  that  prescribed  by 
statute  for  the  offense  committed  is  not  void,  and  the  prisoner  will 
not  be  discharged  on  habeas  corpus.    (Gi^)    In  re  Beed,  138. 

Note. 

Orlmlnal  laaw.    See  Arson;  Burglary;  Larceny;  Possession  of  Stoiea 
Property. 

oBOPa 

See  Damages,  8. 

OUBATIVB  STATUTE. 
See  Executions,  8. 

DAMAGES. 

L  DAMAGES— Mentftl  Suffering.— In  an  Action  Sonndlng  in  Tort 
the  rule  allowing  recovery  for  mental  suffering  is  much  more  liberal 
than  in  actions  on  contract.  (Iowa.)  Cowan  v.  Western  Union  TeL 
Co.,  268. 

2.  DAMAGES,  Consequential  in  Actions  of  Tort. — One  who  com- 
mits a  trespass  or  other  wrongful  act  is  liable  for  all  the  direct  in* 
juries  resulting  from  such  act.  although  such  injury  could  not  have 
been  contemplated  as  a  probable  result  of  the  act  done.  Hence,  in 
this  class  of  actions,  recovery  may  be  had  for  mental  suffering. 
(Iowa.)     Cowan  v.  Western  Union  TeL  Co.,  268. 

8.  DAMAGES— Measure  of  for  Destruction  of  Grope. — The  meas- 
ure of  damages  for  injury  to  or  the  destruction  of  growing  crops 
is  their  value  in  the  condition  they  were  in  at  the  time  of  injury  or 
destruction,  and  not  the  market  value  at  the  time  of  their  maturity 
or  during  the  market  season.  (Utah.)  Lester  ▼•  Highland  Boy 
Gold  Min.  Co.,  988. 

Am.  St.  B«p^  VoL  101-67 
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4.  DAMAGES,  TJNIJQTJIDATED — ^Interest.— In  tort  for  un- 
liquidated damages  interest  on  the  damages  recovered  from  tbe 
tin.e  of  the  commencement  of  the  action  to  the  time  of  verdict,  can- 
not be  mnessed.  (Utah.)  Lester  v.  Highland  Jgoy  Gold  Min.  Co., 
988. 

6.  DAMAGES  FOB  PEBSONAL  INJUBT— When  not  Bzce8slT«u 
A  verdict  of  seven  thousand  seven  hundred  and  fiftj  dollars  for  in- 
juries received  bv  a  boy  of  fourteen  years  requiring  the  amputation 
of  his  right  leg  below  the  knee  is  not  excessive.  (Minn.)  Perry  y. 
Tozer,  416. 

6.  EVIDENOE.— In  an  Action  for  Personal  Injuries  the  evidence 
of  experts  as  to  future  consequences  which  are  expected  to  follow 
the  injury  are  competent,  but  to  authorize  such  evidence  the  appre- 
hended consequences  must  be  such  as  in  the  ordinary  course  of  nature 
are  reasonably  certain  to  occur.  Consequences  which  are  contingent^ 
speculative,  or  merely  possible  are  not  proper  to  be  considered  in 
estimating  damages,  and  may  not  be  proved.  (N.  T.)  Briggs  t. 
New  York  Cent.  etc.  E.  B.  Co.,  718. 

7.  EVIDENOE.^A  Medical  Expert  Should  not  be  Permitted  in 

an  action  for  personal  injuries  to  state  numerous  things  which  might 
result  as  consequences  of  the  injury,  as  that  it  might  affect  the 
bladder  or  kidneys  or  other  organs  of  the  body  and  in  the  end  become 
permanent.     (N.  7.)     liriggs  ▼.  New  Tork  Cent.  etc.  B.  B.  Co.,  718. 

Bee  Banks  and  Banking,''3-5;  Death;  Telegraphs  and  Telephones. 

Note- 
Damages,  exemplary,  corporations,  liability  of  iMf  734,  735. 
exemplary,  definitions  of,  782. 
exemplary,  for  acts  of  servants  can  be  awarded  only  when  tlie 

act  was  within  the  scope  of  their  employment,  738. 
exemplary,  for  acts  of  servants  may  be  awarded  when  they  would 

have  been  awarded  had  the  act  been  done  by  the  master, 

737,  738. 
exemplary,  for  acts  of  servants,  upon  what   grounds   allowed, 

735,  736. 
exemplary,  for  arrest  due  to  servants,  745-748. 
exemplary,  for  assaults  made  by  servants,  760-762,  769-772. 
exemplary,  for  false  imprisonment  or  illegal  search  by  servaaty 

744. 
exemplary,  for  illegal  sales  of  intoxicating  liquors  by  seryants, 

750. 
exemplary,  for  insults  by  servants,  743. 

exemplary,  for  joinder  of  trespasses  with  assaults,  769-772. 
exemplary,  for  negligent  sales  of  poisons  by  servants,  765. 
exemplary,  for  publications  of  libel  by  servants,  752-754. 
exemplary,  for  trespass  on  real  property,  767. 
exemplary,  for  unchaste,  reckless  or  grossly  careless  libels,  7S8L 
exemplary,  for  unlawful  searches  due  to  servants,  749. 

.  exemplary,  general  principles  of  law  applicable  to,  734. 
exemplary,  nature  of,  732. 
exemplary,  punishment,  whether  in  the  nature  of,  732,  739, 

DANOEBOTTS  FBEMI8BS. 

See  Negligence,  10-12. 
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1.  BAHiSOADS— KegUg«ace  Oanaliig  Death— Measure  of  Dan- 

. — ^An  instruction  that  the  measure  of  damages  against  a  rail- 
Toad  for  negligently  causing  the  death  of  its  employ^  is  all  of  the 
wages  that  he  would  probably  have  earned  dnring  the  period  of  hie  life 
expectancy,  is  objectionable  as  authorizing  too  great  a  recovery,,  but  is 
not  ipround  for  reversal  when  the  jury  does  not  return  an  excessive 
verdict.     (Mo.)    Jones  v.  Kansas  City  etc.  B.  B.  Co.,  434. 

2.  ACTIONS — Unnecessary  Partiofl — Oonstmction  of  Btatate^-^ 
If  a  statute  creates  a  liability  against  a  railroad  oompany  for  dam* 
ages  due  to  any  of  its  employes  arising  out  of  the  negligence  of  its 
agents,  and  declares  that  the  amount  recovered  shall  inure  to  the 
exclusive  benefit  of  the  widow  and  children  of  the  deceased  employd, 
and  if  he  is  not  a  resident  of  the  state,  that  suit  may  be  maintained 
by  the  widow,  such  statute  makes  the  widow  the  trustee  of  an  ex- 
press trust,  and  suit  may  be  maintained  by  her  alone  for  the  benefit 
of  herself  and  her  children,  the  joining  of  such  children  as  parties 
plaintiff,  though  unnecessary,  is  not  a  fatal  defect  to  the  maintenance 
of  the  aetion.    (Mo.)    Jones  ▼•  Kansas  City  etc.  B.  B.  Go^  434. 


1.  DEED  FOB  8E0UBIT7— Liability  not  IJmlted  by  Oonsidera- 
tion  Bedted. — The  secnrity  of  a  deed,  in  form  absolute,  given  to  in- 
demnify sureties,  is  not  limited  to  the  nominal  money  consideration 
recited,  but  extends  to  the  full  amount  for  which  the  sureties  ulti- 
*!iately  prove  liable.     (Neb.)     County  of  Harlan  v.  Whitney,  610. 

2.  DEEDS — Cancellation— Agreement  for  Support. — ^If  a  grantor 
conveys  land  and  the  consideration  is  an  agreement  by  the  grantee 
to  support,  maintain,  and  care  for  the  grantor  during  the  remainder 
of  his  or  her  natural  life,  and  the  grantee  refuses  or  neglects  to 
comply  with  the  contract,  the  grantor  may,  in  equity,  have  a  decree 
rescinding  the  contract  and  deed  and  reinvesting  him  with  the  title 
to  the  land,  on  the  ground  that  the  contract  was  fraudulent  in  its 
inception.     (HI.)     Stebbins  v.  Petty,  243. 

8.  DEEDS — ^Agreement  for  Support — Cancellation  as  Against 
Grantee's  Heirs. — ^If  a  grantee  performs  her  agreement  to  support  a 
grantor  during  his  lifetime,  given  as  a  consideration  for  his  deed, 
the  failure  of  the  minor  heirs  of  such  grantee  to  perform  the  agree- 
ment after  her  death  is  not  ground  for  cancellation  of  the  deed, 
unless  there  is  an  unsatisfied  judgment  in  some  prior  proceeding  re- 
quiring such  heirs  to  perform  the  grantee's  agreement.  (BL)  Steb- 
bins V.  Petty,  243. 

4.  DEEDS  FOB  SUPPOBT — ^Beservation  of  Uen— Foreclosure.— 
U  a  deed  executed  in  consideration  of  the  grantee's  agreement  to 
support  the  grantor  during  his  lifetime  reserves  a  lien  on  the  land 
to  secure  performance  of  the  agreement,  the  grantor  may  foredoee 
such  lien  against  the  grantee's  heirs  who  fail  to  perform  such  agree* 
ment.     (lu!)     Stebbins  ▼.  Petty,  243. 

See  Insane  Persons;  Beformation  of  Instruments. 

DB  FACTO  OFFICEB. 

See  Offtcers. 


1060  Index. 


DBFIOXBKOr  JUDOMENTS. 

See  Judgments.  9.  IOl 
Koto. 

Dtflnitton  ot  anon,  22. 

of  eonfuslon  of  goodt,  918. 
of  ezomplarj  damageB,  732. 
of  Beareh-warrants,  330. 
of  soyereignty,  158,  159. 
of  state,  160. 
of  unreasonable  seareh,  S28. 

DEPOTS. 

See  Carriers,  1-4. 

DESCENT  AMD  DISTBIBUTZOK. 
See  Executors  and  Administrators;   Homesteadfl^  ti 

DISHOKOB  OF  OHEOBL 
See  Banks  and  Bankings  8-6. 

DaAINAOE. 

See  Taxation,  1. 
Note. 

Dmgglsts,  damages,  exemplary,  when  liable  to.  for  noglicMll  aets  of 
employ^  765-767. 

DYINO  DEOLABATIONa 
See  Criminal  Law,  15-18. 


-,;iHiiiH. 


1.  EASEMENT— Ways  Created  by  Deed— Biiforeera«iit— A  reser- 

Tation  in  a  deed  of  a  specifio  part  of  granted  premises  to  be  used 
as  a  driveway  in  eommon  by  the  grantees,  and  adjoining  owners  of 
land,  creates  an  easement  in  the  property  granted  appurtenant  to 
the  adjoining  land  of  the  grantor,  and  binding  on  that  conveyed  to 
the  grantee,  which  passes  with  the  land  to  all  subsequent  grantees, 
and  which  may  be  protected  or  enforced  at  law  or  in  equity.  (Ohio 
St.)     Gibbons  v.  Ebding,  900. 

2.  EASEMENTS— Ways— Bight  to  Close  with  Gates  or  Baxs.- If 

a  right  of  way  is  created  by  reservation  in  a  deed,  the  grantee  ac- 
quires the  property  subject  only  to  such  right  and  may  use  the  land 
for  all  purposes  not  inconsistent  with  it,  and  in  the  absence  of  any- 
thing in  the  deed  or  in  the  circumstances  under  which  the  way 
was  acquired  or  used,  showing  that  it  was  to  be  open,  the  grantee 
may  put  gates  or  bars  across  it,  unless  they  would  unreasonably 
interfere  with  its  use.     (Ohio  St.)     Gibbons  v.  Ebding,  900. 

See  Municipal  Corporations,  5-9* 
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BJBOTMSNT— Title  Bnlllcieiit  to  lffaliitaln.r— A  purehaaer  at 
f oreelosore  sale  of  property  conveyed  by  a  first  and  second  mort* 
gage  ahows  title  sufficient  to  maintain  ejectment  against  the  mort- 
gagor,  by  introducing  and  proving  a  deed  of  the  premises  from  the 
second  mortgagee  to  him  as  purchaser  at  foreclosure  Mde.  (Ala.) 
Graliam  ▼.  Partee,  82. 

EIiBOTBIOITT. 

SLBCTBIO  BAILBOAD&— Negligenoa— IiUiizy  to  Stoek.— A 
railroad  company  operating  its  road  by  electricity  and  knowingly 
nmning  its  trains  under  conditions  rendering  it  impracticable  for 
those  in  charge  to  prevent  injuring  stock  straying  upon  its  tracks, 
is  aeeountable  for  the  loss  when  injury  occurs.  (Ala.)  AnnistoB 
Electrical  etc  Co.  ▼.  Hewitt,  42. 

ELEVATED   BAILWAT. 
Bee  Municipal  Corporations^  7-0. 

EMINENT  DOMAIN. 

1.  EMINENT  DOMAIN— Pablic  TJae, — Constitutional  provisions 
that  private  property  shall  not  be  taken  for  public  use  without  com- 
pensation, mean  that  private  property  cannot  be  taken  for  strictly  a 
private  use.     (Utah.)    Nash  v.  Clark,  953. 

2.  EMINENT  DOMAIN— Pabllc  TTse. — ^Property  is  taken  for  a 
public  use,  when  the  taking  is  for  a  use  that  will  promote  the  public 
uiterests  and  will  tend  to  develop  the  natural  resources  of  the  state. 
(Utah.)     Nash  v.  Clark,  953. 

S.  EMINENT  DOMAm^— Public  Use— IrrlgatioiL — The  owner  of 
an  arid  farm  may,  under  the  exercise  of  the  right  of  eminent  domain, 
condemn  a  right  of  way  through  the  ditch  of  another,  for  the  purpose 
of  carrying  water  to  liis  land  for  irrigation  purposes.  Such  taking  is 
for  a  public  use.     (Utah.)     Nash  v.  Clark,  953. 

4.  EMINENT  DOMAIN — ^Public  TTse. — ^Irrigatton  of  lands  is  for 
a  public  purpose,  and  water  thus  used  is  put  to  a  public  use.  (Utah.) 
Nash  ▼.  Clark,  953. 


.'8 

Bee  Master  and  Servant. 


EQUITY. 

EQUTET. — Jurisdietioii  in  Equity  Depends  not  so  much  on  the 
want  of  a  common-law  remedy  as  upon  its  inadequacy,  and  its  ex- 
ercise often  rests  in  the  discretion  of  the  court;  in  other  words,  the 
court  may  take  upon  itself  to  say  whether  the  common-law  remedy 
is,  under  all  the  circumstances  and  in  view  of  the  conduct  of  the 
parties,  sufficient  for  the  purpose  of  complete  justice.  (Pa.  St.) 
l^lfrly  y.  Supreme  Council  American  Legion  of  Honor,  934. 

ESTATES  OF  DE0EDENT8. 
See  Executors  and  Administrators^ 
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Mi$ct'Ilaneou$. 

1.  EVIDEKOE.— Z-Bay  Plctnres  are  Admissible  in  evideiLee,  ia 
an  action  for  personal  injnrieSy  to  show  the  condition  of  the  interior 
tissues  of  the  injured  member.     (Neb.)     Qeneva  ▼.  Burnett,  628. 

2.  EVIDENOE  of  Absent  Witness. — The  testimony  of  a  witness 
given  at  a  preliminary  examination,  with  opportunity  for  cross-exaoi' 
ination,  is  not  admissible  upon  the  subsequent  trial  merely  upon 
proof  of  the  absence  of  the  witness  from  the  state.  To  make  such 
testimony  admissible  it  must  be  shown  that  the  witness  is  either 
a  nonresident  or  permanently  absent  from  the  state,  or  that  he  is 
absent  such  a  length  of  time  as  to  make  his  return  contingent  and 
uncertain.     (Ala.)     Sims  ▼.  State,  17. 

3.  EVIDEKCE — ^Witnesses— Failure     to    Deny    Statements — ^The 

fact  that  a  witness  did  not  deny  a  statement  made  in  her  presence 
at  a  former  trial  and  attributed  to  her  is  incompetent  as  tending  to 
establish  the  falsity  of  her  testimony  in  denying  such  statement 
given  at  a  subsequent  trial.     (N.  H.)     Horan  ▼.  Byrnes,  670. 

IjCttera. 

4.  EVIDENOE. — ^A  Letter  from  the  chief  engineer  of  the  defend- 
ant to  plaintiff,  a  contractor,  proposing  a  compromise  to  his  elaint 
for  extra  work  is  admissible  in  evidence  as  an  admission,  to  the  ex- 
tent that  it  states  certain  facts  are  shown  by  a  remeasurement  of 
the  work.     (Ky.)     Illinois  Cent.  B.  B.  Go.  ▼.  Manion,  345. 

6.  EVIDEKCE. — ^If  Parts  of  Letters  are  introduced  in  eyidenee 
by  plaintiff,  defendant  is  entitled  to  have  the  whole  of  the  letters 
read  in  evidence.     (Ky.)    Illinois  Cent.  B.  B.  Co.  y.  Manion,  345. 

Ite$  Gestae, 

6.  EVIDENOE— Bes  Ge8tae.^Declarations  or  statements  made  by 
a  person  immediately  after  the  injury  is  inflicted  upon  him,  as  an 
intimately  connected  and  natural  result  or  detail  thereof,  in  the  pres- 
ence of  fldl  the  physical  facts  of  the  accident,  are  admissible  as  part 
of  the  res  gestae.     (N.  H.)     Murray  v.  Boston  etc.  B.  B.,  660. 

7.  EVIDENCE — ^Bas  Gestae. — Declarations  by  an  injured  person 
as  to  the  cause  of  the  accident,  made  immediately  thereafter,  cannot 
be  excluded  as  part  of  the  res  gestate  on  the  ground  that  they  are  in 
the  form  of  a  narrative,  and  made  in  answer  to  a  question.  (N.  H.) 
Murray  v.  Boston  etc.  B.  B.,  660. 

Parol  to  Vary  Writinffi 

Bee   Mortgages,   8. 

8.  EVIDENCE. — ^Eeceipts  in  Full  are  not  conclusive  that  nothing 
more  is  due,  but  may  be  shown  to  be  erroneous.  (Ky.)  Illinois 
Cent.  B.  B.  Co.  ▼.  Manion,  345. 

9.  CONTBACTS— Variance    by    Subseqent    Parol    Agrtfement.-^ 

Though  a  written  contract  stipulates  that  "no  compensation  for 
extra  work,  and  no  compensation  for  any  work  other  than  the  com- 
pensation herein  stipulated  shall  be  paid  unless  ordered  or  agreed 
to  in  writing,"  yet  a  recovery  may  be  had  for  extra  work  done  under 
a  subsequent  parol  agreement  to  pay  an  agreed  price  therefor.  (Ky.) 
Illinois  Cent.  B.  B.  Co.  r.  Manion,  345. 

10.  CONTBACTS — ^Variance  by  ParoL — ^Though  parties  to  a  con- 
tract stipulate  that  it  is  not  to  be  vaded  except  by  an  agreement  in 
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writing,  the/  mnj,  by  a  subsequent  agreement,  not  in  writing, 
modify  it  by  mutual  consent,  and  the  parol  contract  will  be  enforced, 
unless  forbidden-  by  the  sUtute  of  frauds.  (Ky.)  Dlinois  Cent. 
B.  B.  Co.  V.  Manion,  345. 

Bee  Criminal  Law;  Homicide,  6,  7;  Damages,  6,  7;  Homicide,  7. 

EZECUnOKB. 
Curing  and  Amending, 

1.  EXECUnoirav  VOIBABLB— Amendment  of. — ^Under  a  statute 
providing  among  other  things  that  a  writ  of  execution  must  be  is- 
sued in  the  name  of  the  state,  sealed  with  the  seal  of  the  court,  and 
subscribed  by  the  clerk  thereof,  the  failure  of  the  latter  to  affix  the 
seal  of  the  court  is  a  mere  clerical  error,  which  renders  the  execu- 
tion voidable  only  and  leaves  it  subject  to  amendment.  (Mont.) 
Kipp  V.  Burton,  544. 

2.  EXECUTIOKS,  VOIDABLE — 0iiratlT6  Statute.^— A  sale  made 
under  an  execution  defective  and  voidable  by  reason  of  its  failure 
to  contain  the  seal  of  the  court,  made  prior  to  the  enactment  of  a 
statute  providing  that  all  judicial  sales  of  real  property  previously 
made  on  proceedings  to  satisfy  valid  judgments,  shall  be  sufficient 
to  sustain  a  sheriff's  deed  based  on  such  sale,  is  validated  by  such 
statute,  without  amendment  of  such  execution  by  the  court.  (Mont.) 
Kipp   V.  Burton,  544. 

Balea — RefDer%a^  of  JudffmenL 

See  Appeal  and  Error,  11-14;  Attachment,  8. 

8.  EXECUTION  SALE— Betting  Aside  After  Beyersal  of  Judg- 
ment.— A  rule  to  set  aside  a  sheriff's  sale  taken  after  the  payment 
of  the  purchase  money,  the  delivery  and  recording  of  the  deed,  and 
the  obtaining  of  possession  by  the  purchaser,  is  too  late;  and  it  does 
not  affect  the  question  that  the  plaintiff  in  the  execution  is  the  pur- 
chaser, and  the  judgment  has  been  reversed.  (Pa  St.)  Lengert  v. 
Ghaninel,  931. 

4;  EXECUTION  SALE— Beversal  of  Judgment— Restitution.— An 
execution  creditor  who  purchases  at  the  sale  is  within  the  protection 
of  a  statute  providing  that  where  land  has  been  sold  under  a  writ 
issued  upon  a  judgment  afterward  reversed,  the  land  shall  not  be  re- 
stored, but  there  shall  be  restitution  only  of  the  money  or  price  for 
which  the  property  was  sold.     (Pa.  St.)     Lengert  v.  Chanmel,  931. 

Note. 

Execution,  amendment  of,  because  of  variance  in  amounts,  555. 

amendment  of,  because  of  variance  in  names,  556. 

amendment  of,  by  affixing  the  seal  of  the  court,  558. 

amendment  of,  by  supplying  omitted  words  of  conunand,  555. 

amendment  of,  clause  of  attestation,  556. 

amendment  of,  discretion  of  the  court  to  grant  or  refuse,  560. 

amendment  of,  effect  of,  559. 

amendment  of,  effect  of  not  making,  561. 

amendment  of,  in  matters  of  form,  553. 

amendment  of,  leave  for,  when  may  be  granted  in  court  other 
than  that  in  which  the  writ  issued,  553. 

amendment  of,  leave  for  will  not  be  granted  unless  in  further- 
ance of  justice,  551. 
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Bzaeiitloii,  amendment  of,  notice  of  application  for,  what  and  when 
to  be  given,  552,  553. 
amendment  of,  peraona  againat  whom  may  be  authorized,  S»61-563L 
amendment  of,  power  of  ia  inherent  in  all  eourta,  552. 
amendment  of,  power  of,  limitations  upon,  551. 
amendment  of,  practice  to  be  pursued  in  procuring,  552. 
amendment  of,  theory  upon  which  directed,  552. 
amendment  of,  time  within  which  may  be  authorized,  558. 
amendment  of,  to  conform  to  the  judgment,  554,  555. 
amendment  of,  to  supply  the  signature  of  the  clerk,  557. 
amendment  of,  when  directed  to  the  sheriff  of  one  county,  but 

delivered  to  the  sheriff  of  another,  554. 
amendment  of,  with  respect  to  the  directions  to  the  officer,  554. 
amendment  of,  with  respect  to  the  return  day,  556. 

BZEOUTOB8  AJSfD  ADMIMISTBATOBSb 
Prchate  Proceedings. 

1.  PROBATE  OOUBTS-^JuriadietioiL — ^The  probate  court  in  ad- 
justing the  accounts  of  executors,  administrators,  and  guardians,  kaa 
equitable  jurisdiction  and  may  adopt  equitable  forms  of  proeedore. 
(111.)     Heppe  y.  Szczepanski,  221. 

2.  PBOBATB    OOUBTB^-Jnzisdiction    at    8iilMMq.iient    Tenn. — ^A 

probate  court  has  jurisdiction,  at  a  subsequent  term,  to  set  aside  an 
order  discharging  an  executor  and  approving  his  report  reciting  the 
release  of  the  widow's  award,  if  such  release  was  obtained  by  fraud, 
accident,  or  mistake.     (HI.)     Heppe  y.  Szczepanski,  221. 

S.  PROBATE  COURTS— Validity  of  Order  Made  at  Sabaequent 
Tenn. — /.  probate  court  order  made  at  a  subsequent  term  setting 
aside  an  order  discharging  an  executor  and  releasing  a  widow's 
award,  is  void  as  to  minor  heirs  in  reviving  the  claim  of  the  widow 
and  directing  the  sale  of  the  minor's  interests  in  land,  if  the  only 
showing  of  notice  to  the  minors  necessary  to  jurisdiction  over  them 
is  a  recital  in  such  order  that  they  appeared  by  guardian  ad  litemi, 
whose  appointment  ia  not  shown  by  the  record.  (Bl.)  Heppe  ▼• 
Szczepanski,  221. 

Bales  of  Property. 

4.  JUDIOIAIa  8ALE8-— Heixs  as  Parties. — ^If  a  petition  ia  filed 
by  an  administrator  or  executor  for  the  sale  of  land  to  pay  debts, 
minor  heirs  must  be  made  parties,  and  must  be  served  with  sum- 
mons.    (HI.)     Heppe  v*  Szczepanski,  221. 

5.  JUDIOIAIi  SALES. — Seryloe  of  Snmmoiia  on  Heirs  in  a  pro- 
ceeding by  an  executor  to  sell  real  estate  to  pay  debts  by  leaving 
a  copy  for  them  with  the  widow,  their  mother,  and  informing  her  of 
its  contents  is  void  when  she  is  the  real,  though  not  the  nominal,  peti- 
tioner, and  is  acting  adversely  to  the  interestJi  of  such  heirs.  (HI.) 
Heppe  V.  Szczepanski,  221. 

6.  JUDIGIAIf  SAUSS — Service  of  Summons  on  Heirs. — ^If  a  bill 
is  filed  against  minor  heirs  to  subject  their  land  to  sale,  the  service 
of  summons  on  them  by  leaving  a  copy  thereof  with  the  complain- 
ant, and  informing  him  of  its  contents,  will  confer  no  jurisdiction 
on  the  court,  as  to  the  person  of  such  minors,  and  the  decree  of  sale 
rendered  on  such  service  is  void  aa  to  the]a«  (HI.)  Heppe  v, 
Szczepanski,  221. 
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7.  AI>BfINI8TSATOB'B  SALE— Laebes^Tlie  Bight  to  Qnasaon 
tlie  -validity  of  a  sale  of  a  decedent's  property,  on  the  ground  that 
tbe  administrator  pnrehased  thereat,  may  be  barred  by  laches.  (Neb.) 
Shelby   ▼.  Creighton,  630. 

8.  'WBERB  AK  ADMZNISTBATOB  Pnrcliases  Part  of  His  De- 
eeden^'s  Property,  a  final  order  approving  his  accounts  and  dis- 
ebargin^  him  is  conclnsiTe  on  all  parties  of  every  matter  involved, 
iacludin^r  the  validity  of  the  sale.    (Neb.)    Shelby  v.  Creighton,  630. 

PBIJ.OW-SEBVAKT& 
See  Master  and  Servant,  &0-25. 

PIXTUBB8. 

TIXTDBE8 — ^Mortgage  Uen. — ^If  machinery  is  purchased  and 
placed  for  nse  in  a  permanent  building  under  a  contract  that  it  shall 
remain  the  property  of  the  seller,  or,  after  such  machinery  is  placed 
in  tbe  building,  a  chattel  mortgage  is  given  by  the  purchaser  to 
the  seller  on  such  machinery,  a  prior  real  estate  mortgage  on  the 
building  given  by  such  purchaser  is  not  a  prior  lien  on  such  ma- 
ehinery  so  as  to  estop  the  chattel  mortgagee  from  foreclosing  his 
mortgage.    (Idaho.)    Anderson  v.  Creamery  etc.  Co.,  ISS. 

PLIGHT  OP  A00XT8ED. 

See  Criminal  Law,  0. 

POBEIGK  COBPOBATION8. 
See  Taxation,  3,  4. 

POBEIGN  JUDGlflENTa 

See  Judgments,  6-8. 

POBOEBY. 

POBGEBY— Negotiable  Instnimeiits. — ^If  a  bank  by  mistake 
informs  a  person  that  it  holds  a  deposit  of  money  to  his  credit^  and 
the  addressee  requests  a  draft  for  the  amount,  and  upon  receiving 
sueh  draft  indorses  it,  receiving  the  money,  his  indorsement  does 
not  constitute  forgery.  (Utah.)  Heavey  v.  Commercial  Nat.  Bank, 
906. 

PBAUDS^  STATUTE  OP. 

!•  STATUTE  OF  FBAUDS.— A  Sale  of  Wild  Grass  growing  upon 
the  vendor's  land  is  within  the  statute  of  frauds,  and  a  written  con- 
tract cannot  be  dispensed  with.     (Minn.)     Kirkeby  v.  Erickson,  411. 

2.  DEEDS,  Parol  Surrender  of  a  Bight  to  Bedeem  from  a  Deed 
Absolute  on  Its  Pace. — When  a  deed  absolute  on  its  face  is  given 
with  a  parol  agreement  that  it  is  given  and  received  as  security  for 
a  debt,  the  grantor  may,  by  parol  agreement,  surrender  his  right  of 
redemption,  and  vest  complete  title  in  the  grantee.  (Iowa.)  Baxter 
T.  Pritchard,  ^2. 

8.  HOMESTEAD — Oral  Transfer  in  Oonsideratien  of  Support. — 
An  oral  agreement  between  a  son  and  his  parents  that  he  shall,  in  con- 
sideration of  earrying  on  their  business  and  providing  for  their  support. 
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become  Tested,  upon  their  death,  with  the  title  to  the  family  borne- 
etead,  eontrayenes  the  statute  of  frauds  and  the  statute  of  ¥rill8;  bot, 
if  fairly  made  and  substantially  performed  by  the  son,  equity  nay 
grant  him  relief  in  ease  the  parents  repudiate  the  a^eement.  (Neb.) 
Teske  v.  Dittbemer,  614. 

FBAUDUI£NT  OONVETANGB. 

FBAUDULENT  OONVEYANOE— Bill  to  Set  Aside  Before 
Judgment. — A  creditor  who  attaches  real  estate  as  the  property  of 
his  debtor,  after  an  alleged  fraudulent  conveyance  thereof,^  can- 
not, before  reducing  his  claim  to  judgment,  maintain  a  creditor's 
bill  to  set  aside  the  conveyance.     (Gal.)     Aigeltinger  ▼•  Einstein, 

aAB. 

See  Confusion  of  Goods,  8« 

QIFTS. 

1.  GIFT.— The  Acceptance  of  a  Gift  may  be  Pxesnmed.  (Pa.  St.) 
Sparks  v.  Hurley,  926. 

2.  GIFT  of  Stock  by  Transfer  on  Books. — ^A  HuAand  may  make 
a  gift  of  stock  to  his  wife  by  a  transfer  of  an  account  frt>m  his 
name  to  hers,  upon  the  books,  although  she  does  not  know  of  it  at 
the  time  and  does  not  then  accept  it.  (Pa.  St.)  Sparks  v.  Hurley, 
926. 

3.  GIFTS.— Evidence  that  the  Owner  of  Corporate  Stock  DellT- 
ered  the  Certificate  Thereof  to  another  person,  accompanied  with 
words  declaring  the  donor's  intention  to  make  a  gift  to  such  person, 
and  that  the  stock  was  accepted  and  subsequently  helde  by  such 
donee,  warrants  a  finding  that  the  gift  was  absolute.  (N.  H.)  Bond 
V.  Bean,  6S6. 

4.  GIFTS— Evidence  of  Intention.— The  fact  that  a  certificate 
of  corporate  stock  is  not  indorsed  and  assigned  by  the  donor  to  the 
donee  does  not  render  the  gift  of  it  incomplete,  but  is  evidence  bear- 
ing upon  the  intention  with  which  the  donor  made  the  gift,  to  be 
considered  by  the  jury  with  the  other  evidence.  (N.  H.)  Bond  ▼• 
Bean,  686. 

5.  GIFT  OF  MONEYS  on  Deposit  in  Bank.— If  the  holder  of  a 
bank-book  delivers  it  to  another  with  an  order  directing  that  the 
amount  due  be  paid  to  the  latter,  who  afterward  retains  the  posses- 
sion of  such  book,  this  constitutes  a  gift  of  such  amount.  (N.  Y.) 
Matter  of  Barefield.  814. 

GUABAKTY. 

1.  GUABAKTf  is  a  Promise  to  answer  for  the  payment  of  some 
debt,  or  the  performance  of  some  duty,  in  case  of  the  .failure  of  an- 
other person  who  is  himself,  in  the  first  instance,  liable  to  such  i>ay- 
ment  or  performance.     (N.  C.)     Cowan  v.  Boberts,  845. 

2.  GUABANTY  OF  PAYMENT — Guaranty  for  Collection. — ^A 
guaranty  of  payment  is  an  absolute  promise  to  pay  a  debt  at  maturitv 
if  not  paid  by  the  principal  debtor,  while  a  guaranty  for  collection 
is  only  a  promise  to  pay  the  debt  upon  condition  that  the  guarantee 
diligently  prosecutes -the  principal  debtor  for  the  recovery  of  the 
debt  without  success.     (N.  G.)     Cowan  v.  Boberts,  845. 


Index.  106: 

S.  OTTAHuANTT— Abmlnte. — Th«  words  ''I  do  hereby  gnarantea 
any  debts"  is  an  absolute,  direct,  and  unconditional  promise  to  an- 
swer for  the  default  of  the  principal  debtor.  (N.  C.)  Cowan  v. 
Boberts,  845. 

4.  OXTABANTT — Oonsideratloii. — ^The  promise  of  the  guarantee  to 
furnish  goods  to  the  principal  is  sufficient  consideration  to  support 
the  contract  of  guaranty.     (N,  C.)     Cowan  v.  Boberts,  845. 

5.  QXJASAinrsr — ^Absolate — Notice  of  Acceptance. — If  an  under- 
taking is  to  guarantee  any  contract  which  may  be  made  the  obligation 
is  not  collateral  and  contingent,  but  absolute  and  unconditional,  and 
no  notice  of  acceptance  is  necessary.  (N.  C.)  Cowan  ▼.  Boberts, 
845. 

6.  QXTABANTY. — ^Notice  of  Acceptance  is  not  required  when  there 
is  a  direct  promise  of  guaranty.     (N.  C.)     Cowan  v.  Roberts,  845. 

7.  OTTABANTY— Fraad  of  Principals— If  a  principal  debtor  agrees 
to  seenre  a  second  guarantor  before  delivery  of  the  contract  of  guar- 
anty,  without  the  Imowledge  of  the  guarantee,  but  fails  to  do  so,  the 
guarantor  is  still  bound  by  his  contract.  (N.  C.)  Cowan  y.  Boberts, 
845. 

S.  OTTABAN T Y — ^Negligence  of  Guarantor^ — Failure  by  the  guar- 
antoT,  for  a  long  period,  to  notify  the  guarantee  that  the  condition 
-of  the  deliyery  of  the  contract  of  guaranty  has  not  been  complied 
withy  during  which  time  further  credit  has  been  extended,  estops 
the  fmarantor  from  taking  advantage  of  the  breach  of  such  condition. 
<N.   C.)     Cowan  v.  Boberts,  845. 

9.  OTTABANTT. — Burden  of,  Showing  Lade  of  Diligence  by  the 
guarantee  in  prosecuting  the  principal  debtor  so  as  to  release  the 
piarantor,  is  upon  the  latter.     (N.  C.)     Cowan  t.  Boberts,  845. 

GUABDIAN. 

See  Infants. 

HABEAS  OOBFUa 

See   Criminal  Law,   23. 

EIGHWATS. 

1.  HiaHWAY— Bights  in.  Acquired  by  Pnblic. — ^By  taking  or  ac- 
cepting land  for  &  highway,  the  public  acquire  only  the  right  of 
way,  and  the  incidents  necessary  to  enjoying  and  maintaining  the 
same,  which  incidents  do  not  embrace  the  subterranean  waters  of 
the  road.     (Cal.)     Wright  v.  Austin,  97. 

2.  HIGHWAY— Percolating  Water,  Injunction  Against  Using. — 
The  public  authorities  may  be  enjoined,  at  the  suit  of  the  owner  of 
the  fee,  from  taking  the  subterranean  waters  from  a  highway  to 
sprinkle  it.     (Cal.)     Wright  v.  Austin,  97. 

3.  NBGUOBNCE — ^Proximate  Cause. — If  a  hole  in  a  highway 
gives  a  bicycle  rider  thereon  an  impetus  which  carries  him  over  an 
unrailed  and  dangerous  embankment,  to  his  injury,  the  hole,  and 
not  the  embankment,  cannot,  as  matter  of  law,  be  regarded  as  the 
cause  of  the  injury.     (N.  H.)     Hendry  ▼.  North  Hampton,  681. 

4.  MUNICIPAL  COBPOBATIONS— Defective  Highway.— If  a 
town  allows  an  embankment  along  a  highway  therein  to  remain  in 
an  unrailed  and  dangerous  condition,  it  is  liable  to  a  bicycle  rider 
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who,  without  fault  on  his  part,  ifl  injuied  thereby.     (N.  H.)     Headf> 
▼.   North  HamptOBy  681. 

5.  HIOHWATB— Defects  Ul — A  bieycle  rider  injured  hy  reaaom 
of  a  def eet  in  a  highway,  consisting  of  an  nnrailed  and  dangerooa 
embankment,  rendering  it  unsuitable  for  ordinary  travel,  is  entitled 
to  recover  for  an  injury  received  thereby.  (N.  H.)  Hendry  v. 
North  Hampton^  681. 

See  Easements. 

Note. 

Hil^wayB,  abandonment  or  vacation  of,  abutting  property   owners 

may  object  to,  117. 
abandonment  or  vacation  of,  rights  of  abutting  property  owners 

after,  117. 
additional  uses  to  which  property  owners  need  not  submit,  109, 

110. 
adjacent  property  owners  are  prima  facie  entitled  to  middle  of, 

104. 
adverse  possession  of,  title  of  the  owner  of  the  fee  may  be 

devested  by,  105. 
abutting  property  owner   has  no  right  to  frighten  horses  upon, 

108. 
abutting  property  owner,  is  entitled  to  lateral  support  from,  110. 
abutting  property  owner,  rights  of  in,  106-117. 
abutting  property  owner,  right  of  to  maintain  actions  for  ob- 
structing, 109. 
covenant  of  seisin  is  not  broken  by,  105. 
deviations  from  to  avoid  obstructions,  etc,  in,  property  owner 

must  submit  to.  111. 
drainage,  abutting  property  owner  may  use  for  the  purposes  of, 

115. 
easements  which  the  public  has  in,  105. 

ejectment  by  abutting  property  owners  for  lands  covered  by,  117. 
freehold  of,  in  whom  remains,  103,  104. 
gates  across,  right  of  land  owners  to  maintain,  108. 
grants  of  land  as  bounded  by,  construction  of,  104. 
grass  growing  in  belongs  to  the  owner  of  the  abutting  property, 

111. 
injunction  to  protect  rights  of  abutting  property  owners  in,  117. 
minerals  in  belong  to  the  owners  of  the  abutting  property,  111. 
nuisances  in,  suits  by  abutting  property  owners  to  abate,   118. 
nuisances  in,  which  an  abutting  property  owner  has  the  right  to 

abate,  110. 
obstructions  upon,  remedy  of  property  owners  for,  109,  110. 
obstructions  upon,  rights  of  property  owners  to  remove,  109. 
ownership  in  property  covered  by  which  is  retained  by  the  land 

owner,  103. 
ownership  of  the  public  in  the  lands  covered  by,  103. 
pasturage  of  stock  upon,  who  entitled  to,  112. 
private  persons  may  not  use  for  private  purposes  against  the 

will  of  the  owner  of  the  fee,  105,  106. 
private  purposes,  extent  to  which  land  owner  may  apply  to,  107. 
remedies   of   abutting   property   owners   for   invasion   of  theto 

rights  in,  117,  118. 
rights  in  of  the  owner  of  the  land  covered  by,  106. 
servitudes,  additional  upon,  what  are,  110. 
soil,  gravel,  etc.,  right  of  the  publie  to  use,  115. 
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BSfpxwtkjB,  timber  on,  rifht  of  the  public  to  use,  116. 

trees  and  ihrubB,  right  of  abutting  property  owners  to  plant  in, 
113. 

trees  and  shrubs  upon,  damages  for  cutting  of  by  road  overseers, 
113. 

trees  and  shrubs  upon,  right  of  telegraph  and  telephone  corpora- 
tions to  trim,  112,  113, 

trees  and  shrubs  upon,  title  to  is  in  the  abutting  property  own- 
ers, 112. 

trespass,  action  of  by  abutting  property  owners  for  injuries  to 
property  in,  117. 

trespassers  on  property  covered  by,  remedy  of  the  land  ownet 
for,  105. 

watercourses,  abutting  property  owners  should  not  be  shut  off 
from  by,  114,  115. 

waters  in,  right  to  the  use  of,  114* 

HOLIDATS. 

ZiEOAL  H0UDAY8.— Ifllnisterlal  Acts  by  public  officers  may 
properly  be  performed  on  legal  holidays,  in  the  absence  of  express 
statutory  prohibition,  and  statutes  prohibiting  judicial  acts  on  such 
days  do  not  apply  to  such  as  are  merely  ministerial.  (Idaho.) 
Havens  ▼.  Stiles,  195. 

See  Sunday.  " 

HOllESTEADa 
In  Oeneral. 

1.  HOMESTEADS— Estate  in  Land. — A  homestead  is  an  estate 
in  land,  and  not  merely  an  exemption;  and  when  the  interest  of  the 
homesteader  does  not  exceed  in  value  the  statutory  limit,  the  home- 
stead estate  comprises  his  entire  title,  leaving  no  interest  to  which 
liens  can  attach  or  which  he  can  convey  separately.  (HI.)  Boberson 
V.  Tippie,  217. 

2.  HOMESTEADS  Basis  of  Estate. — A  homestead  estate  is 
based  upon  the  title  of  the  homesteader,  and  can  have  no  separate 
existence  independent  of  the  title  which  constitutes  one  of  its  es- 
sential elements  and  from  which  it  is  inseparable.  (HI.)  Boberson 
V.  Tippie,  217. 

8.  HOIAESTEADS— Descent  of. — ^Upon  the  death  of  the  home- 
steader, the  homestead  estate  by  operation  of  law  devolves  upon  the 
surviving  husband  or  wife  for  life  and  upon  their  child  or  children 
during  the  minority  of  the  youngest,  and  the  heirs  at  law  take  a  re- 
versionary interest  only,  expectant  upon  the  termination  of  the  es- 
tate for  life  or  for  years  created  by  the  statute.  (lU.)  Boberson  v. 
Tippie,  217. 

Bales  and  Leates. 

See  Frauds,  Statute  of,  8. 

4.    HOMESTEADS—Oonveyance    of— Husband    and    Wife. — The 

statutory  provision  declaring  that  no  conveyance  of  the  homestead 
shall  be  valid  unless  in  writing,  subscribed  by  the  homesteader  and 
his  wife  applies  to  deeds  made  by  a  husband  to  his  wife,  and  there- 
fore a  conveyance  of  a  homestead,  not  exceeding  the  statutory  value, 
by  a  husband  to  his  wife,  she  not  joining  therein,  is  absolutely  void 
snd  passes  no  title.     (HI.)     Boberson  v.  Tippie,  217. 
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5.  HOlffESTBADft— <lonT8ytiice    of— HiBrtMnd    and    Wtfto. — ^Tk# 

anount  paid  by  a  wife  as  a  consideration  for  the  eonveymiiee  of  a 
homestead  to  her  by  her  husband,  in  whieh  she  does  not  joiHy  aa 
leqnired  by  statute,  is  not  a  lien,  in  law  or  eqnity  upon  the  land 
attempted  to  be  conveyed.     (HI.)     Boberson  ▼.  Tippie,  217. 

6.  HOMESTEADS-— Lease  of — Consent  of  Wife. — A  husband, 
without  consent  of  his  wife,  may  lease  the  homestead  lands  for  pnr- 
peees  not  interfering  with  the  nse  of  the  propertr  as  a  homestead;  but 
he  cannot  do  so  when  the  lease  interferes  with  such  nae.  (Ala.) 
Killikin  ▼.  Garmichael,  29. 

7.  HOMESTEADS— Lease  of — Consent  of  Wife. — ^A  bnaband 
alone,  and  without  the  consent  of  his  wife,  may  lease  the  premisea 
constituting  their  homestead  for  the  turpentine  privileges  thereon, 
with  right  of  ingress  and  egress  for  the  purposes  of  the  lease. 
(Ala.)     Millikin  v.  Garmichael,  2Q. 

HOBaCIDE. 

Degrees  of  Murder, 

1.  CBOfflNAL  LAW— Instmctlons  Defining  Degrees  of  Mnxder. — 

On  a  prosecution  for  murder,  it  is  not  error  to  repeat  instruetioaa  de- 
fining murder  in  the  first  and  second  degrees,  on  the  ground  that  they 
tend  to  intensify  the  crime  as  murder,  when  the  only  purpose  or 
effect  of  such  instructions  is  to  more  fully  point  out  the  distinetion 
between  the  two  different  degrees  of  murder.  (Wash.)  Stata  ▼• 
Clark,  1006. 

2.  CRIMINAL  LAW— Mnxder— Snf&ciency  of  Evidence. — ^A  con- 
viction of  murder  in  the  first  degree  must  stand,  when  the  circum- 
stances ifhow  that  there  can  be  no  possible  doubt  that  the  defendant 
did  the  killing  through  jealousy,  although  no  one  saw  it  done,  and 
when  there  is  no  evidence  of  his  insanity,  set  up  as  a  defense,  except 
his  own  statement  that  he  did  not  know  what  he  was  doin^  at  the 
time,  and  the  statement  of  witnesses  that  he  "looked  wild''  and 
*' acted  nutty."     (Wash.)     State  v.  Clark,  1006. 

Indictment  and  Informatkm. 

8.  MUBDEB. — ^Information  for  Mnrder  need  not  expressly  allege 
an  intent  to  kill.     (Mont.)     State  v.  Keerl,  679. 

4.  MUBDEB. — ^Information  for  murder  must  directly  allege  that 
death  resulted  from  the  mortal  wound  or  wounds  inmeted  by  the 
defendant.     (Mont.)     State  v.  Keerl,  679. 

6.  MUBDEB. — Information  for  murder  which  is  defective  in  in- 
sufiiciently  alleging  the  cause  of  death  is  not  cured  by  a  concluding 
allegation  that  "so  the  said  defendant  did  kill  and  murder  the  said 
deceased."     (Mont.)     State  v.  Keerl,  579. 

Evidence. 

6.  HOMICIDE— Evidence  that  Deceased  Carried  Weapon. — On  a 

murder  trial,  it  is  not  competent  to  prove  by  a  witness  other  than 
the  accused  that  the  deceased  was  in  the  habit  of  carrying  a  pistol, 
anless  such  fact  is  traced  to  the  knowledge  of  the  accused.  (Aia.) 
Sims  V.  State,  17. 

7.  HOMICIDE — ^Expert  Evidence  as  to  Character  of  Wonnd.^ 
A  physician  who  attended  the  deceased  after  he  had  received  the 
wound  which  caused  his  death,  is  competent  to  state  his  opinion  as 
t«  whether  or  not  the  wound  was  fataL     (Ala)     Sims  v.  State^  17. 
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ET7SBAin>  AND  WITB. 

Wife's  Separ^U  Fr^uer^. 

1.  SU8BAin>  AND  WIFE— Wife's  Separate  Property.— If  a 
aanied  "waman  living  with  her  husband,  takes  a  half  interest  in  a 
eontraet  to  work  a  mine  on  shares,  hires  a  man  to  do  half  the  work, 
and  pays  him  ont  of  her  share  of  the  clean-up,  while  she  personally 
supervises  the  work,  the  net  profits  of  her  mining  enterprise  are 
her  separate  property,  under  a  statute  exempting  property  ac- 
quired by  a  married  woman  ''by  her  own  labor,"  from  the  debts  or 
contract  liabilities  of  her  husband.     (Wash.)     Elliott  ▼.  Hawley,  1016. 

2.  HUSBAND  AND  WIFE— Wife's  Separate  Property— Partner- 
Alp  Property. — ^If  money  acquired  by  a  married  woman  in  one  state 
as  a  member  of  a  partnership,  there  becomes  her  separate  property, 
and  is  brought  into  another  state  and  deposited  as  the  funds  of  such 
partnership,  her  share  thereof  remains  her  separate  property,  and  real 
estate  there  purchased  by  her  and  paid  for  by  a  check  of  such  partner- 
ship, in  a  sum  less  than  her  share  of  such  deposit,  is  not  subject 
to  her  husband's  separate  debt.     (Wash.)     Elliott  ▼.  Hawley,  1016. 

S.  HUSBAND  AND  WIFE— Wife's  Separate  Property. — Bestrie- 
tlozia  Against  Partnerships  formed  by  husband  and  wife  are  intended 
only  to  protect  the  wife  against  her  husband's  separate  debts,  and 
not  to  deprive  her  of  her  separate  property.  (Wash.)  Elliott  v. 
Hawley,  1016. 

4.  HUBBAND  AND  WIFE — ^Wife's  Separate  Property— €k>mmin- 
gllnif  of  Funds* — If  the  amount  of  money  invested  by  husband  and 
wife  in  a  joint  enterprise  is  definite  as  to  the  amount  advanced  by 
each,  and  yields  a  definite  income  or  increase,  there  is  no  such 
eommingling  of  their  separate  property,  as  to  cause  it  to  lose  its 
identity.     (Wash.)     Elliott  ▼.  Hawley,  1016. 

Wife'8  Power  of  Sale, 

6.  MARHTTiD  WOMEN— Power  of  Sals  of  Land— Execntion  of, 
Without  Joinder  of  Husband. — ^If  a  testator,  by  his  will,  devises  all 
his  property  to  his  wife,  "during  her  lifetime,  to  manage  at  her  con- 
trol, or  as  she  may  think  best,  for  herself  and  her  children,  in  future, 
to  contract  debts  and  pay  them  out  of  the  property  as  she  may  deem 
expedient,  or  to  sell  off  the  property  as  she  thinks  proper  during  her 
lifetime,  and  at  her  death"  the  remaining  property  to  be  sold  and 
the  proceeds  divided  amongst  his  children,  he  thus  confers  upon  her 
power  to  dispose  of  the  propertv  in  fee,  which  she  may  do  bv  deed 
without  the  joinder  of  her  tnen  husband.  (Ala.)  Toung  v.  Sheldon, 
44. 

6.  MABBIED  WOMEN— Bzecution  of  Power  of  Sale— Joinder  o! 
Bnsbaad. — A  married  woman  may,  without  the  assent  or  concurrence 
ef  her  husband,  execute  a  power  conferred  upon  her  to  dispose  of 
lands  in  fee  by  executing  her  sole  deed  thereof.  (Ala.)  Young  y. 
Sheldon,  44. 

See   Gifts;   Homesteads,   4-7. 

IMPUTED  NEaiilGENOE. 
See  Negligence,  5,  6. 

INCEST. 

1.    OON STlTUTlONAIi  LAW— Incest. — A  statute  defining  incest, 
irithout  including  actual  Knowledge  on  the  part  of  the  defendant  of 
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Ws  relation  to  the  partieeps  eriminifl  as  a  neeeasarr  element  of  gvilt. 
ia  not   unconatitntional.     (Wash.)     State   t.   Glindemann,   lOOlT 

2.  OBIMINAIi  IiAW--Iiiowt^Ziifoniiatioiir--8cieatar.--If  a  atat- 
Qte  upon  incest  is  silent  as  to  anj  scienter,  not  nainff  the  words 
I 'knowingly/'  ''willfully,"  or  the  like  in  describing  the  oflenae,  it 
IS  not  necessary  to  allege  or  prove  that  the  defendant  knew  the  re- 
lationship existing  between  him  and  the  partieeps  eriminia.  (Wash.) 
Btate  V.  Glindemann,  1001. 

8.    OBD^ZKAIi  LAW— Inoest— Def enae  of  Xnaanitj— BridfloeeL— 

If  the  defense  of  insanity  is  set  np  to  charge  of  incest,  the  exeloflioB 
of  the  record  of  the  appointment  of  a  guardian  for  the  defendant  as 
being  of  unsound  mind  is  not  error  if  the  record  of  the  actual  ad- 
jadication  of  his  insanity  made  just  prior  to  the  guardianship  piro- 
ceeding  has  already  been  admitted  ia  evidence.  (Wash.)  State  ▼• 
Glindemann,  1001. 

IKDBPEIIBBNT  OONTBAOTOB. 

See  Master  and  Servant,  2d. 

INDICTMENT. 
'See  Homicide,  3-5. 

INFANTS. 

ACTIONS^-Parties— Suit  for  Infaat.--If  suit  is  prosecuted  for 
an  infant,  it  must  run  in  the  name  of  the  infant,  as  plaintiff,  by  its 
guardian  or  next  friend,  and  not  in  the  name  of  the  guardian  or  next 
friend  for  the  infant.  The  infant  is  the  real  plaintiff.  (Mo.) 
Jones  T.  Kansas  City  etc.  B.  B.  Co.,  434. 

See  Adoption;  Master  and  Servant,  1« 

DVHEBITANOE  TAX. 
See  Taxation,  8,  4. 

INJUNOTIONB. 
In  Oenerat, 

1.  INJUNOTIONB — Jurisdiction  to  Issue. — Courts  of  equity  alone 
have  power  to  issue  injunctions,  and  they  never  exercise  this  power 
to  allay  mere  apprehensions  of  injury,  but  only  when  the  injury  is 
imminent  and  irreparable.    (Mo.)       Sehubach  v.  McDonald,  42^2. 

2.  INJUNCTION— Jnxlsdictlon— Writ  of  PzohibitioiL->If  the 
court  has  jurisdiction  over  the  subject  matter,  it  has  the  power  to 
decide  whether  a  petition  for  an  injunction  does  or  does  not  state  a 
cause  of  action;  and  the  mere  failure  of  the  petition  to  state  a  cause 
of  action,  or  the  defective  statement  of  a  good  cause  of  action  in 
no  way  affects  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court,  or  justifies  the  issue  of  a 
writ  of  prohibition  to  prevent  it  from  acting.  (Mo.)  Gtehubach  v. 
McDonald,  452. 

Ticket  Brokers, 

8.  INJUNCTION  Against  Ticket  Broken.— Ticket  brokers  who 
assert  a  right  to  buy  and  sell  nontransferable  railroad  tickets,  issued 
and  to  be  issued,  notwithstanding  their  terms,  and  notwithstanding 
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the  fact  that  the  original  purehaser  can  confer  no  rights  upon  any- 
one thereunder,  thereby  threaten  to  invade  an  existent  property 
ri^ht  of  the  railroad,  which  owing  to  the  insolvency  of  the  brokers 
and  the  nature  of  their  business,  will  work  irreparable  injury  to  the 
TailToacly  and  this  entitles  it  to  an  injunction  to  prevent  such  brokers 
from   8o    doing.     (Mo.)     Schubach  v.  McDonald,  452. 

4.     Ul'XITNOTION  Against  Bailroad  Ticket  Broken.— There  is  an 

existent  controversy  concerning  a  legal  subject  matter  between  live 

parties  presented  for  adjudication  and  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the 

courty  -where  a  petition  for  an  injunction,  together  with  the  return 

of  the  rule  to  show  cause,  show  that  defendant  ticket  brokers  have 

in   their   possession  and  intend  to  buy,  and  assert  a  property  right 

in  nontransferable  tickets  issued  by  a  railroad  company,  and  sold  or 

to   be   Bold  to  such  brokers  by  original  purchasers  and  which  such 

brokers   threaten  to  sell  to  others.     (Mo.)     Schubach  v.  McDonald, 

452. 

S.  COK8T1T  U  TIOKAL  LAW— Injunction  Against  Bailroad  Ticket 
'Brokerage. — A  court  in  granting  an  injunction  restraining  ticket 
brokers  from  buying  and  selling  nontransferable  railroad  tickets,  is- 
sued and  to  be  issued,  does  not  infringe  upon  the  powers  nor  invade 
the  province  of  the  legislature.     (Mo.)     Schubach  v.  McDonald,  452. 

6.     DTJUKOnOK    Against    Ticket    Scalping— Jurisdiction — Oon- 
crete  Case. — A  petition  for  an  injunction  against  ticket  brokers  re- 
citing that  certain  excursion  tickets,  mileage  tickets    and  commuta- 
tion tickets  have  been  issued,  or  ^1  be  issued,  from  time  to  time 
\>7  a  railroad  company,  based  upon  a  consideration  of  redujed  rates, 
which  hy  their  express  terms  are  to  be  good  only  in  the  hands  of  the 
original  purchaser,  and  that  it  will  be  impossible,  impracticable,  or 
at  any  rate  unbearably  inconvenient,  for  the  original  purchaser  to 
be  identified  and  have  the  return  ticket  stamped,  or  for  the  train 
conductors  to  determine  whether  the  person  attempting  to  ride  on 
such  return  ticket  is  the  original  purchaser  or  not;  that  it  would  be 
a  fraud  upon  the  railroad  for  anyone,  except  the  original  purchaser, 
to  ride  upon  such  return  tickets,  and  a  fraud  for  the  original  pur- 
chaser to  sell  such  return  tickets  to  the  ticket  brokers,  and  for  such 
brokers  to  sell  such  return  tickets  to  any  third  person  to  be  by  him 
BO  used,  or  upon  the  representation  that  they  would  entitle  the  buyer 
to  so  ride  thereon;  that,  in  the  nature  of  things,  the  railroad  could 
never  ascertain  that  such  frauds  were  about  to  be  committed  until 
after  trains  had  departed  and  such  tickets  were  presented  to  train 
conductors,  and  that  it  would  then  be  too  late  to  ask  for  or  to  receive 
injunctive  relief  against  the  perpetrators     of  such  frauds,  and  that 
the  ticket  brokers  are  insolvent  so  that  no  adequate  remedy  at  law 
could  be  had  against  them,  and  further,  that  even  if  such  frauds 
could  be  discovered  in  time  to  ask  specific  relief  in  each  case,  it 
would    involve  the  prosecution  of  a  multiplicity  of  suits,  and  pray- 
ing for  an  injunction  to  restrain  ticket  brokers  from  buying,  selling, 
or  dealing  in  such  nontransferable  tickets,  states  a  concrete  case  as 
to  tickets  then  held  by  ticket  brokers,  and  presents  a  hve  subject 
matter,  between  live  parties,  which  gives  the  court  power  and  juris- 
diction to  issue  the  injunction,  and  a  wnt  of  prohibition  will  not 
lie  to  prevent   the  court    from  acting  and    issuing  such    injunction. 
(Mo.)     Schubach  y.  McDonald,  452. 

7.    IK  JUNCTION  Against  Tickets  Scalper*— Petition  te  Ctonfer 

Jttxlsdictlon.— A  petition  by  a  railroad  company  for  an  injunction 

ajcainst  a  ticket  broker  to  restrain  him  from  dealing  in  special  tickets, 

which  recite  upon  their  face  that  they  are  Usued  at  reduced  rates 

Am.  Bt  Rep.,  Vol.  101-68 
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ftBd  are  nontraBsferable,  bvt  which  do  not  relate  to  aaj  partienbr 
oceaaon,  states  a  concrete  esse  which  a  court  of  equity  has  jnrisdie- 
tton  to  hear  and  decide,  and  a  writ  of  prohibition  will  not  iani 
against  it.     (Mo.)     Schubach  ▼.  McDonald,  452. 

See  Highways,  2. 

nraANE  pebsons. 

1.  OONTBAOTS  of  Insane  Persona — ^Idiots  and  persona  of  non- 
sane  memory  are  not  totally  disabled  either  to  convey  or  purchase,  but 
sab  mode  only,  for  their'  conveyances  and  purchases  are  ToidaUi^ 
but  not  actually  void.     (N.  Y.)     Blinn  v.  Schwarz,  806. 

2.  INSANE  PEBSONS. — ^The  Deed  of  a  Itnnatle  Before  Qflles 
Pound  is  voidable  only,  and  not  void.  (N.  Y.)  Blinn  v.  Schwan, 
806. 

8.    INSANE  PEBSONS.— The  Deed  of  an  Insane  Person  May  he 

Batilied  by  Him  if  it  was  made  while  he  was  insane,  and  his  agent, 
under  a  power  of  attorney,  also  executed  durin^r  the  insanity,  received 
the  consideration,  and  the  principal,  after  becoming  sane,  sued  such 
agent  for  an  accounting  and  inserted  allegations  in  the  complaint 
which  would  have  permitted  a  recovery  of  the  money  received  by  the 
agent  for  the  conveyance.  Though  it  does  not  appear  by  the  eora- 
plaint  or  otherwise  that  the  principal  knew  when  the  aetion  was 
brought  that  his  agent  had  received  such  moneys,  still  this  easts  the 
burden  of  proof  on  such  principal  in  an  action  of  ejectment  to  re- 
cover the  land  so  conveved,  and  requires  him  to  show  that  he  did  not 
ratify  the  conveyance  after  the  termination  of  his  insanity.  (N.  Y.) 
Blinn  y.  Schwarz,  806. 

See  Criminal  Law,  1-8. 

INSTBUOnONS. 

See  Criminal  Law;  Trial,  8-8. 

INSX7BAN0E. 

Employer's  Indemnity. 

1.  INSUEANOE— Employer's  Indemnity^— If  a  policy  of  employ- 
er's liability  insurance  provides  that  if  suit  is  brought  against  the 
assured  to  enforce  a  claim  on  account  of  an  accident  covered  bj  the 
policy,  the  insurer  will,  on  notice  thereof,  take  charge  of  the  litiga- 
tion in  the  name  and  behalf  of  the  insured,  or  settle  it  at  its  own 
cost,  unless  it  elects  to  pay  to  the  insured  the  indemnity,  the  assured 
beiuff  forbidden  to  settle  any  claim  or  incur  any  expense  without 
the  insurer's  written  consent,  and  the  policy,  also  providing  that 
no  claim  shall  He  against  the  insurer  under  the  policy,  unless  brought 
by  the  insured  to  reimburse  him  for  loss  actually  sustained  and  paid 
by  him  in  satisfaction  of  a  judgment,  the  insurer,  after  taking  con- 
trol of  proceedings  in  a  suit  against  the  assured,  who  is  insolvent, 
cannot  be  discharged  of  liability,  except  by  payment  of  the  indem- 
nity, or  a  settlement  of  the  plaintiff's  claim  reduced  to  judgment. 
(N.  H.)     Sanders  v.  Frankfort  Marine  etc  Ins.  Co.,  688. 

2.  INSX7RAN0E — ^Employer's  Indemnity. — ^If  a  policy  of  em* 
ployer's  liability  insurance  provides  that  no  claim  shall  lie  against 
the  insurer  on  the  policy  unless  brought  by  the  assured  to  reimburse 
him  for  loss  sustained  and  paid  by  him  in  satisfaction  of  a  judg- 
ment, and  that  if  the  insured  shall  take  control  of  proceedings  ui 
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action  to  enforce  ft  claim  arising  under  the  poliej,  he  i(hall  either 
p&y  tlie  indemnity  or  secure  the  discharge  of  the  insured,  equity  has 
jurisdiction  to  compel  the  insurer  to  pay  the  amount  of  the  insurance 
in    satisfaction  of  a  judgment  obtained  by  an  employ 6  against  the 
iasurecly   if  the  insurer  has  taken  control  of  the  proceedings  as  pro- 
vided   for  in  the  policy,  and  has  continued  them  to  final  judgment, 
tliongli  tlie  insured  was  then  insolvent  and  unable  to  pay  such  judg- 
xnenty    had   made  no  claim  for  the  insurance,  and  had  incurred  no 
expense  nor  made  any  payment  on  account  of  the  litigation.     (N.  H.) 
Sanders  -v,  Frankfort  Marine  etc.  Ins.  Co.,  688. 

J'ire  Insurance. 

3.  rM'BUBANCE— Waiyer  of  Proof  of  Loss.— Denial  of  liability 
"by  an  insurer  for  a  loss  by  fire  constitutes  a  waiver  of  proof  of  such 
loss.      (Ky.)     Home  Ins.  Co.  v.  Koob,  354. 

4.  XNSUBAKOE,  FIBE — Oonditlon  Against  Otber  Insurance^ 
Owner  and  Mortgagee. — ^If  an  owner  of  property  accepts  a  policy  of 
ftre  insnrance  thereon,  containing  a  condition  that  it  shall  be  void  if 
otber  insurance  is  taken  on  the  insured  property,  the  fact  that  the 
mortgagee  of  such  property  subsequently  takes  other  insurance  on 
bia  interest  does  not  avoid  the  owner's  insurance,  especially  when 
neither  knew  that  insurance  had  been  procured  by  the  other. 
(Ky.)     Home  Ina.  Co.  v.  Koob,  354. 

5.  ZKSUSAKCE,  FIBS— Misrepresentation— Burden  of  Proof* — 
In  the  absence  of  fraudulent  intent,  the  burden  of  proof  is  on  an 
insurer  to  show  that  a  misrepresentation  by  the  insured  as  to  the 
amount  he  owed  on  a  mortgage  on  the  property  insured  was  material 
to  the  risk.     (Ky.)     Home  Ins.  Co.  v.  Koob,  354. 

6.  JNSURANOB,   FIBE — Other   Insurance— Ctontzibntion. — ^If   an 

owner  and  a  mortgagee  of  the  same  property  have  procured  insurance 
on  their  separate  interests  therein,  and  the  owner  seeks  to  recover 
on  his  policy,  the  defendant  insurer  is  not  entitled  to  contributioa 
against  the  insurer  of  the  mortgagee's  interest.  (Ky.)  Home  Ins. 
Co.  V.  Koob,  354. 

Life  Insurance. 

7.  IKSUBANOE,  LIFE — ^Insurable  Interest. — ^Insnranee  procured 
by  one  person  upon  the  life  of  another  in  which  he  has  no  insurable 
interest,  is  against  public  policy  and  void  as  a  wager  contract.  (N. 
H.)     Mechanicks    Nat.  Bank  v.  Comins,  650. 

8.  INSXTBAKCE,  LIFE — ^Insurable  Interest. — ^Any  reasonable  ex* 
pectation  of  pecuniary  benefit  or  advantage,  either  directly  or  indi- 
rectly, from  the  continued  life  of  another,  creates  an  insurable  in- 
terest in  such  life,  though  there  may  be  no  claim  upon  the  person 
whose  life  is  insured  that  can  be  recognized  in  law  or  in  equity. 
(N.  H.)     Mechanicks    Nat.  Bank  ▼.  Comins,  650. 

8.  INSUBANCE,  UFE — ^Insnrable  Interest. — ^Insurance  upon  the 
life  of  the  manager  of  a  corporation,  procured  by  one  who  furnishes 
funds  to  carry  on  the  business,  is  not  void  for  want  of  an  insurable 
interest.     (N.  H.)     Mechanicks    Nat.  Bank  v.  Comins,  650. 

10.  INBUBANOE,  LIFE— Insurable  Interest — ^Assignment. — A. 
policy  of  life  insurance  valid  in  its  inception  may  be  assigned  to  one 
having  no  insurable  interest  in  the  life  insured,  if  the  assignment  is 
bona  fide  and  not  a  device  to  evade  the  law  a^rainst  wager  policies. 
(K.  H.)    Meehanicks    Nat.  Bank  v.  Comins,  650. 
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11.  INSUSANOBy  UFE— Waiw  of  Conilitionfl — AMignwumt — i^ 

provision  in  a  policy  of  life  insurance  that  any  claim  therennder  by 
an  assignee  shall  be  subject  to  satisfactory  proof  of  interest  ia  the 
life  of  the  insured  is  for  the  protection  of  the  insurer,  and  waived  by 
a  formal  admission  of  liability  and  payment  of  the  money  due  into 
court,  and  is  not  available  to  one  who  asserts  a  claim  to  the  proeeedn 
of  the  policy  adversely  to  an  assignee  thereof.  (N.  H.)  Meehas- 
icks    Nat.  Bank  v.  Comins,  650. 

Murder  of  Insured, 

12.  BENEFIT  SOOIETUSS— IffnrdAr  of  Insured. — Altbough  tbe 
beneficiary  named  in  a  certificate  of  a  benefit  insuranee  society,  who 
murders  or  feloniously  takes  the  life  of  the  insured,  cannot  reeover 
the  benefit  from  such  society,  yet  this  does  not  release  it  from  the 
payment  of  such  benefit  to  anyone,  in  the  absence  of  a  contract  pro- 
vision to  that  effect.  (HI.)  Supreme  Lodge  etc.  t.  MenkhaoBen, 
239. 

13.  BENEFIT  SOCIETIES— Mulder  of  Influed.-- Heizs  ml  Iaw 

of  an  insured  member  of  a  benefit  society,  who  is  murdered  by  the 
named  beneficiary  are  entitled,  when  named  by  statute,  aa  within 
the  class  of  eligible  beneficiaries,  to  recover  such  insurance,  nothing 
to  the  contrary  appearing  in  the  contract  of  insurance,  or  in  the  state 
law.     (III.)     Supreme  Lodge  ete.  v.  Menkhausen,  239. 

14.  BENEFIT  INSUBANOE — ^Parties  to  Action  to  Baoorer. — Jt 

the  statute  determines  the  persons  entitled  to  the  insuranee  on  the 
life  of  a  murdered  member  of  an  insurance  benefit  society,  suit  to 
recover  such^nefit  is  properly  brought  in  the  names  of  such  per- 
sons, and  need  not  be  brought  by  the  administrator  of  the  estate  of 
the  deceased  member.  (HL)  Supreme  Lodge  ete.  t.  Menkhausen, 
239. 

Mutual  Benefit  Insurance. 

15.  BENEFIT  800IETT— E^tion  to  Members. — A  benefit 
society  sustains  a  relation  to  its  members  other  than  that  of  a 
mere  life  insurance  company;  the  fund  raised  is  practically  a  tmat 
fund  made  up  of  their  contributions.  (Pa.  St.)  Blair  v.  Supreme 
Council  etc.,  934. 

16.  BENEFIT  SOCIETY— Payment  of  Less  than  Face  of  OertUI- 
cate. — ^If  a  widow  presents  her  husband's  death  certificate  of  five 
thousand  dollars  to  a  benefit  society  for  payment,  without  knowledge 
that  after  the  issuance  of  the  certificate  it  had  been  enacted  by  by- 
laws that  two  thousand  dollars  should  be  the  highest  amount  paid 
upon  any  death,  and  surrenders  the  certificate  and  accepts  nineteen 
hundred  dollars  on  the  representation  that  this  is  all  she  is  entitled 
to,  she  may  maintain  a  bill  in  equity  against  the  society  to  compel 
the  return  of  the  certificate,  to  make  discovery  of  the  condition  of 
the  emergency  fund,  and  to  pay  the  face  of  the  certificate,  less  the 
amount  weaay  received.  (Pa.  St.)  Blair  v.  Supreme  Council  ete., 
934. 


See  Usury. 

IBBIGATION. 
See  Eminent  Domain;   Taxation,  2;  Waters  and  Watereonxses.  1-S* 
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JUDGMENTS. 
In  Cfeneral. 

!•     XUDOMSNT-SOUi. — The  Order  for  PabUeatlOB  of  Smnnioiui 
is  no  part  of  the  judgment-rolL     (Cad.)     McHatton  t.  Bhodes,  125. 

2.  JTJDGMENT  as  Evldeiice  Pending  AppeaL— If  a  defendant 
appeals  from  a  judgment  before  a  sheriff's  deed  is  made  to  the  plain- 
tiff,  or  a  sale  made  by  him  to  a  third  person,  the  effeet  of  the  judg- 
ment as  evidence  of  the  matters  determined  by  it  is  snspended,  even 
ibongb   its  ezecntion  is  not  stayed.     (Gal.)     Di  Nola  y.  Allison.  84. 

Jurisdiction, 

8.  JUDGMENTS— ^Prommption  of  Jurisdiction. — A  recital  of  due 
service  of  process  in  a  judgment  by  a  superior  court  raises  a  pre* 
sumption  of  a  valid  service,  and  a  person  attempting  to  avoid  sneh 
judgment  must  show  that  no  legal  service  was  made.  (Wash.)  Bal- 
lard ▼.  Way,  993. 

4.  JUDGMENT — ^Presumption  as  to  Pablication  of  Sommons. — 
If  a  judgment  of  a  sister  state  recites  that  tho  defendants  were  duly 
notified  by  publication  more  than  thirty  days  before  the  first  day  of 
the  term  of  court,  it  must  be  presumed  that  an  order  was  made  for 
the  publication,  and  that  notice  was  given  as  the  law  of  that  state 
providea     (Cal.)    McHatton  v.  Bhodes,  125. 

8.  JUDGMENTS  of  Justices  of  the  Peaeo— Jurisdiction  Based  on 
Forgery. — ^When  a  contract  as  sued  upon  contains  a  stipulation  mak- 
ing it  payable  at  a  specified  place,  which  stipulation,  if  genuine,  would 
give  the  justice  of  the  peace  at  that  place  jurisdiction,  and  it  is 
there  sued  upon  and  judgment  rendered  by  default,  such  judgment  is 
void  if  such  stipulation  was  in  fact  a  forgery,  being  added  to  the 
contract  after  its  execution  without  the  authority  of  the  maker. 
(Iowa.)     Cooley  v.  Barker,  276. 

Foreign  JudgmmU, 

6.  JUDGMENTS — ^Foreignh-Oollatdral  Attack. — A  judgment  of  a 
court  of  another  state  is  conclusive  against  collateral  attack  as  to 
whether  the  complaint  was  such  as  to  warrant  a  personal  judgment. 
(Iowa.)     American  Trading  etc.  Oo.  v.  Gk>ttstein,  319. 

7.  JUDGMENTS — ^Foreign. — ^A  Demurrer  to  a  petition  alleging« 
that  a  personal  jud|^ent  was  entered  by  the  court  of  another  state 
in  conformity  with  the  law  thereof,  is  an  admission  for  the  purpose 
of  deciding  on  the  merits  of  the  demurrer,  that  such  judgment  was 
warranted  by  the  pleadings.  (Iowa.)  American  Trading  etc.  Co. 
V.  Gottstein,  319. 

8.  JUDGMENT  Against  Nonresident— Jurisdiction. — ^The  Pre- 
somptlon  of  verity  attending  the  decision  of  a  court  of  general 
jurisdiction  on  the  question  of  its  jurisdiction  applies  to  a  judg- 
ment of  a  sister  state  obtained  against  nonresidents  by  publication, 
although  the  order  for  publication  does  not  appear  in  the  record. 
(Cal.)    McHatton  v.  Bhodes,  125. 

Pergonal  and  DefMency  Judgments. 

9.  JUDGMENTS— Pleadings  In  Equity. — ^Prayer  for  general  re- 
lief in  a  complaint  in  equity  will  sustain  a  personal  judgment. 
(Iowa.)     American  Trading  etc.  Co.  v.  Qottstein,  319. 

10.  JUDGMENTS— Deficiency — ^Personal  Judgment. — A  judgment 
determining  the  amount   due,  establishing  a  lien  and   decreeing  a 
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tale  of  property  to  pay  tlie  debt,  and  directing  a  holding  of  tlio  ^ 
pins,  nntil  the  further  order  of  the  court,  is  not  a  final,  but  an  inta^ 
locntory,  judgment,  and.  in  case  of  deficiency,  a  personal  judgment 
■wy  be  rendered  therefor  by  subsequent  decree.  (Iowa.)  Amori- 
eaa  Trading  ete.  Co.  ▼.  Gottstein,  319. 

S€$  Judicata  and  BatoppeU 

11.  JUDGMENT — Estoppel  FiTt4WidB  to  Premises. — ^If  a  judgmaHi 

is  necessarily  drawn  from  certain  premises,  they  are  as  conelnaiTa 
as  the  judgment  itself.     (Neb.)     Shelby  y.  Creighton,  630. 

12.  JT7DGMENT8— Bes  Jadicata. — The  decision  on  appeal  from  an 
order  continuing  until  the  time  of  the  hearing  of  an  injunction  re- 
straining trespass,  as  to  the  effect  of  a  judgment  in  another  action 
and  subsequent  partition  proceedings  is  not  th«  law  of  the  case,  so  as 
to  be  conclusive  on  appeal  from  the  final  judgment  in  the  trenasi 
soit.    (N.  C.)     Carter  t.  White,  853. 

Yacation  and  Belief, 

13.  JUDGMENT— Vacation  for  Fraud  and  Impo8itio(n.r— A  mit  in 
equity  to  set  aside  a  decree  for  fraud  and  imposition  cannot  be  main- 
tained  where  the  evidence  fails  to  show  that  the  plaintiff  was  not 
as  fully  cognisant  of  th«  manner  in  which  the  decree  was  obtained 
at  the  time  of  its  entry  as  she  was  when  the  suit  for  relief  was 
commenced.     (Neb.)     Snelby  v.  Greighton,  630. 

14.  JUDGMENT,  Selief  from  in  Equity— Lachea— A  party  can- 
not  be  denied  relief  from  a  void  judgment,  because  of  laches,  where 
there  has  been  no  attempt  to  enforce  it,  because,  until  then,  the  com- 
plainant had  no  occasion  to  act.     (Iowa.)     Cooley  y.  Barker,  276. 

15.  JUDGMENT,  Belief  Against*  Thoa^  It  is  Shown  that  the 
Defendant  was  not  Indebted. — ^In  a  suit  to  enjoin  the  enforcement 
of  a  judgment  on  the  ground  that  it  is  void,  the  complainant  is  not 
required  to  show  that  he  is  not  indebted  on  the  cause  of  action  which 
was  the  basis  of  the  suit.     (Iowa.)     Cooley  v.  Barker,  276. 

See  Appeal  and  Error,  11-14;  Partition. 

JUDGMENT-BOLL. 

*  See  Judgments,  L 

JUDICIAL  SALE. 

See  Appeal  and  Error,  11-14;  Executions,  8,  4;  Exeentori  and  Ad« 

ministrators,   4-8. 

JUBISDIOTION. 
See  Judgments,  8-8. 

JUBT. 

JUBOBS— Examination  as  to  General  Qnallflcattons— Wafyor. 
In  a  criminal  prosecution  it  is  not  error  to  fail  to  require  the  prose* 
enting  attorney  to  examine  the  jurors  as  to  their  general  quiUi^ea- 
tions.    Either  the  prosecutor  or  the  defendant  may  waive  hia  right 
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to  flo  axainiiie  the  juroTS,  or  waive  any  disqualiileatloii  ia  any  juror. 
([Wash.)      State  y.  Clark,  1006. 

See  Criminal  Law,  19,  20. 

JU8TI0E   or  PEAOB. 
See  Jndgmenta,  ff» 

LABOR  LAWS, 
flee  Constitutional  Law,  64* 


See  Waters  and  Watereonrses,  4,  6b 

LANDLOBD  AND  TENANT. 

XANDLOBD  AND  TENANT— Betuming  Premises  In  Oood 
Order. — ^A  proviaion  in  a  lease  that  the  tenant  shall  return  the  prem- 
iBes  in  as  good  condition  as  when  reeeiyed,  'Uoss  by  fire,  ineyitable 
aceident,  or  ordinary  wear  ezcepted/'  obligates  the  tenant,  upon  the 
termination  of  the  lease  by  agreement  after  a  fire,  to  remoye  the 
debris  and  rubbish  resulting  from  the  partial  burning  of  his  goods. 
(Minn.)     Boardman  v.  Howard,  409. 

Note. 

Larceny,  possession  of  reeently  stolen  property  as  eyidence  of,  482, 
485,  492. 

LEASE. 

See  Landlord  and  Tenant. 


See  Eyidence,  4,  6. 

LIBEL  AND  SLANDER. 

1.  NEWSPAPER  UBEL.— The  Proprietor  of  a  Newspaper  la 
Liable  for  All  that  Appears  in  Its  Oolnnms,  althoujg^h  the  publication 
may  haye  been  made  in  his  absence  and  without  his  knowledge.  (N. 
Y.)     Crane  y.  Bennett,  722. 

2.  LIBEL— Eyidence  of  Malice. — ^The  falsity  of  a  libel  is  sufll* 
dent  eyidence  of  malice.     (N.  T.)     Crane  y.  Bennett,  722. 

S.  LIBEL  —  Malice  —  Exemplary  Damages.  —  Though  Defendant 
Testifies  and  Produces  Eyidence  Tending  to  Show  that  there  was  No 
Actual  Malice,  yet  if  the  plaintiff  proyes  the  publication  of  the  libel 
and  that  it  is  false,  the  judge  should  submit  to  the  jury,  as  a  ques* 
tion  of  fact,  whether  malice  existed  in  the  publication,  and  if  the  jury 
Ib  of  the  opinion  that  it  did  exist,  exemplary  damages  may  be 
awarded.     (N.  Y.)     Crane  y.  Bennett,  722. 

4.  DAMAGES,  EXEMPLARY,  for  Act  of  a  Seryant  or  Employ^. 
When  the  proprietor  of  a  newspaper  surrenders  to  his  general  man- 
ager  and  employ^  all  his  business  affairs  or  the  general  management 
of  Bome  particular  business,  and  absents  himself  from  the  jurisdiction 
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where  his  paper  is  edited  and  published,  leaving  raeh  manager  In  sa- 
tire charge  thereof,  the  proprietor  is  responsible  for  the  manner  ^ 
which  his  business  is  conducted,  and  if  a  libelous  publication  is 
wanton,  reckless,  or  heedless  of  the  feelings  of  the  person  libeled, 
knd,  upon  being  apprised  of  the  recklessness  of  the  charges,  there  is 
a  continued  refusal  to  make  or  publish  any  retraction,  such  proprietor 
is  liable  for  such  punitive  damages  as  the  jury  in  its  discretion  nmy 
award.     (N.  Y.)     Crane  ▼.  Bennett,  722. 

Note. 

Ubel,  damages,  exemplary  for  though  due  to  the  act  of  a  aermnt, 
763-760. 
malice  in  publication  of,  when  imputed  to   the  proprietor    of 

a  newspaper,  758. 
retraction  of,  refusal  to  publish,  758,  759. 

UOENSB  TAX. 

See  Municipal  Corporations,  8. 


Bee  Adverse  Possession. 

uiffiTATioK  or  AOnOKS. 

1.  STATUTES  of  Limitation  furnish  a  defense  as  meritorious  as 
any  other.     (Ala.)    Nelson  v.  First  Nat.  Bank,  52. 

2.  FLEADIKOS — Amendment — ^Plea  of  Umitation. — An  amonrl- 
ment  to  a  complaint,  in  order  to  come  within  the  doctrine  of  relation 
back  to  the  commencement  of  the  suit,  and  cut  off  the  plea  of  the  stat- 
ute of  limitations,  must  be  but  a  varying  form  or  expression  of  the 
claim  or  cause  of  action  sued  on,  and  the  subject  matter  of  the 
amendment  must  be  wholly  within  the  lis  pendens  of  the  original  suit. 
(Ala.)     Nelson  v.  First  Nat.  Bank,  52. 

3.  PLBADINCUI— Amendment — ^Plea  of  Limitation. — ^If  the  mat- 
ter introduced  by  way  of  amendment  to  a  complaint,  although  it 
be  such  as  might  have  been  joined  in  a  different  count  in  the  original 
complaint,  introduces  a  new  claim,  or  a  new  cause  of  action,  requir- 
ing a  different  character  of  evidence  for  its  support,  and  affording  a 
different  defense  from  that  to  the  cause  as  originally  presented,  it 
will  not  relate  back  to  the  commencement  of  th  suit,  so  as  to  pre- 
vent the  plea  of  the  statute  of  limitations  to  the  new  matter  thus 
introduced.     (Ala.)     Nelson  v.  First  Nat.  Bank,  52. 

4.  PLEADIKCHi  —  Amendment  —  Plea  of  Limitation.  —  Plaintiff 

may  introduce  a  new  cause  of  action,  or  a  new  right  or  claim  arising 
out  of  the  same  transaction,  bv  amendment  to  his  complaint,  but 
such  amendment  cannot  have  relation  back  to  the  commencement  of 
the  suit,  so  as  to  avoid  the  bar  of  the  statute  of  limitations,  if  the 
statute  would  operate  as  a  bar  to  a  new  suit  commenced  for  that 
cause  of  action  at  the  time  of  making  such  amendment.  (Ala.) 
Nelson  v.  First  Nat.  Bank,  52. 

6.  PLEADIKOS — ^Departure  by  Amendment — Plea  of  Limitation. 
In  determining  whether  an  amendment  to  a  complaint  asserts  new 
matter  for  a  new  claim,  and  relates  back  to  the  commencement  of  the 
suit  so  as  to  cut  off  the  plea  of  the  statute  of  limitations,  the  true 
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test   is  ^vrl&etlier  tlie  matter  set  up  in  tlie  amendment  amoonts  to  a 
dep&Ttxure   in  after  pleading,  and  if  it  does,  the  amendment  cannot 
.thus   relate  back.     (Ala.)     Nelson  v.  First  Nat.  Bank,  52. 

6,  JPTaKAPIKQ — ^Departure  by  Amendment — ^Plea  of  Limitation. 
A  complaint  setting  up  a  elaim  for  money  had  and  receiyed|  and  by 
amendment  setting  up  a  claim  for  goods  sold  and  delivered,  growing 
out  ot  tbe  same  transaction,  presents  a  departure  in  after  pleading, 
and  sue  In  amendment  cannot  relate  back  to  the  time  of  the  com- 
mencement of  the  suit,  so  as  to  cut  off  the  plea  of  the  statute  of 
Bmitationa  as  to  the  matter  set  up  in  such  amendment.  (Ala.)  Nel- 
son V.  f^rst  Nat.  Bank,  52. 

Bee    Adverse  Possession;   Counties;   Municipal  Corporations,  9. 

Note. 

Xdmitation  of  Actions^  adoption  by  courts  of  equity  of  statutes  re- 
lating to,  146. 

applies  in  f ayt>r  of  the  state  or  government,  149. 

construction   of   statutes   of   affecting   states   or  governmental 
bodies,  166-169. 

connties,  whether  subject  to  statutes  imposing,  154,  156. 

difference  between  and  the  doctrine  of  laches,  146. 

foreign  governments,  whether  bound  by  statutes  imposing,  158. 

general  words  in  do  not  apply  to  the  government  nor  to  govern- 
mental agencies,  166,  167. 

In  actions  by  the  state  to  protect  private  rights,  172. 

in  actions  by  the  United  States  on  claims  assigned  to  it,  183. 

in  actions  on  official  bonds,  186,  187. 

in  actions  to  recover  public  funds,  185. 

in  actions  to  recover  taxes,  assessments,  etc.,  185. 

in  actions  where  the  United  States   does  not  sue  for  a  govern- 
mental right,  181,  183. 

in  actions  where  the  United  States  is  a  nominal,  but  not  a  real, 
party  in  interest,  170. 

in  quo  warranto  proceedings,  187. 

in  suits  by  municipal  corporations  to  recover  taxes,  180. 

in  suits  by  the  sovereign  based  on  ordinary  business  transac- 
tions, 184. 

in  suits  to  escheat  property,  188. 

in  suits  to  restrain  public  nuisances,  187. 

in  suits  to  set  aside  patents  to  public  lands,  187. 

maxim,  ''Nullum  tempus  occurrit  regi,''  purposes  of,  146,  147. 

municipal   corporations,   whether   bound   by   statutes   imposing, 
157. 

municipal  corporations,  whether  affected  by  when  assuming  to 
protect  a  public  right,  157,  175-177. 

nature  and  purposes  of  statutes  respecting,  145. 

school  boards  and  school  districts,  whether  subject  to  statutes 
imposing,  156. 

reasons  for  not  applying  against  the  king  or  government,  146. 

states  are  not  bound  by  statutes  imposing,  147,  148,  152. 

states,  governmental  bodies  or  agencies  which  represent,  161-164. 

states,  statutes  expressly  applying  to,  what  rights  affected  by. 
160,  164. 

states,  statutes  imposing,  when  deemed  applicable  to,  164. 
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Iilmltfttion  of  Aetioiu^  statuteB  of,  what  necessary  to  make  sippIicafaiU 
to  the  sUte  or  the  United  SUtes,  164. 
statutes  respecting  affect  the  remedy  only,  145. 
streets,  whether  apply  to  actions  to  recover  possession  of,  169; 
United  States,  state  statutes  imposing  do  not  apply  to  aetioiis 
by,  151,  152,  165. 

UB  PENDEMB. 

1.  US  PENDENS. — ^Tbo  Puxpose  of  the  Bnle  of  Ids  Pendflns  la 

to  prevent  third  persons,  during  the  pendency  of  the  litigation,  from 
acquiring  interests  in  the  land  which  would  preclude  the  court  from 
granting  relief  sought.     (Neb.)     Merrill  ▼.  Wright,  645. 

2.  US  PENDENS— Independent  Titles. — ^The  rule  of  lis  pendens 
has  no  application  to  independent  titles  not  derived  from  any  of  thm 
parties  to  the  suit  nor  in  succeseioa  to  them.  (Neb.)  ICmrill  ▼• 
Wright,  645. 

3.  LIS  PENDENS— Statlitoxy  Seope  of.— 49ection  85  of  tlie  Ne- 
braska Code  of  Civil  Procedure  does  not  extend  the  role  of  lis 
pendens  so  as  to  include  all  interests  acquired  by  third  jMrsons  pend- 
ing suit,  whatever  their  nature  or  source.  (Neb.)  Meirill  y.  Wright, 
645. 

MAUOIOTTS  PBOSEOnnON. 

BCAUOIOUS  PBOSECUnON  of  Olvil  Aetlon.--Aa  action  win 
not  lie  for  the  prosecution  of  a  "civil  action  with  malice  and  vrithont 
probable  cause,  when  there  has  been  no  arrest  of  the  person,  or  at- 
tachment of  the  property  of  the  defendant,  and  no  special  injury 
sustained  which  would  not  necessarilv  result  in  all  prosecutions  for 
like  causes  of  action.     (Wash.)     Abbott  v.  Thome,  1021. 

MABBIED    WOMEN. 

Bee  Husband  and  Wife. 

MASTER  AND   SEBVANT. 
Infani  Emjfioife, 

1.  EMPLOYMENT  of  Infant  In  Violation  of  Law^— If  Injmy 
results  to  an  infant  employ^  in  a  sawmill  from  a  failure  properly 
to  guard  dangerous  machinery,  his  employer,  who  has  not  procured 
a  certificate  from  the  school  authorities  permitting  the  employment, 
as  required  by  statute,  is  prima  facie  hable  in  damages.  (Minn.) 
Perry  v.  Tozer,  416. 

"Fegligence  of  Employer, 

2.  MASTES    AND   SERVANT— Ne^tUgeneo.— Direct  Evidence  is 

not  necessary  to  show  due  care  on  the  part  of  an  employ^  at  the 
time  of  an  accident  and  injury  to  him.  The  fact  that  he  is  in  the 
exercise  of  due  care  may  be  inferred  from  circumstances,  if  there 
is  no  evidence  of  his  negligence.  (N.  H.)  Murray  v.  Boston  etc. 
B.  B.,  660. 

8.    MASTER  AND  SERVANT— Neg^genco— Evidence.— Proof  of 

the  mere  fact  that  a  servant  was  injured  in  the  master's  service  is 
sot  sufficient  to  make  out  a  prima  facie  case  for  his  recovery.  (Ho.) 
Jones  V.  Kansas  City  etc  B.  B.  Co.,  434» 
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4.  BAXUEtOADS—Nei^lgeiice— Loose  Oars— Borden  of  Proof  .—If 
N>8e  and  mi&tt ended  ears  run  on  to  a  main  railroad  track  imperiling 
t&e  life  or  safety  of  an  engineer  in  charge  of  a  train  on  the  main 
rack,  and.  in  the  due  perfoimanee  of  his  duty,  it  must  be  presumed 
hat  tbe  company  did  not  exercise  reasonable  care  to  prevent  ita 
oose  cars  £rom  escaping,  and  the  burden  of  proof  is  on  it  to  explain 
he  situation^  and  to  show  that  it  performed  its  duty  in  endeayoring 
4>  prevent  such  loose  cars  from  escaping.  (Mo.)  Jones  ▼.  Kansas 
Jity  etc.  R-   R.  Co.,  434. 

6.  'R.ATT.T10AD&— Negligence— Bialntenance  of  Derail  Switch.— 
rhe  fact  that  a  railroad  company  does  not  maintain  a  '' derail" 
Bwiteli  to  prevent  loose  cars  on  a  sidetrack  from  escaping  onto  the 
main  trac'k  is  not  per  se  negligence.  The  law  imposes  upon  the 
railroad  company  only  reasonable  care  in  such  case,  and  does  not  re- 
qmre  it  to  furnish  absolutely  safe  or  even  the  best  known  appliances. 
(Mo.)      Jones  ▼.  Kansas  City  etc.  B.  B.  Co.,  434. 

6.     SAUiBOADS — Negligence— Failure  to   "Fasten  and  Secure'* 
Caz8^ — ^An  instruction  authorizing  a  recovery  for  an  injury  to  a  rail- 
road employ^  caused  by  the  escape  of  loose  cars  from  a  sidetrack  to 
the  main   track,  if    the  railroad    company  ''negligently    failed    and 
omitted  to  fasten  and  secure  said  cars  on  said  switch  or  sidetrack^ 
and  that  by  reason  of  said  negligent  failure  and  omission  said  cars 
escaped  from  said  sidetrack,"  is  not  open  to  the  objection  that  the 
words  "fasten  and  secure"  imply  the  duty  of  making  such  cars  ab- 
Bolntely    incapable   of   getting  loose   or   escaping.     (Mo.)    Jones  v. 
XaiLsaa  City  etc.  B^  B.  Co.,  434. 

Assumption  of  Risks, 

7.  MASTER  AND  SEBVANT— Assnmptlon  of  BisdES.— If  one  of 
ordinary  intelligence  engaging  in  an  employment  obviously  danger- 
ous, knows  the  manner  in  which  it  is  to  be  carried  on  and  consents 
thereto,  being  familiar  with  the  conditions  and  surroundings,  and 
aware  that  his  own  work  and  that  of  his  fellow-workmen  will  con- 
stantly change  its  character,  rendering  it  alternately  safe  and  danger- 
ous, he  assumes  the  risks  incident  to  the  employment.  (Utah.) 
Christienson  v.  Bio  Grande  Western  By.  Co.,  945. 

8.  MASTER  AND  SEBVANT— Assumption  of  Bisks. — An  em- 
ployer may  carry  on  his  business  in  any  way  he  may  choose,  althou(?h 
another  method  would  be  less  dangerous,  and  if  his  employ^  knows 
the  hazards  incident  to  the  business  in  the  manner  in  which  it  is  car- 
ried on,  and  continues  in  the  employment,  he  assumes  the  risks  of  the 
more  dangerous  method.  (Utah.)  Christienson  v.  Bio  Grande  West- 
ern By.  Co.,  945. 

9.  MASTER  AND  SERVANT—Assnmption  of  Bisks.— An  em- 
ploy6  who  engages  in  any  service,  and  consents  to  the  manner  in 
which  it  is  performed,  aware  of  the  conditions  and  the  dangers  inci- 
dent to  the  employment,  and  voluntarily  undertaking  to  perform  the 
service  at  the  place  of  injury,  assumes  the  ordinary  risks  thereof. 
(Utah.)     Christienson  v.  Bio  Grande  Western  By.  Co.,  945. 

10.  M^TER  AND  SERVANT— Assumption  of  Risks.— If  a  ser- 
vant proceeds  under  the  order  of  his  master  or  superior  servant  in  per- 
forming an  act  whereby  he  is  exposed  to  unusual  danger,  the  master 

L  is  liable  for  the  resulting  injury  to  the  servant,  unless  the  risk  of 
the  act  was  fully  realized  by  the  latter,  or  was  so  apparent  that  no 
man  of  ordinary  prudence,  situated  as  he  was,  would  have  under- 
taken it.     (Ky.)    Long  v.  Illinois  Cent.  B.  B.  Co.,  374. 
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11.  MA8TEB  AKD  SEBVAKT—BUk  Assumed  TJndAr  Snpeclor't 
Ordmr. — ^A  section  hand  in  obeying  the  order  of  his  seetion-bofii  ta 
ride  on  a  hand-ear  to  his  place  of  work,  when  both  knew  that  m  fast 
train  was  overdue,  but  neither  knew  its  whereabouts,  does  not  as- 
sume the  risk  of  injury  from  a  collision  therewith,  onlesa  the  dajnger 
was  so  obvious  that  a  man  of  ordinary  prudence,  situated  aB  sack 
servant  was,  would  not  have  obeyed  such  order,  and  this  is  a  qnes- 
tion  for  the  jury  to  determine.  (Ky.)  Long  ▼.  Illinois  Cent.  B.  IL 
Co.,  374. 

12.  MASTER  AND  SEBVANT— Assnmptioii  of  Bi^kB—Ve^ 
gence. — An  employ^  operating  a  locomotive  on  a  railroad  assumes  the 
ordinary  risks  incident  to  that  business,  and  if  injured  th.roagh  an 
accident  incident  to  such  business,  without  fault  of  the  company, 
cannot  recover.     (Mo.)     Jones  v.  Kansas  City  etc.  B.  E.  Co.,  434. 

13.  BAILBOADS— NegUgenes— Assomptioii  of  Bides— Bmdea  of 
Proof. — ^Danger  of  a  collision  by  a  regular  railroad  train  with  ears 
running  loose,  and  unattended  from  a  sidetrack  to  the  main  track, 
18  not  one  of  the  ordinary  risks  incident  to  the  business  of  engineer 
in  charge  of  the  train  on  the  main  track,  and  in  such  event  the 
burden  of  proof  is  on  the  railroad  company  to  explain  the  cause  of 
such  collision  and  resulting  injury  to  the  engineer.  (Mo.)  Jones  v. 
Kansas  City  etc.  B.  B.  Co.,  4d4. 

14.  BAHBOADS — ^Negligence — Obvious  Daagsr — Assumption  of 
Bides. — The  fact  that  a  railroad  eompany  does  aot  maintain  a  ''de- 
rail" switch  on  a  sidetrack  to  prevent  loose  cars  thereon  from  es- 
caping onto  the  main  track,  is  not  such  an  obvious  danger  as  to  con- 
stitute it  negligence  for  an  engineer  in  charge  of  a  regular  train 
running  on  the  main  track  to  continue  in  the  service  of  the  company 
after  knowledge  of  the  absence  of  such  "derail"  switch.  (Mo.) 
Jones  V.  Kansas  City  etc.  B.  B.  Co.,  434. 

16.  MASTEB  AND  SEBVANT— Assomptlon  of  Bide — ^A  railroad 
employ^  does  not  assume  the  risk  of  accident  from  proximity  of  a 
jigger-stand  to  a  switch  when  he  has  no  knowledge  of  it,  and  is  not 
chargeable  with  such  knowledge  in  the  exercise  of  ordinary  eare  in 
the  performance  of  his  duties.  (N.  H.)  Murray  v.  Boston  etc.  B.  B, 
660. 

16.  MASTEB  AND  SEBVANT-^Assnmptlon  of  Bldc—KnowIedge 
by  a  brakeman  of  a  jigger-stand  in  close  proximity  to  a  switch  is 
not  shown  by  the  fact  that  he  has  been  over  the  railroad  a  number 
of  times  within  a  short  period  before  the  accident,  when  such  stand 
is  not  so  conspicuous  as  to  necessarily  attract  his  notice,  and  men 
who  have  worked  with  him  during  that  time  have  not  noticed  it. 
(N.  H.)     Murray  v.  Boston  etc.  B.  B.,  660. 

17.  MASTEB  AND  SEBVANT^-Assnmptloii  of  Bl8k8.~The  fact 
that  jigger-stands  are  frequently  placed  along  railroad  tracks  does 
not  charge  a  railroad  employ^  with  notice  that  one  may  be  near  a 
switch,  when  they  usually  lead  into  carhouees  and  are  not  generally 
placed  near  switches.     (N.  H.)     Murray  v.  Boston  etc.  B.  B.,  660. 

Safe  Place  to  Work, 

18.  MASTEB  AND  SEBVANT— Assumption  of  Bides— Safe  Place 
to  Work. — If  a  servant  assents  to  occupy  the  place  assigned  him  in 
which  to  work,  and  incur  all  the  dangers,  incident  thereto,  haying 
sufficient  intelligence  and  experience  to  enable  him  to  comprehend 
such  dangers,  his  assent  dispenses  with  the  performance  of  the  mas- 
ter's duty  to  furnish  the  servant  with  a  safe  place  in  which  to  work. 
(Utah.)     Christienson  ▼.  Bio  Grande  Western  By.  Co.,  945. 
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19.  BIASTEB  AND  SERVANT— Assiimption  of  Bisks.— If  an  ex- 
perienced employ^  of  ordinary  intelligence  at  work  on  a  gravel  bank 
voluntarily  selects  a  place  to  stand  that  is  obviously  dangerouSi  be* 
ing  familiar  with  the  bank,  its  conditions  and  surroundings,  the  char* 
acter  of  the  materials  of  which  it  is  composed,  knowing  that  it  was 
undermined  at  the  particular  place  where  he  is  working,  and  aware 
that  the  bank  might  cave  and  fall  at  any  moment,  he  assumes  the 
risk  of  injury  therefrom  and  cannot  recover  therefor,  especially  whea 
he  had  worked  at  the  bank  in  the  same  capacity  on  numerous  previous 
occasions,  and  was  as  familiar  with  it,  its  condition,  and  the  manner 
in  which  operations  were  carried  on  as  his  employer.  (Utah.) 
Christienson  v.  Bio  Grande  Western  By.  Co.,  945. 

Felloio-servants. 

20.  BAILBOABS— Negligence — F^ow-serraiits. — ^An  engineer  in 
charge  of  a  regular  railroad  train  on  a  main  track  is  not  a  fellow- 
servant  "with  other  employes  of  the  company,  intrusted  with  the  duty 
of  preventing  loose  cars  from  escaping  from  the  sidetrack  to  the 
main  track  in  an  ordinary  storm  by  putting  brakes  on  or  blocking 
them  to  prevent  their  escape.  (Mo.)  Jones  v.  Kansas  City  etc.  B. 
B.  Co.,  434. 

21.   MASTER  AND  8EBVANT— F^ow-eervants. — ^The  Foremaii  of 

employes  of  a  common  master  engaged  in  a  common  employment  of 
erectini^  a  building  is  a  fellow-servant  with  them  while  directing  or 
aasistini^  them  in  the  performance  of  the  duties  of  the  common  em- 
ployment, and  the  master  is  not  liable  for  the  negligence  of  such 
foreman  resulting  in  injury  to  one  of  such  common  employes,  except 
when  his  acts  relate  to  personal  duties  due  the  employi  from  the 
master,  and  from  which  he  cannot  escap^^  liability  by  delegating 
them  to  another.     (N.  J.  L.)     Enright  v.  Oliver,  710. 

22.  MASTEB  AND  SE&VANT— Ne^^gence  of  Fellow-servant. — 
Employes  of  a  common  master  engaged  in  a  common  employment  of 
erecting  a  building  or  other  structure  are  all  fellow-servants,  and 
if  injury  occurs  to  one  of  such  employes  by  reason  of  negligent  con- 
struction, caused  by  the  carelessness  of  a  coemplov6,  the  master  is 
not  liable.     (N.  J.  L.)     Enright  v.  Oliver,  710. 

23.  MASTEB  AND  SEBVANT-^Negllgenoe  of  FeUow-servant.— If 
the  master  has  furnished  a  sufficiency  of  safe  appliances  to  select 
from  in  the  construction  of  a  building,  he  is  not  liable  for  an  injury 
to  an  employ6  arising  from  the  selection  by  a  fellow-servant  of  an 
imperfect  appliance  not  furnished  by  the  master.  (N.  J.  L.)  En- 
right V.  Oliver,  710. 

24.  MASTEB  AND  SEBVANT— Negligence  of  Incompetent  Fel- 
low-servant— Assumption  of  Bisks. — ^If  an  injury  to  an  employ^  grows 
out  of  the  negligence  of  his  incompetent  fellow-servant,  and  the  con- 
ditions and  his  incompetency  were  known  to  the  injured  employ^,  or 
should  have  been  known  to  him  by  the  exercise  of  ordinary  care  be- 
fore exposing  himself  to  the  danger  complained  of,  and  yet  without 
notice  to  the  master,  or  seeking  in  any  way  to  remedjr  such  condi- 
tions, he  continued  in  the  employment  which  resulted  in  the  injury^ 
he  must  be  held  to  have  assumed  the  risk  as  an  obvious  one,  and  can- 
not recover  of  the  master.     (N.  J.  L.)     Enright  v.  Oliver,  710. 

25.  MASTEB  AND  SEBVANT— Fellow-Bervants— Aaramptioii  of 
Bisks. — Servants  employed  by  or  under  the  control  of  the  same  master, 
in  a  common  employment,  obviously  exposing  them  to  injury  from  the 
negligence  of  others  so  employed  or  controlled,  although  engaged 
in  different  departments  of  the  common  business,  are  fellow-servants^ 
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who  assume  tbe  risk  of  each  other's  negligence,  and  eannot  hiTt 
recourse  to  the  master  for  anj  injury  resulting  therefrom.  (N.  J.  L.) 
£nright  v.  Oliver.  710. 

Independent  Contraeiar, 

26.  INDEPENDENT  OONTSAOTOBy  Liability  of  I«aJid  Owner  for 
negligence  of. — If  the  owner  of  property  employs  another  to  build 
a  house  thereon,  and  the  latter  causes  sand  to  be  hauled  and  piled 
up  in  the  street  in  front  of  the  premises,  and  negligently  leaTca 
the  pile  of  sand  unmarked  by  danger  signals  of  any  kind,  whereby 
another  driving  along  the  street,  at  night,  in  a  buggy,  is  overturned 
and  injured,  the  land  owner  is  not  liable,  because  the  negligence  is 
not  that  of  a  servant,  but  of  an  independent  contractor.  (Iowa.) 
Hofl  V.  Bhockley,  289. 

See  Constitutional  Law,  6-S. 
Note. 
Master  and  Sezrant^  acts  of  servant,  when  deemed  to  be  in  the  course 

of  his  em'ployment,  738,  739. 
definitions  of  servant,  734. 

difference  between  corporations  and  natural  persons  as,  734,  735. 
exemplary  damages  against  masters  for  arrest  by  aervantay  745. 
exemplary  damages  against  masters  for  assaults  by  servants,  760- 

762. 
exemplary  damages  against  masters  for  collisions  in  higkwayB 

due  to  servants,  763. 
exemplary  damages  against  masters  for  false  imprisonment  by 

servants,  744. 
exemplary  damages  against  masters  for  insults  and  indignitiea 

of  servants,  743. 
exemplary  damages  against  masters  for  negligent  sales  of  poisons 

by  servants,  765. 
exemplary  damages  against  masters  for  publication  of  libel  by 

servants,  752-758. 
exemplary  damages  against  masters  for  trespass  committed  by 

servants,  767-772. 
exemplary   damages  may  bo   recovered  for  acts  of  a  servant 

where  they  could  be  recovered  for  a  like  act  of  the  master, 

737,  738. 
exemplary  damages  on  what  grounds  may  be  awarded  against 

the  former  for  the  acts  or  neglects  of  the  latter,  735,  736. 
liability  of  the  former  for  the  acts  of  the  latter,  basie  theorr  of, 

733. 
ratification  by  masters  of  sales  made  by  servants,  762. 
ratification  by  masters  of  unauthorized  aets  of  servants^  739. 
relation  of,  when  exists,  733,  734. 
MaTlm,  '' Nullum  tempus  occnrrit  regi,''  144-148L 

MENTAZi  SUFFEBINa. 
Bee  Damages;  Telegraphs  and  Telephones. 

MONOPOUEB. 
A  MONOPOLY  in  the  Sale  of  Books  not  Pioteeted  by  Copy- 

right    offends    against    the    laws    of    the    state    of    New    York 
providing  that  every  agreement,  contract,  arrangement,  or  combina- 
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tion  'wh.eTeiby  a  monopoly  in  the  mannfaetnre,  prodnetion  or  sale  in 
tills  state  of  any  article  or  commodity  of  common  use  may  be  ereatedi 
establisbed  or  maintained,  or  whereby  competition  in  this  state  in 
tbo    supply  or  price  of  any  snch  article  or  commodity  may  be  re- 
strained   or  prevented,  or  whereby,  for  thp  purpose  of  creating,  es- 
tablishing or  maintaining  a  monopoly  within  this  state  of  the  manu- 
facture,   production  or  sale  of  any  such  article  or  commodity,  the 
free  pursuit  in  this  state  of  any  lawful  business,  trade  or  occupation 
is  or  may  be  restricted  or  prevented,  is  hereby  declared  to  be  against 
public    policy,  and  illegal  and  void.    Hence,  an  agreement  between 
members   of  an  association  of  publishers  and  booksellers,  whereby 
persons    selling  copyrighted  books   at   a  price  less  than  that  fixed 
by    the    association    are    excluded    from    selling    books  altogether. 
whether  copyrighted  or  not,  offends  against  this  statute,  and  cannot 
be  upheld  on  the  ground  that  its  only  object  is  to  punish  those  who 
refuse  to  be  bound  by  the  wishes  of  the  owners  of  books  which  are 
protected  by  copjrright.     (N.  Y.)     Straus  v.  American  Publishers' 
Assiu,    819. 

MOBTGAGES. 

1.  MOBTGAOE — Consideration^— The  Contingent  liability  of  a 
principal  to  his  sureties  is  sufficient  consideration  for  a  mortgage 
given  to  indemnify  them  after  the  execution  and  delivery  of  the 
bond,  and  before  any  breach.  (Neb.)  County  of  Harlan  ▼.  Whitney, 
610. 

2.  MOBTOAQE — ^Parol  Evidence  to  Explain. — If  a  deed  recites 
that  the  grantee  is  trustee  for  the  sureties  on  the  bond  of  the  grantor, 
parol  evidence  is  admissible  to  identify  the  sureties  and  the  obliga- 
tion referred  to.     (Neb.)     County  of  Harlan  v.  Whitney,  610. 

S.  MOBTGAGE  to  Indemnify  Bnretles— VaUdity.— A  mortgage 
g;iven  by  a  county  treasurer  to  indemnify  the  sureties  on  his  bond 
IS  not  void  because  at  the  time  of  its  execution  he  was  suspected  of 
embezzlement,  and  it  was  given  to  protect  them  against  consequent 
liability.     (Neb.)     County  of  Harlan  v.  Whitney,  610. 

4.  MOBTGAGE — Effect  of  Transferring  Note  Secured. — A  real 
estate  mortgage  given  to  secure  a  negotiable  note  is  mere  incident 
to  the  debt,  and  passes  with  a  transfer  of  the  note.  (Neb.)  Con- 
sterdine  v.  Moore,  620. 

5.  MOBTGAGE  and  Note  Secured— Notice  to  Purchaser. — When  a 
note  and  the  mortgage  securing  it,  together  with  an  assignment  of 
the  mortgage,  are  sold  and  delivered,  the  purchaser  must  take  notice 
of  the  provisions  in  the  papers.     (Neb.)     Consterdine  v.  Moore,  620. 

6.  MOBTGAGES — ^Estoppel. — ^If  an  owner  of  land  executes  a 
first  and  second  mortgage  thereon,  and,  upon  default,  there  is  a 
foreclosure  by  both  of  the  mortgagees,  the  mortgagor  is  estopped  to 
dispute  the  title  conveyed  by  his  second  mortgage,  (Ala.)  Graham 
V.  Partee,  32. 

MUNIOIPAIi   OOBPOBATIONS. 

LeifUlative  Interference  With  Oovemment, 

1.  OONSTITUnONAIi  LAW— Bight  to  Local  Self-goven- 
BMnt. — ^Municipal  corporations  have  a  right  to  loeal  self-government, 
and  it  is  not  within  the  power  of  the  legislature  to  permanently 
fill  by  appointment  and  ^  the  compensation  of  the  local  or  munici* 

Eal  offices  established  by  law  for  purely  local  purposes.     (Ky.)     Lez- 
igton  V.  Thompson,  361. 
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2.  OOJHBTATUTIOKAIi  LAW— State  Int«rf erenoe  witb  Mnidcl- 
pal  GoTenunMit^ — ^A  statute  fixing  the  eompenBartion  to  be  allowed 
the  officers  and  members  of  a  municipal  fire  department,  created  for 
purely  local  purposes,  is  void  as  violative  of  the  right  of  the  moBiei* 
pality  to  govern  and  control  its  purely  local  affairs.  (Ky.)  Lexing- 
ton ▼.  Thompson,  961« 

License  Taw, 

8.  MUNIdPAIi  OOBPOBATIOllB^Ckintracts  by— Ultra  Vires. — 
An  agreement  by  a  municipal  corporation  to  limit  the  amount  of 
license  tax  to  be  exacted  of  a  water  company  during  the  term  of  a 
contract  to  supply  water,  if  made  without  legislative  sanction,  is 
ultra  vires,  and  void.  (Ala.)  Mayor  of  Birmingham  ▼•  Birminghain 
etc  Co.,  49. 

Water  and  lAghi  Plants. 

4.    BnnnOEPAL    OOBPOBATIONS— subject    of    Neceesary    Ez- 

pense. — A  city  or  town  hai  power  to  incur  an  indebtedness  for  the 
erection  and  operation  of  plants  for  the  supply  of  water  and  eleetrie 
lights  for  municipal  use  and  to  sell  to  its  inhabitants  as  a  necessary 
municipal  expense  without  the  approval  of  the  proposition  by  a  ma- 
jority of  the  qualified  voters  of  the  municipality.  (N.  C.)  Faweet*^ 
T.  Mount  Airy,  825. 

Streete, 

6.  STREETS— Bights  of  Abutting  Owners. — ^The  right  of  the 
owner  of  a  lot  in  a  city  or  town  to  the  use  of  the  street  and  to  dam- 
ages for  its  obstruction  does  not  depend  on  his  ownership  of  any  of 
the  soil  under  the  street.  His  right  flows  from  the  fact  that  hCs  lot 
abuts  on  the  public  street.  (Mo.)  De  Geofroy  v.  Merchants'  Bridge 
etc.  Ey.  Co.,  5^. 

6.  STREETS — ^Abuttliig    Owners — Easements — CompensatioiL — Ai 

abutting  owner  on  a  public  street  has  an  easement  therein  of  light 
air,  and  access  to  and  from  his  property  by  means  of  such  street,  of 
which  he  cannot  be  deprived  without  compensation.  (Mo.)  De 
Geofroy  y.  Merchants'  Bridge  etc.  By.  Co.,  524. 

7.  STREETS — Surface  Railroads  In— New  Servitude. — The  con- 
struction and  maintenance  of  a  steam  or  street  railroad  on  the  grade 
of  a  street  in  pursuance  of  municipal  authority,  the  municipal 
corporation  having  power  to  grant  it  is  not  a  new  or  additional  ser- 
vitude on  the  land  upon  which  the  street  is  constructed,  and  falls 
within  the  use  contemplated  when  the  street  was  laid  out  or  acquired 
by  the  public.  (Mo.)  De  Geofroy  ▼.  Merchants'  Bridge  etc.  By. 
Co.,  524. 

8.  STREETS— Elevated  Railroads  Therein— New  Servitude.— An 

elevated  steam  railroad,  constructed  on  permanent  pillars  or  arches 
in  a  public  street  by  consent  of  the  municipality,  so  as  to  shut  out 
the  light  and  air  of  abutting  owners  and  interfere  with  the  free 
use  of  the  street,  and  their  access  to  and  from  their  premises,  is  a 
new  and  additional  servitude,  and  one  not  in  contemplation  when  the 
street  was  acquired  or  laid  out,  and  one  which  entitles  them  to  just 
compensation  for  any  depreciation  in  the  value  of  their  property 
caused  by  the  construction  and  maintenance  of  such  railroad.  (Mo.) 
De  Geofroy  v.  Merchants'  Bridge  etc.  By.  Co.,  5d4. 

9.  STREETS— New  Servitude  Therein— Limitation  of  Aetion.— 
An  action  by  abutting  property  owners  on  a  public  street  to  recover 
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for  damages  to  tbeir  property  caused  by  the  eonstmction  of  an  ele- 
vated railroad  therein  is  barred  by  limitation  in  five  years  after  such 
eonBtruetion  has  become  permanent  and  complete.  (Mo.)  De  Geo* 
froy  ▼.  Merchants'  Bridge  etc.  By.  Co.,  524. 

See  Quo  Warranto. 
Note/ 

MnnlGipal  OoriK>nition8,  statutes  of  limitation,  whether  applicable  to 
suits  and  actions  by,  157,  175-177. 


Bee  Homicide;   Insurance. 

MEQUOENOE. 
In  General. 

1.  KEOLIGEKCfB,  00NTBIBT7T0BY— Ooncnrreat  Negligent  Aets. 
The  rule  that  a  plaintiff's  contributory  negligence  does  not  bar  his 
right  to  recover  where  the  defendant,  after  discovering  his  danger, 
fails  to  use  ordinary  care  to  avoid  injuring  him,  has  no  application 
when  both  parties  are  ffuiHy  of  concurrent  acts  of  negligence,  each 
of  which,  at  the  very  time  when  the  accident  occurs,  contributes  to 
it.     (Cal.)     Green  v.  Los  Angeles  etc.  By.  Co.,  68. 

2.  KEGUGENOE,     00NTBIBX7T0BY— Bight     to      Becovsr.— A 

plaintiff  may  recover  notwithstandingr  his  contributory  negligence, 
when  the  defendant  is  guilty  of  negligence  in  seeing  the  plaintiff's 
peril,  and  though  owing  him  a  duty  and  being  able  with  ordinary 
<^are  to  avoid  such  peril,  yet  recklessly  and  wantonly  inflicts  injury 
upon  him.     (Mo.)    Parks  v.  St.  Louis  etc.  By.  Co.,  425. 

5.  NEGLIGENOE — ^Accident — ^Evidence. — ^The  manner  of  the  oc- 
currence of  an  accident,  as  disclosed  by  the  evidence,  may  warrant 
an  inference  in  favor  of  the  person  injured,  that  he  had  no  knowl- 
edge  of  a  defective  aupliance  which  caused  the  accident.  (N.  H.) 
Murray  v.  Boston  etc.  B.  B.,  ©60. 

4.  NEGLIGENCE— Petition  Omitting  the  Word  '* Negligence.'*— 
If,  in  an  action  for  personal  injuries,  thei  inference  of  negligence  is 
inevitable  from  the  facts  narrated  in  the  petition,  the  omission  of 
the  word  "negligence"  in  the  pleading  does  not  render  it  defective. 
(Neb.)     Geneva  v.  Burnett,  628. 

Imputed  'Negligence, 

6.  NEGLIGENCE — Imputable. — The  negligence  of  the  driver  of 
a  vehicle  cannot  be  imputed  to  a  passenger  or  guest  riding  thoroin. 
(N.  C.)     Buval  V.  Atlantic  Coast  Line  B.  B.  Co.,  830. 

6.  NEGLIGENCE— Imputable. — One  who  is  injured  by  the  joint 
or  concurring  negligence  of  a  private  person  with  whom  he  is  rid- 
ing by  invitation  as  a  guest  or  companion,  and  a  third  person,  is 
not  chargeable  with  the  negligence  of  the  driver,  so  as  to  prevent 
recovery  for  an  injury  received.  (N.  C.)  Duval  v.  Atlantic  Coast 
Line  B.  B.  Co.,  830. 

R€%cuing  from  Danger, 

7.  NEGLIGENCE,  Contributory  in  Attempting  a  Besene.— One 
who  seeks  to  rescue  another  from  imminent  danger,  thereby  imperil- 
ing his  own  life,  is  not  necessarily  guilty  of  contributory  negligence. 
He  who  springs  to  the  rescue  of  another,  encountering  great  danger 

▲m.  St.  Rep.,  Vol.  101—69 
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to  himself,  is  not  to  be  denounced  as  negligent,  bnt  tlie  propriety  of 
his  conduct  is  to  be  left  to  the  judgment  of  the  jurf.  (Iowa.)  Sajlor 
T.  Parsons,  283. 

8.  KEGUGENCE,  Becoyery  for  Injuries  Suffered  in  Attempting 
a  Bescue. — An  empioj4  who,  in  attempting  to  rescue  one  of  his  em- 
ployers from  immediate  danger,  is  himself  injured,  cannot  recoyer 
fvem  his  employers  or  the  one  rescued,  unless  it  appears  that  he  or 
they  were  guilty  of  some  negligence  toward  such  rescuer.  (Iowa.) 
Baylor  y.  Parsons,  263. 

9.  NEOUOENOE  in  Placing  One's  Self  in  Peril  Besolting  in  In- 
Jury  to  the  Bescner. — One  who  places  himself  in  peril  is  not  guilty 
of  negligence  toward  another  which  entitles  the  latter  to  recoyer 
for  injury  suffered  in  attempting  to  fescue  the  former  from  his  periL 
(Iowa.)     Saylor  y.  Parsons,  283. 

Danfferotu  PremUtB. 

8ee  Party-walls,  ^4. 

10.  NEQLIOENGE— Daageroos  Fremi8e8.--By  a  Mtere  Idoensee  is 

neant  one  who  has  the  tacit  permission  or  priyilege  of  entering  upon 
the  premises  of  another,  but  without  inyitation,  express  or  implied; 
under  such  circumstances  a  person  enters  at  his  own  risk,  and  must 
take  the  premises  in  the  condition  in  which  he  finds  them.  (Minn.) 
Klugherz  y.  Chicago  etc.  By.  Co.,  384. 

11.  NEQLIGENOE — Dangerous  Premises. — If  One  Inyites  another, 
either  expressly  or  by  implication,  to  go  upon  his  premises,  there 
arises  the  obligation  to  use  ordinary  care  that  the  visitor  shall  not  be 
injured.     (Minn.)     Klugherz  y.  Chicago  etc.  By.  Co.,  384. 

12.  NEOLIOEKCE— Dangerous   Standing   Walla— Kotice  of. — Ad 

adjoining  owner,  who  has  notified  the  owner  of  a  dangerous  standing 
wall  of  its  insecure  condition,  is  not  guilty  of  contributory  negli- 
gence in  not  taking  means  to  prevent  such  wall  from  falling,  to  his 
&ijury  and  resulting  damage.     (111.)     Beidler  y.  King,  246. 

Bee  Damages;   Death;   Highways;   Master  and   Servant :    Bailroads. 

NEGOTIABLE  INSTBUMEKTa 

See   Bills   and   Notes. 
Note. 

Newspaperfl^  libel,  liability  of  to  exemplary  damages  for  pablishiag^ 
753-760. 

NEW  TBIAL. 

NEW  TBIAIi — SnfilcieQCy  of  Statement. — An  objection  that 
the  statement  on  motion  for  a  new  trial  does  not  sufficiently  specify 
the  particulars  in  which  the  evidoice  is  insufficient  to  justify  the 
decision,  will  be  overruled  when  it  is  stated  therein:  "The  foregoing 
constitutes  substantially  all  the  evidence  given  upon  the  tiiaL'' 
(CaL)     Di  Nola  y.  Allison,  84. 

NUISANOB. 
Bee  Constitutional  Iaw,  14. 

OFFIOEBS. 

FTTBIJO  OPFIOEB — ^Payment  of  Salary  to  a  De  Facto  Officer 
as  a  Defense  to  an  Action  by  an  Officer  De  Jure.— If  the  salary  is 
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paid  to  an  oAeer  de  facto  dnring  his  inenmbenej  in  the  oiBee,  but 
while  an  action  contesting  his  right  is  pending,  which  finally  ter- 
minates  in  an  action  deehiring  another  to  be,  and  to  have  been,  en- 
titled to  the  office,  the  latter  cannot  recover  such  salary  from  the 
eountj  80  paying  it.     (Iowa.)     Brown  ▼.  Tama  Gountji  8M. 

8ee  Principal  and  Surety. 

PABOL  SVIDENOE. 

Bee  Evidence,  8-10;  Frauds,  Statute  of. 


1.  AOnONS— Xninecessary  Parties. — ^If  a  statute  dedaree  that  a 
trustee  of  an  express  trust  may  sue  in  his  own  name  without  joining 
the  person  for  whose  benefit  the  suit  is  prosecuted,  the  joining  of 
such  beneficiary,  if  not  forbidden  by  statute,  is  unnecessary,  but 
sot  fatal  to  the  action.  (Mo.)  Jones  v.  Kansas  City  etc  B.  B.  Co., 
434. 

2.  AOnONB — ^Ulmecessary  Party* — ^An  unnecessary  party  to  an 
action  may  be  dropped  at  any  time  without  affecting  the  rights  of 
necessary  parties  and  the  presence  of  the  unnecessary  party  in  the 
ease  is  not  ground  for  a  reversal  of  the  judgment.  (Mo.)  Jones  v. 
Kansas  City   etc.  B.  B.  Co.,  434. 

See  Death,  Z;  Executors  and  Administrators^  4;  Infanta. 

PABTinON. 

1«  PABTinON—Ootenaiicyw— Compensation  allowed  for  improve- 
ments made  by  one  cotenant  without  the  knowledge  of  the  others 
should,  on  partition,  be  so  estimated  as  to  inflict  no  injury  upon  the 
cotenant  against  whom  the  improvements  are  charged.  (Bl.)  Heppe 
▼.   Szczepanski,  921. 

2.  WILLS— Partition  by  Heirs.— Where  a  testator  devises  land 
to  his  wife  for  life,  in  trust  for  their  children  and  directs  the  ex- 
ecutor, after  her  death,  to  sell  the  property  and  divide  the  pro- 
ceeds among  the  children,  their  title  is  insufficient  to  maintain  par- 
tition as  heirs  at  law  of  the  testator.  (Cal.)  Bank  of  Ukiah  v.  Bice, 
118. 

3.  PABTiTlON. — Judgment  in  partition  determining  the  respec* 
tive  interests  of  parties  thereto  is  binding  on  them  as  against  an 
after-acquired  title.     (N.  C.)     Carter  v.  White,  853. 

Note. 

Partition,  judgment  in,  adverse  claims  of  title  whether  may  be  de- 
termined by,  872,  873. 

judgment  in,  after-acquired  title,  whether  bound  by,  876,  877. 

judgment  in,  child  en  ventre  sa  mere,  whether  bound  by,  869. 

judgment  in,  claims  for  owelty  are  necessarily  settled  by,  873. 

judgment  in,  contingent  interests,  effect  of  upon,  870. 

judgment  in,  directing  sales,  effect  of  upon  rights  of  dower,  867. 

judgment  in,  dower,  effect  of  upon  inchoate  right  of,  866,  867. 

judgment  in,  effect  of,  general  rule,  864. 

judgment  in,  failure  of  title  after,  right  to  contribution  for,  874b 

judgment  in,  husband  of  cotenant,  when  bound  by,  866. 
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Partttloiiv  judgment  in,  improTementSi  claims  for,  when  neeanarlif 

■ettled  by.  878. 
judgment  in,  incidental  questions  which  maj  be  settled  hj,  873b 
judgment  in,  inchoate  interests  perfected  subsequentlj,  whether 

bound  bj,  876,  877.  ^ 

judgment  in,  issues  or  questions  settled  and  determined  by  in 

statutory  proceedings,  871-874. 
judgment  in,  issues  or  questions  settled  by,  870. 
judgment  in,  liens,  how  affected  by,  867,  868. 
judgment  in,  liens  upon  property,  claims  for,  whether  settled  by, 

878. 
judgment  In,  none  but  parties  to  the  action  are  bound  by,  865. 
judgment  in,  nonresidents  may  be  bound  by,  865. 
judgment  in,  persons  not  in  esse,  when  and  how  bound  by,  868^ 

869. 
judgment  In,  possession  only  determined  by  at  the  common  law, 

870,  871. 
Judgment  in,  privies  of  the  parties  are  bound  by,  866. 
judgment  In,  purchasers  pendente  lite  are  bound  by,  866. 
judgment  in,  title  acquired  by  one  of  the  parties  pendente  lite  is 

bound  by,  875. 

judgment  in,  title  paramount  is  not  affected  by,  875. 

judgment  in,  unknown  owners,  effect  of  proceedings  against,  870. 

judgment  in,  warranty  of  title,  whether  implied  by,  875. 

judgment  in,  wife  of  cotenant,  when  bound  by,  866. 

sales  in,  effect  of  upon  liens  and  on  rights  of  dower,  866-868. 
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1.  PABTNEB8HIP— Beal  Estate— Parol  Evidence  of  Title.— It  is 
not  competent,  in  order  to  affect  the  title  or  possession  of  land,  to 
show  by  parol  that  a  deed  to  two  persons  as  tenants  in  common 
was  purchased  and  paid  for  by  them  as  partners  and  is  partnership 
property;  purchasers  and  creditors  alike  may  rely  on  the  title  to 
real  estate  as  shown  by  the  record.     (Pa.  St.)     Cundey  ▼.  Hall,  038. 

2.  PABTNEBSHIP — ^Beal    Estate. — Oreditors    of    a    Partnership 

whose  members  hold  land  as  tenants  in  common  cannot  enforce  pay- 
ment of  their  claims  out  of  the  land  as  aprainst  individual  creditors  of 
the  partners;  the  latter  are  entitled  to  have  their  claims  first  satis- 
fied out  of  the  proceeds  of  the  property.  (Pa.  St.)  Cundey  v.  Hall, 
038. 

8.  PABTNEBSHIP — ^Beal  Estate. — As  Between  Partaera  them- 
fielves  real  estate  purchased  with  partnership  funds  and  for  part- 
nership purooses  in  partnership  property  and  may  be  shown  to  be 
such,  notwithstanding  the  deed  was  made  to  the  individuals  com- 
posing the  firm  as  tenants  in  common.  (Pa.  St.)  Cundey  v.  Hall, 
038. 

4.  PABTNEBSHIP— Beal  Estatc^A  Judgment  Creditor  may,  in 
order  to  satisfy  a  balance  still  due  after  selling  his  debtor's  in- 
terest in  a  partnership,  take  the  debtor's  share  of  the  proceeds  of 
real  estate  held  by  him  and  his  partner  as  tenants  in  common,  as 
against  the  purchaser  of  the  partnership  interest.  (Pa.  St.) 
Cundey  v.  Hall,  038. 

PABTT-WALLS. 

1.  PABTY-WAZIaS — Oonstmction  of  Agreement  for  Bepairs.^ 
A  party-wall  agreement,  providing  that  if  repairs  are  necessary  after 
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(me  of  the  parties  has  used  or  paid  for  his  portion  of  the  wall,  the 
expense  shall  be  borne  equally  by  the  parties  to  the  extent  that  they 
are  each  using  the  wall,  imposes  no  obligation  on  the  first-named 
party  to  repair  or  pay  for  repairs  to  any  portion  of  the  wall  not  used 
by  him.     (HI.)     Beidler  ▼.  King,  246. 

'2.  PABTT-WAIJ:J3— Partial  Destmction— llabiUty  for  Danger- 
ous €k>iidition. — If  a  party-wall  is  built  partly  on  the  land  of  an 
adjoining  owner,  its  partial  destruction  and  weakening  by  fire  do 
not  devest  the  builder  of  his  interest  in  the  land  of  such  adjoining 
owner  bo  as  to  render  the  latter  the  sole  owner  of  that  part  of  the 
wall  standing  on  his  land,  and  make  him  liable  for  its  dangerous 
condition.     (111.)     Beidler  ▼.  King,  246. 

3.  PABTY-WAUiS— Liability  for  Dangerons  Condition. — A  part 
owner  of  a  party-wall  who  negligently  permits  it  to  stand  after  its 
partial  destruction  and  weakening  by  fire  is  liable  to  another  part 
owner  who  is  using  part  of  the  waU  for  damages  resulting  to  the 
latter  from  a  falling  of  another  portion  of  the  wall  in  which  he  has 
no  interest  and  is  not  using.     (111.)     Beidler  ▼.  King,  246. 

4.  PASTT-WAI1L&— Biglit  to  Preyent  Bijnry  from  Falling  of •-» 
If  a  party-wall  agreement  gives  to  one  party  no  right  to  use  or 
deal  with  any  portion  of  the  wall  until  he  shall  have  paid  one-half 
of  the  cost  thereof,  he. has  no  right  to  go  upon  the  adjoining  prem- 
ises for  the  .purpose  of  bracing  a  portion  of  the  wall,  not  used  or 
paid  for  him,  to  prevent  it  from  falling  upon  his  property.  (Ill.)i 
Beidler  ▼•  King,  246. 

PASSENQEBa 

See  Carriers. 

PAYMENT. 

See  Aeeord  and  Satisfaction;  Bills  and  Notes,  5;  Principal  and  Agent. 

Note. 

Paymenti  presumption  of,  whether  applies  against  a  state,  149. 

PENALTIES. 

1.  PENAIi  ACTIONS— Burden  of  Proof.— In  a  penal  action  to 
recover  a  penalty  for  not  stopping  at  a  crossing,  as  required  by  the 
statute,  the  burden  of  proof  is  on  the  prosecution  to  show  that  the 
failure  to  so  stop  was  due  to  the  fault  of  the  defendant.  (Iowa.) 
State  T.  Chicago  etc.  By.  Co.,  254. 

2.  PENAIi  ACTIONS — ^Seasonable  Doubt* — ^In  a  penal  action  the 
state  must  assume  the  burden  of  proof,  but  need  not  show  that  the 
offense  has  been  committed  beyond  a  reasonable  doubt.  Such  cases 
are  controlled  by  the  rule  of  evidence  governing  civil  actions. 
(Iowa.)     State  ▼.  Chicago  etc.  By.  Co.,  254. 

PLEADINa. 

1.  PLEADINCh— Waiver  of  ]>efeet8«— A  defect  appearing  on  the 
face  of  the  complaint  can  be  reached  only  by  demurrer,  unless  it 
affects  the  validity  of  the  cause  of  action,  rendering  the  complaint 
insuf&eient  to  support  the  cause  of  action,  and  then  it  can  be  neither 
waived  nor  cured,  and  can  be  brought  up  on  motion  to  arrest  judg- 
ment or  during  the  triaL    All  other  defects  in  the  complaint  can  b« 
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waired  and  are  deemed  to  have  been  waived  nnleae  brongfat  to  tl^ 
attention  of  the  court  bj  demurrer,  and  unless,  if  the  demurrer  ia 
overruled,  the  defendant  declines  to  plead  to  the  merits.  (Ho.) 
Jones  V.  Kansas  Citj  etc.  B.  B.  Co.,  434. 

2.  PLEADINaS^Amendmeiit. — The  doctrine  of  the  relation  back 
of  amendments  to  the  commencement  of  a  suit  is  a  fiction  of  law, 
and  should  never  be  applied  when  it  will  operate  to  cut  o£F  a  substan- 
tial right  or  defense  to  new  matter  introduced  by  the  amendment  to 
the  complaint,  though  connected  with  the  original  cause  of  action. 
(Ala.)     Nelson  v.  First  Nat  Bank,  52. 

Gee  Judgments,  9.  10;  Limitation  of  Actions;  Negligeneay  6w 

POLIOE  POWEB. 

See  Constitutional  Law. 

POSSESSION  OF  STOLEN  OOOD& 

See  Criminal  Law,  10-14. 
Note. 
Poseesslcm  of  Stolen  Property,  as  evidence  of  guilt,  application  of  tlio 

doctrine  to  prosecutions  for  burglary,  482-484,  489. 
as  evidence  of  guilt,  application  of  the  doctrine  to  prosecntionfl 

for  larceny,  482-485. 
M  evidence  of  guilt,  application  of  the  doctrine  to  prosecutions 

for  receiving  stolen  property,  484. 
as  evidence  of  guilt,  application  of  the  doctrine  to  prosecutions 

for  robbery,  484. 
burden  of  accounting  for  in  criminal  prosecutions,  485,  486,  502. 
by  cotenant  or  associate,  520. 
conviction,  when  sustainable  if  founded  on,  493. 
effect  of  access  to  of  the  family  of  the  accused,  516-518. 
effect  to  be  given  to  is  for  the  jury,  492. 
evidence  of  does  not  warrant  a  conviction  where  the  jury  en* 

tertains  a  reasonable  doubt  of  guilt,  503. 
evidence  of  is  always  admissible,  485. 
evidence  of,  when  sufficient,  505,  506. 

explanation  of  may  cieate  a  reasonable  doubt,  though  not  satis- 
factory, 622. 

explanation  of,  showing  guilt  of  some  other  crime,  522. 

explanation  of,  sufficiency  of  is  for  the  jury,  503. 

explanation  of,  what  amounts  to,  520. 

false  explanation  of,  effect  of,  523. 

identification  of  the  property  or  money,  506,  507* 

inference  to  be  drawn  from  is  for  the  jury,  523. 

inference  which  may  be  drawn  from,  495. 

instructions  concerning  the  weight  of,  when  erroneous,  502,  51& 
519. 

is  a  mere  circumstance  tending  to  show  the  guilt  of  the  pos- 
sessor, 497,  498. 

is  prima  facie  evidence  of  the  guilt  of  the  possessor,  492. 

joint  possession  of,  whether  creates  an  inference  of  guilt,  573. 

lapse  of  time,  when  destroys  the  inference  arisinef  from,  510,  51L 

money,  rules  relating  to,  when  applicable  to,  506-510. 

must  be  exclusive  to  create  inference  of  guilt,  513,  515. 


Posaessioii  of  Stolen  Proi>erty,  must  be  of  property  recently  Btolen  to 
create  an  inference  of  guilt,  510. 
nature  of  presumption  arising  from,  499. 

part   of  the  property,  possession  of,  whether  creates  inferenoB 

of  guilt  as  to  the  whole,  518,  519. 
presumption  arising  from  is  not  one  of  law,  bat  of  fact,  488,  496. 
presumption   of   guilt   arising  from   unexplained,  486490. 
presumption   of    guilt    arising   from,   when   becomes   conelnsiTi^ 

490,  491. 
presumption  of  innocence,  when  outweighs  presumption  of  guiU 

arising  from,  494. 
rebuttal  of  the  inference  arising  from,  492. 
recent,  what  is  meant  by  in  the  law  applicable  to,  511. 
reputation  of  the  accused  in  rebutting  the  presumption  arising 

from,  504. 
"weight  to  be  attached  to  evidence  of,  498. 
fvbat  constitutes,  509. 

"where  others  have  had  equal  access  to  the  place  of  deposit,  514, 
515. 

POWEB  OF  SAIS. 

POWEBS  OF  SALE — ^Intention  to  Execute. — It  is  not  neces- 
sary that  the  intention  to  execute  a  power  of  sale  shall  appear  by 
express  terms  or  recitals  in  the  instrument,  and  it  is  sufficient,  if  it 
appears  by  words,  acts,  or  deeds,  demonstrating  such  intention,  nor 
is  it  necessary  that  the  power  be  referred  to,  or  recited,  in  the  deed 
of  the  donee  of  the  power,  provided  the  act  of  the  donee  shows  that 
he  had  in  view  the  subject  matter  of  the  power  at  the  time  of  ex- 
ecuting the  deed.     (Ala.)     Young  v.  Sheldon,  44. 

See  Husband  and  Wife,  5,  6. 
Note. 

Presumption  as  to  the  place  of  loss  of  or  injury  to  goods  as  between 
connecting  carriers,  393-399. 
of   guilt   arising  from   the   unexplained  possession   of   recentl|r 
stolen  property,  486-490. 


PRINCIPAL  AND  AGENT. 

1.  AGENT,  PAYMENT  TO—Evldence  of  the  Indebtedness.— 
That  a  person  to  whom  money  due  another  is  paid  is  not  in  possession 
of  the  instrument  by  which  the  indebtedness  is  evidenced,  is  not 
conclusive  of  his  authoritv,  or  UcV  nf  H.  to  collect  the  money. 
(Neb.)     Harrison  Nat.  Bank  v.  Austin,  639. 

2.  AGENT,  PAYMENT  TO— Estoppel  of  PrlncipaL—Where  a 
principal  has  placed  his  agent  in  such  a  position  with  reference  to 
a  note  and  moHgn-ge  that  a  person  of  ordinary  prudence,  conversant 
with  business  usages,  is  justified  in  presuming  him  authorized  to 
collect  the  amount  due,  payment  to  him  di««charges  the  obligation. 
(Neb.)     Harrison   Nat.   Bank  v.   Austin,  639. 

3.  AGENT,  AUTHORITY  OF,  Inferred  ftom  Other  Transac 
tions. — The  authority  of  an  agent  to  do  a  particular  act  in  con- 
nection with  a  transaction  may  be  inferred  from  proof  that  hia 
principal  authorized  or  ratified  similar  acts  in  connection  with  past 
transactions  intrusted  to  him  under  similar  circumstances.  (Neb.} 
Harrison  Nat.  Bank  v.  Austin,  6»9. 


1096  Imdkc 

PBINOIPAL  AKB  8UBET7. 

1.  8UBBTTHHIP— Seenxity  for  indemnity.— A  Oxedltor  li 
ilttod  to  enf oree  for  his  own  benefit  anj  seenritiee  which  the  principal 
debtor  has  given  his  surety  bj  way  of  indemnity.  (Keb.)  Govnty 
of  Harlan  ▼.  Whitney,  610. 

2.  SUUETYBHIF^BAgtt   of   ObUgee   to   Assigned   Secnzitftea— 

If  sureties  on  the  bond  of  a  county  treasurer  assign  to  the  eoonty 
securities  given  them  by  the  principal  by  way  of  indemnity,  the 
eounty  may  enforce  them,  although  the  sureties  might  not  have  done 
80  without  first  discharging  the  obligation.  (Neb.)  County  of  Har- 
lan ▼•  Whitney,  610. 

8.  SUBETYSHIP— Discharge  of  flecniity* — ^If  a  person  pledges  his 
property  as  security  for  the  performance  of  the  contract  of  a  third 
person,  the  property  stands  in  the  position  of  a  surety,  and  any 
change  in  the  contract  which  would  have  discharged  a  surety  upon 
the  eontract  will  discharge  the  property  pledged  as  security.  (N.  H.) 
Mechanieks  Nat.  Bank  v.  Comins,  650. 

Bee  Appeal  and  Error,  4;  Guaranty. 

FBOBATE  PBOOEEDINaB. 

Bee  Executors  and  Administrators. 

PBOOESS. 

1.  FBO0E88.— The  Hmnnnity  from  Bervloe  of  Civil  FrocesB  on 

a  witness  while  attending  the  trial  in  another  state  to  give  evidence 
seems  to  be  universally  recognized.     (Iowa.)     Murray  v.  Wilcox,  263. 

2.  PBOOESS — ^Exemption  of  Party  to  Action  ftom  Service  of 
While  Attending  Oonrt. — A  nonresident  defendant  in  a  criminal  prose- 
cution attending  the  courts  of  the  state  for  the  purpose  of  his  trial 
is  exempt  from  the  service  of  civil  process  while  coming  and  depnrt- 
ing,  as  Y^ell  as  while  actually  in  attendance  at  court.  (Iowa.)  Mur- 
ray V.  Wilcox,  263. 

Bee  Executors  and  Administrators,  5,  6;  Judgments,  2-8;  Sunday,  1. 

PBOHIBITIOK,  WBIT  OF.^ 

PBOHIBITION,  WBIT  OF— Ofllce  of. — ^A  writ  of  prohibition 
ean  never  be  made  to  perform  the  functions  of  an  appeal  or  writ  of 
error,  and  lies  only  where  a  court,  or  tribunal  clothed  with  judi- 
cial powers,  acts  in  relation  to  matters  over  which  it  has  no  jurisdic- 
tion, or  having  jurisdiction  over  the  subject  matter,  acts  in  exeesB 
of  its  jurisdiction.     (Mo.)     Bchubach  v.  McDonald,  452. 

PUBLIO  0FFI0EB8. 

Bee  Officers. 

QUO  WABBANTO. 

QUO  WABBANTO— Municipal  Incozporation.— Quo  warranto 
does  not  lie  against  a  municipal  corporation  to  test  the  validity  of 
the  election  under  which  it  was  incorporated.  (Wash.)  State  v. 
South  Park,  998. 

Note. 

Quo  Warranto,  statutes  of  limitation,  whether  applicable  to  proceed- 
ings in,  187. 
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BAILBOADa 

1.  KATTiROAB  TBAOK— KegUgenoe  in  Orossiiig. — One  who  steps 
upon  a  railroad  track  immediately  in  front  of  a  train  moving  at  an 
ezceasive  speed,  without  giving  the  customary  signals,  but  visible  for 
the  last  eight  hundred  feet  of  its  course,  is  giulty  of  contributory 
negligence,  as  a  matter  of  law.  (Cal.)  Green  v.  Los  Angeles  etc 
By-  Co.,  6S. 

2.  TtATT.ROAD  TRACK— Person  Oro88ing.~-An  Engineer  may  As- 
sume that  a  person  approaching  the  railroad  is  in  the  possession  of 
her  ordinary  faculties,  and  will  retain  her  position  of  safety  and  not 
reehleasly  expose  herself  to  danger  by  crossing  the  track  in  front 
of  the  approaching  train.  He  is  not  required,  therefore,  to  check 
the  speed  of  the  train  to  enable  her  to  cross  in  front  of  it,  nor  to 
SMcertain  whether  she  is  about  to  do  so;  if,  after  she  steps  upon  the 
traek,  he  does  all  in  his  power  to  avert  an  accident,  this  is  all  the 
law  requires.     (Gal.)     Green  v.  Los  Angeles  etc.  By.  Co.,  68. 

8.  BAILWAT— Breaking  of  OaUe  in  Unloading  Gravel  Train. — 
In  an  action  against  a  railway  company  for  injuries  sustained  by  a 
person,  while  standing  near  a  depot,  through  the  breaking  from  its 
stay  ropes  of  a  cable  used  in  unloading  a  gravel  train,  evidence  of 
the  manner  of  starting  the  engine  and  of  the  character  of  the  ropes 
is  admissible.     (Minn.)     Klugherz  v.  Chicago  etc.  By.  Co.,  384. 

4.  BAIIaBOADS— Negligence— Evidence.— Violation  by  a  railroad 
company  of  its  contract  with  a  town  not  to  run  its  trains  through  the 
streets  above  a  certain  speed,  is  evidence  of  negligence  in  an  action 
ajgainst  it  for  personal  injury  to  a  person  upon  the  street.  (N.  C.) 
Duval  V.  Atlantic  Coast  Line  B.  B.  Co.,  830. 

5^  STATUTES,  PENAJ^  OonBtmction  of. — ^If  a  statute  is  penal  in 
character,  it  ought  not  to  be  construed  as  fixing  a  liability  where 
there  is  no  fault.  Hence,  though  a  statute  declares  that  all  trains 
upon  any  railway  which  intersects  or  crosses  any  other  railway  on 
the  same  level  shall  be  brought  to  a  full  stop  at  a  distance  of  not 
less  than  two  hundred  and  not  more  than  eight  hundred  feet  from  the 
point  of  intersection,  and  that  any  engineer  violating  the  provisions 
of  the  section  shall  be  fined  one  hundred  dollars,  and  the  corporation 
on  whose  road  the  offense  is  committed  two  hundred  dollars  for 
each  offense,  neither  can  be  held  liable  where  the  failure  to  stop  was 
due  to  the  brakes  not  working  in  the  usual  manner.  (Iowa.)  State 
V.  Chicago  etc.  By.  Co.,  254. 

6.  OOKSTIT  U  TlOKAIa  LAW— Punishing  Hallway  for  Act  of  En- 
gineer.— A  statute  imposing  a  penalty  on  a  railway  corporation  for 
the  failure  of  its  engineer  to  stop  at  a  crossing  is  not  unconstitu- 
tional. It  merely  exacts  of  the  corporation  the  duty  of  seeing  that 
its  employ^  acts  in  obedience  to  the  statute.  (Iowa.)  State  v.  Chi- 
cago etc.  By.  Co.,  254. 

See  Carriers;  Master    and    Servant;    Municipal    Corporations^    7-9; 

Street  Bailroads. 


See  Evidence,  8« 
Note. 

Bsceiving  Stolen  Property,  possession  of  stolen  property  as  evidence 
of  the  guilt  of  the  possessor,  484. 


1098  Indbx. 

BEFEBENOE. 

FBAOnOE  In  Surrogate  Ckyvrts.— Tlie  Report  of  a  Befezee 

Appointed  in  poitraance  of  section  2546  of  the  New  York  code 
is  subject  to  confirmation,  modification  or  rejection  bj  the  sur- 
rogate. Such  report  is  not  self -executing,  and  it  is  both  the  right  and 
duty  of  the  surrogate  to  act  upon  it  even  after  ninety  days  after  it 
tas  beien  submitted  to  him.     (N.  Y.)     Matter  of  Barefield.  814. 

REFORMATION  OF  INSTRUMENTS. 

1.  DEEDS — Reformation  of— EInowledge  of  Mistake. — ^If  a  bin 
for  the  reformation  of  a  deed  by  a  subsequent  purchaser  does  not 
allege  want  of  notice  of  the  mistake,  construing  it  most  strongly 
against  the  complainant,  such  purchaser  must  be  held  to  have  known 
of  the  mistake  at  the  time  of  acquiring  rights  under  the  conveyance. 
(Ala.)     Jones  ▼.  McNealy,  38. 

2.  DE£DS--Reformatlon  of. — A  purchaser  is  entitled  to  his 
grant  or  *s  right  to  enforce  a  correction  of  a  description  in  a  prior 
deed  to  a  part  of  the  premises  executed  by  the  grantor  to  another. 
(Ala.)     Jones  t.  McNealy,  38. 

8.  DEEDS— Reformation  of— Deeds  of  Gift. — The  right  to  tbe 
reformation  of  a  deed  is  not  affected  by  whether  it  is  one  of  bargain 
lind  sale,  or  of  gift.     (Ala.)     Jones  y,  McNealy,  38. 

4.  DEEDS — Reformation. — ^Possession  of  Premises  by  the  pur- 
chaser is  not  essential  to  enable  him  to  obtain  correction  of  a  mis- 
take in  the  description  contained  in  a  prior  deed  to  a  portion  of  the 
premises  executed  by  his  grantor  to  another.  (Ala.)  Jones  t.  Mc- 
Nealy, 38. 

6.  DEEDS — Reformation  of  Laches. — Complainant  asking  the  cor- 
rection of  a  mistake  in  a  description  in  a  deed  is  not  guilty  of 
laches  in  bringing  suit,  if  she  has  been  in  possession  of  a  portion  of 
the  premises  to  which  she  has  a  deed  ever  since  its  execution,  and 
her  mortgagor  and  grantor  has  been  in  possession  of  the  other  por- 
tion, and  the  bill  is  filed  promptly  after  the  defendant,  who  claims 
title  under  the  deed  containing  the  mistake,  discloses  his  intention  to 
disturb  complainant's  possession.     (Ala.)     Jones  v.  McNealy,  38. 

6.  DEEDS— Reforxnation  of— Time  of  Discovery  of  Bffistake*-^ 
A  bill  for  the  correction  of  a  mistake  in  a  deed  need  not  allege  when 
the  complainant  discovered  the  mistake,  or  that  a  demand  or  reque^ 
has  been  made  for  its  correction.     (Ala.)     Jones  v.  McNealy,  38. 

7.  DEEDS — ^Reformation  of— Demand  for. — A  bill  for  the  cor- 
rection of  a  mistake  in  description  in  a  deed  need  not  allege  a  de- 
mand or  request  of  defendant  to  correct  it,  when  defendant  has  in- 
stituted suit  in  ejectment  against  the  complainant's  tenant.  (AlaO 
Jones  V.  McNealy,  38. 

8.  DEEDS — ^Reformation  of— Relief  Granted. — If  a  bill  presents 
a  case  for  the  correction  of  a  mistake  in  a  deed,  the  court  will  granft 
full  relief  to  the  end  of  foreclosing  a  mortgage  given  by  defendant 
to  complainant  on  a  portion  of  the  same  premises,  when  the  evidence 
establishes  the  right  to  the  correction.     (Ala.)     Jones  v.  McNealy^ 

RESCIJINa  FROM  DANGER. 
See  Negligence,  7-9. 
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BES  GESTAE. 

See  Evidence,  6,  7. 

BES  JUDICATA. 
See  Judgments,  11,  12, 

BEVEBSAL  OF  JUDGMENT. 
See  Appeal  and  Error,  11-14;  Executions,  3,  4. 


BOBBEBY— Indictment— Aggravation. — ^If  an  indictment  for 
-robbery  states  the  essential  facts  of  the  crime,  it  is  not  nece&sary 

that  it  further  allege  circumstances  of  aggravation  in  order  to  war- 
rant  the  imposition  of  a  penalty  provided  by  statute  for  the  com- 

misBion  of  a  robbery  nnder  aggravated  circumstances.  (Iowa.) 
-State  ▼.  Poe,  307. 

Note. 

Bobbery,  possession  of  stolen  property  as  evidence  of  the  guilt  of  the 
possessor,  482. 

SALEa 

8AI£S— Pnrehaser  With  Notice. — ^A  purchaser  of  a  note  and 

mortgage  is  chargeable  with  notice  of  their  fraudulent  character  if 

enough  appears  of  record  to  put  him  upon  inquiry  which  could  not 

liave  failed  to  disclose  the  facts.     (HI.)     Heppe  v.  Szczepanski.  221. 

See  Constitutional  Law,  9-12. 

8EAB0HES  AND  SEIZUBES. 

1.  XTNIJ^WFUIa  8EABGH--Con9ent--Evidence ^If,  in  an  action 

to  recover  for  searching  premises  without  a  warrant,  the  evidence  as 
to  whether  the  plaintiff  and  owner  gave  his  consent  to  the  search 
is  conflicting,  directing  a  verdict  for  defendant  is  erroneous. 
(Iowa.)     MoClurg  v.  Brenton,  323. 

2.  UNLAWrUL  SEABCH  by  01&cer.~A  search  of  a  private 
residence  for  evidence  of  crime,  without  a  warrant  therefor,  cannot 

be  justified,  though  made  by  an  officer.  (Iowa.)  McClurg  v.  Bren- 
ton, 323. 

8.    UNLAWFUL    SEABCH— Evidence — ^Use    of    Honndfl. — In    an 
action  to  recover  for  an  unlawful  search,  evidence  as  to  the  conduct 
of  hounds  used  to  track  the  thief  is  admissible  only  on  the  question 
•of  malice,  in  mitigation  of    damages.     (Iowa.)     McClurg    v.    Bren- 
ton, 323. 

4.  UNLAWrUL  SEABCH— Use  of  Honnds— Evidence. — In  an 
action  to  recover  for  an  unlawful  search  of  private  premises,  through 
the  use  of  hounds,  evidence  as  to  their  breeding  and  training,  letters 
indorsing,  and  stories  conr^erninp  their  ability  nnd  usefulness,  are 
not  admissible.     (Iowa.)     McClurg  v.  Brenton,  323. 

5.  UNLAWFUL  SEABCH— Evidence— Photographs  of  Honnds.-* 
In  an  action  to  recover  for  an  unlawful  search,  photo^aphs  of  hounds 
used  in  making  such  search  are  not  admissible  in  evidence.  (Iowa.) 
McClurg  v.  Brenton^  323. 


1100  Indbz. 

Kot6.« 

Seaith  of  Premiflas  of  PrlTata  Parsons,   eonstitntional  gnarmatiaf 

ag&insty  328,  329. 
goocts  to  be  learehed  for  mutt  be  deeeribed  in  a  aeareh-warraBty 

332. 
not  in  aid  of  the  adminiatration  of  jostiee,  329. 
policemen  have  no  aathorit7  to  make  without  a  warrant,  830. 
power  to  inspect  does  not  include  power  to  search,  330. 
proyiaions  of  the  constitution  of  the  United  States  coneeming 

do  not  apply  to  states,  329. 
right  of  exemption  from  is  not  dependent  upon  constitutional 

provisions,  329. 
search-warrants,  when  sufficient  to  authorize,  330-332. 
trespass,  action  of  for  wrongful,  334. 
unreasonable  defined,  328. 

Tiolation  of  right  of  exemption  from,  what  is,  829, 
warrant  necessary  to  authorize,  329,  330. 
warrant  of  arrest,  whether  authorizes,  334. 
where  a  person  is  accused  of  crime,  329. 
flaarch-warrants    are  not  available  in  civil  proceedings,  830. 
definitions  of,  330. 

goods  to  be  searched  for,  description  of  in,  831,  888, 
Justification  under,  333,  334. 
liability  of  persons  suing  out,  333,  334. 
malicious  prosecution  of  proceedings  for,  332,  333. 
necessity  of,  to  authorize  a  search  of  private  premises,  329,  830. 
place  to  be  searched,  description  of,  when  sufficient,  331. 
place  to  be  searched   must  be  described  in,  331. 
premises  which  may  be  searched  under,  331,  332. 
statutes  authorizing,  330,  331. 

warrant  of  arrest,  when  answers  the  purposes  of,  834. 
when  sufficient  to  authorize  a  search  of  private  premises,  881. 


See  Criminal  Law,  23. 

8EBVI0B   OF   PBOOB80. 

See  Process. 

Note. 

Soyareignty,  definitions  of,  158,  159. 
in  whom  vests,  159. 

BPEOIFIO  PSBFOBMANOB. 

1.  OONT&AOTS  to  Convey  Land— Breadi  of  Election  of  Reme- 
dies.— Upon  a  breach  of  a  contract  to  convey  land,  the  purchaser 
may  sue  for  specific  performance,  and  is  not  bound  to  bring  an  action 
at  "law  for  damages.     (N.  C.)     Bodman  v.  Bobinson,  877. 

2.  SPECIFIC  PEBFOBMAKCE— Contract  to  Conyey— Dower 
Bights. — ^A  husband  cannot  avoid  a  decree  for  the  specific  perform- 
ance of  his  contract  to  convey  land  to  which  his  wife  is  not  a  party, 
on  the  ground  that  she  is  entitled  to  dower  in  the  land.  (N.  G.) 
Bodman  v.  Bobinson,  877. 
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3.  SPEdFIO  PSBFOBMAKOE--Ooiitract  to  OonTey  Land.— If 
no  Fraud  or  BUsUko  is  alleged,  the  fact  that  the  Tender  made  a  bad 
trade  does  not  release  him  from  specific  performance  of  his  contract 
to  convey  land.    (N.  Cf.)    Bodman  v.  BoDinson,  877. 

4.  8FB0IFI0  PEB70BMANOE--OontrAct  to  Oonyey.— ^Descrip- 
tion of  the  land  hy  metes  and  bounds  is  sufllcient  in  a  suit  for  the 
specific  performance  of  a  contract  to  coi^vey  land.  (N.  C.)  Bod* 
man  ▼.  Bobinson,  877* 


See  Constitutional  Law,  14. 
Note. 

States,  acquiescence  by  in  the  exercise  of  a  right,  effect  of,  158. 

general  words  in  a  statute  of  limitations  will  not  be  held  ap- 

pUeable  to,  166-169. 
goTcmmental  bodies  which  represent  and  are  therefore  not  sub* 

ject  to  the  statute  of  limitations,  161,  162. 
laches  are  not  imputable  to,  148,  153. 
limitation,  statutes  of  do  not  run  against,  148,  152. 
limitation,  statutes  of  operate  in  f ayor  of,  149. 
limitation,  statutes  of,  whether  may  create  presumption  of  pay* 

ment  against^  149. 

STATUTE  OF  FBAT7DS. 

See  Frauds,  Statute  of. 

STATUTE  OF  LDOTATIONS. 

See  Limitation  of  Actions. 

STATUTES. 
Oanstrueikm, 

1.  STATUTES    Borrowed    from    Other    States — OonstrnctioiL — 

Courts  will  not  follow  the  construction  given  a  statute  by  the  court 
of  a  state  from  which  such  statute  is  borrowed,  when  such  decision 
does  not  appear  to  be  founded  on  right  reasoning.  (Mont.)  An* 
cient  Order  of  Hibernians  ▼.  Sparrow,  563. 

Title. 

2.  C0NSTITX7TI0KAL  LAW— TiUe  of  Act.->-If  the  title  to  an 
act  indicates,  and  the  act  itself  actually  embraces,  two  different  ob- 
jects, diverse  in  their  nature  and  having  no  necessary  connection, 
when  the  constitution  says  each  statute  shall  embrace  but  one  object, 
the  whole  act  must  be  treated  as  void  from  the  manifest  inability 
of  the  court  to  choose  between  the  two,  and  hold  the  act  valid  as 
to  one  and  void  as  to  the  other.  (Idaho.)  Pioneer  Irrigation  Dist. 
v.  Bradley,  201.  % 

8.  OOKSTITX7TIONAL  LAW— Title  to  Act.— The  generality  of 
the  title  to  an  act  is  no  objection  to  it,  so  long  as  it  is  not  made 
a  cover  to  legislation  incongruous  in  itself,  and  which  by  no  fair 
intendment  can  be  considered  as  having  a  necessary  or  proper  con- 
nection with  it.     (Idaho.)     Pioneer  Irrigation  Dist.  v.  Bradley,  201. 

4.  OOKSTITUnOKAL  LAW— Title  of  Act.— If  the  legislature  is 
fairly  apprised  of  the  general  character  of  an  enactment  by  the 
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■abj«et  tzprened  in  the  title,  and  all  ite  proTiaionB  liave  a  jtft 
asd  proper  reference  thereto,  and  are  each  at  hy  the  natore  of  the 
•ttbjeet  Bo  indicated  are  manifestly  appropriate  in  that  connection, 
and  as  might  reasonably  be  looked  for  in  a  measure  of  snch  ehar* 
aeter,  the  requirement  of  the  constitution  that  the  title  of  an  act 
■hall  embrace  but  one  subject  is  complied  with.  (Idaho.)  Pioneer 
Irrigation  Dist.  ▼.  Bradley,  201. 

6.  CONSTITUTIONAL  LAW— Title  of  Act^— It  matters  not  that 
an  act  embraces  technically  more  than  one  subject,  one  of  which 
only  is  expressed  in  its  title,  so  long  as  the  subjects  are  not  foreign 
and  extraneous  to  each  other,  but  blend  together  in  the  common 
purpose  evidently  sought  to  be  accomplished  by  the  act.    (Idaho.) 

Pioneer  Irrigation  Dist.  v.  Bradley,  201. 

6.  OONSTITUTIOKAL  LAW— Title  to  Act.— If  the  provisions  of 
s  statute  all  relate,  directly  or  indirectly,  to  the  same  subject,  have 
a  natural  connection,  and  are  not  foreign  to  the  subject  expressed 
in  its  title,  they  may  be  united  in  one  act.     (Idaho.)    Iloneer  Irri* 
gation  Dist.  ▼.  Bradley,  201. 

7.  OONSTITUTIOKAL  LAW— Title  to  Act.— Objections  should 
be  grave,  and  the  conflict  between  the  constitution  and  the  statute 
palpable,  before  the  judiciary  should  disregard  a  legislative  enact- 
nent  upon  the  sole  ground  that  it  embraces  more  than  one  subject 
in  its  title.     (Idaho.)     Pioneer  Irrigation  Dist.   v.  Bradley,  201. 

8.  CONSTITUTIONAL  LAW — ^Title  of  Act. — ^However  numeroua 
the  provisions  of  an  act  may  be,  if  they  can  be,  by  f<iir  intend- 
ment, considered  as  falling  within  the  subject  matter  legislated  upon 
in  the  act,  or  necessary  as  ends  and  means  to  the  attainment  of  such 
subjecti  the  act  is  not  in  conflict  with  a  constitutional  provision  that 
no  act  shall  embrace  more  than  one  subject  which  must  be  em- 
braced in  its  title.  (Idaho.)  Pioneer  Irrigation  Dist.  v.  Bradley, 
201. 

9.  CONSTITUTIONAL  LAW — ^Title  of  Act. — ^A  constitutional 
provision  that  no  act  shall  embrace  more  than  one  subject  which 
shall  be  expressed  in  its  title  is  not  intended  to  obstruct  honest 
legislation,  or  to  prevent  the  incorporation  into  a  single  act  of  the 
entire  statutory  law  upon  one   general  subject.     (Idaho.)     Pioneer 

Irrigation  Dist.  v.  Bradley,  201. 

•    10.    CONSTITUTIONAL  LAW— Title  to  Act— Subject  of  Act— 

The  entire  statutory  law  of  the  state  upon  the  subject  of  irrigation 
and  the  reclamation  of  arid  lands  may  be  incorporated  in  a  single 
original  or  amendatory  act  under  a  proper  title.     (Idaho.)     Pioneer 

Irrigation  Dist.  v.  Bradley,  201. 

11.  CONSTITUTIONAL  LAW — Consolidation  of  Statutes  by 
Amendment. — ^If  two  acts  have  been  passed  by  the  legislature  on 
the  same  general  subject,  but  with  differently  worded  titles,  such 
acts  may  be  amended  and  combined  by  one  act,  with  a  proper  title. 
(Idaho.)     Pioneer  Irrigation  Dist.  v.  Bradley,  201. 

Bee  Constitutional  Law* 

STBEET  RAILROADS. 

1.  ELECTRIC  BAILBOADS— Negligent  Speed— Inlmy  to  LIvb- 
■tock. — Running  an  electric  street-car  in  the  night-time,  at  a  speed 
in  violation  of  a  citv  ordinance,  and  so  rapidly  that  it  cannot  he 
stopped  within  the  distance  a  cow  is  seen,  when  she  comes  on  the 
track  twenty  yards  ahead^  is  negligence,  which  renders  the  railroad 
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eompany  liable  for  the  resulting  injury  to  the  cow.     (Ala.)     Annie- 
ton  Bleetrieal  etc.  Co.  v.  Hewitt,  42. 

2.  STSZTBT  BAIUtOADS— Negligence— Passenger  in  Dangerous 
Position. — ^If  a  street  railway  company  consents  to  a  passenger's  tak- 
ing a  dangerous  position  on  its  car  and  knowingly  assumes  to  carry 
him  in  that  position,  it  must  exercise  that  high  degree  of  care  which 
the  law  requires  a  carrier  to  observe  for  the  safety  of  his  passen- 
gers. The  degree  of  care  to  be  observed  by  the  railway  company  in 
Bnch  ease  must  be  in  proportion  to  the  danger  which  the  passenger's 
perilous  position  entails.  (Mo.)  Parks  v.  St.  Louis  etc.  By.  Co., 
425. 

3.  STREET  BAHAOADS — Contributory  Negligence — ^Passenger 
in  I>angeroa8  Position. — ^If  a  passenger  takes  a  dangerous  position  on 
a  street-car,  even  with  the  consent  of  the  company,  he  must  observe 
for  his  own  safety  the  care,  proportioned  to  the  apparent  danger, 
that  a  man  of  ordinary  prudeuce  would  observe  under  like  circum- 
stances, and,  if  he  fails  in  this,  and  is  injured  from  a  cause  arising 
out  of,  or  incident  to  the  position  itself,  without  negligence  on  the 
part  of  the  railroad  company,  it  is  not  liable.  Though  the  company 
is  negligent,  still  if  the  passenger  fails  in  such  observance  of  ordin- 
ary eare,  he  is  guilty  of  contributory  negligence  and  cannot  recover. 
(Mo.)     Farks  v.  St.  Louis  etc  By.  Co.,  425. 

4.  STREET    RAHAOADS — ^Passenger   In    Dangerous    Position — 
Befnsal  to  Carry. — A  street  railroad  company  has  a  right  to  refuse 
to  carry  a  passenger  who  takes  an  unusual  and  dangerous  position  on 
its  ear.     (Mo.)     Parks  v.  St.  Louis  etc.  By.  Co.,  425. 

5.  STREET  BAILBOADS — Contributory  Negligence — ^Dangerous. 
Position  of  Passenger. — If  a  passenger,  in  boarding  a  street-car, 
takes  a  dangerous  position  thereon  with  the  knowledge  and  consent 
of  the  railroad  company,  and  thereafter  is  not  guilty  of  negligence, 
but  is  injured  through  the  negligence  of  the  company  arising  out  of 
a  condition  which  thereafter  becomes  extrahazardous,  he  cannot  be 
defeated  of  his  right  to  recover,  on  the  ground  that  he  was  guilty 
of  contributory  negligence.  (Mo.)  Parks  v.  St.  Louis  etc.  By.  Co., 
425. 

Bee  Municipal  Corporations,  7-9. 

SUBBOGATIGK. 

SUBETYSHIP — Subrogation. — A  County,  after  default  in  the 
conditions  of  the  bond  of  its  treasurer,  may  take  advantage  of  se- 
eurities  given  by  him  to  his  sureties,  either  by  way  of  subrogration 
or  by  procuring  an  assignment  from  the  sureties.  (Neb.)  County 
of  Harlan  v.  Whitney,  610. 

Bee  Principal  and  Surety. 

SUMMONS. 

Bee  Process. 

SUNDAY. 

1.  LEOAIi  HOLIDAYS. — ^Issuance  of  summons  by  a  derk  of 
eourt  on  Sunday  on  a  complaint  filed  on  that  day  is  merely  a  minis- 
terial act,  and  not  within  the  inhibition  of  a  statute  prohibiting  the 
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tmnflaetioii  of  judicial  acts  on  l^ghl  holidajs;  ■ammoiis  bo  Issaed  if 
Talid.     (Idaho.)     Havens  v.  Stiles,  195. 

2.    8XINDAT  OONTBAOTS.— A   eontraet  for  the   eonTejanee  of 

land  entered  on  Sunday  is  valid  and  not  opposed  to  publie  poliey* 
(N.  C.)    Bodmaa  ▼•  Bobinson,  877. 

SUPPORT. 

See  Deeds. 


Bee  Principal  and  Suret j; 

8UBBOOATB  OOUBT. 

See  Beferenee. 


TAXATION. 
OimiHMUmal  Law. 

1.  00N8TITXJTI0KAL  LAW— Taxation— Notice  to  Pzopertf 
Owner,  When  Beqnlxed. — Whenever  the  amount  of  the  taxes  to  be 
exacted  depends  on  the  judgment  or  discretion  of  those  fixing  the 
value  of  the  property  or  the  benefits  by  which  such  amount  is  to  be 
measured,  an  opportunity  must  be  given  the  property  owner  to  be 
heard.  Hence,  if  an  assessment  is  authorized  for  the  construction  of 
drainage  ditches  to  be  equitably  divided  among  the  property  owners 
along  or  in  the  vicinity  of  the  improvement  and  those  benefited 
thereby,  and  no  provision  is  made  for  notice  to  the  persons  assessed 
and  an  opportunity  to  be  heard  against  the  assessment,  the  statute 
is  unconstitutional  as  taking  property,  without  due  process  of  Law. 
(Iowa.)     Beebe  v.  Magoun,  24^9. 

2.  OONSTITXmONAL  LAW— Assessments  Aocording  to  Bene- 
fits— ^Dne  Process  of  Law. — ^If  an  irrigation  law  provides  for  as- 
sessments and  also  the  method  and  means  by  which  benefits  received 
may  be  adjudicated,  it  is  not  unconstitutional  as  taldng  private  prop- 
erty without  due  process  of  law  under  the  guise  of  taxation  or  other- 
wise.    (Idaho.)     Pioneer  Irrigation  I>ist.  v.  Bradley,  201. 

Inheritance  Taw. 

3.  INfHEBITANGB  TAXES — ^Liability  of  Foreign  Oorporationi 
for. — Charitable  societies  and  auxiliaries  thereto,  incorporated  and 
organized  under  the  laws  of  other  states  are  not  within  the  provisions 
of  an  inheritance  tax  statute  which  exempts  from  the  payment  of 
such  tax,  gifts,  bequests,  devises,  etc.,  'Ho  or  for  the  use  of  any 
institution  in  said  state  for  purposes  of  purely  public  charity,  or 
other  exclusively  public  purposes,"  and  if  such  foreign  corporations 
are  entitled  to  receive  property  within  the  state  of  such  statute,  by 
gift,  bequest  or  devise,  they  are  liable  to  such  inheritance  tax,  al- 
though some  of  their  charitable  work  and  enterprises  are  carried  on 
within  the  state.     (Ohio  St.)     Humphreys  v.  State,  888. 

4.  OOKSTITUTIOKAL  LAW— Inheritance  Tax— Foreign  Ooipora- 

tions. — A  statute  of  a  state  imposing  an  inheritance  tax  upon  foreign 
charitable  corporations  operating  to  some  extent  within  the  state  as 
to  property  received  by  them  therein  by  gift,  bequest,  or  devise,  ii 
not  unconstitutional  as  an  unlawful  discrimination  against  them  or 
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as    denying  them   the   equal  protection   of   tlie   lancL    (Ohio   Bt.) 
Humphreys  v.  Btate,  888. 

ForecHoBwn  of  Lien — Unhnoum  Owner$. 

6.  TAX  UEN— Foxoclosim.— A  Description  of  tbe  Land  in  a  pub- 
lished notice  in  proceedings  to  foreclose  a  tax  lien  is  sufficient  where 
the  context  shows  that  property  in  the  state  is  referred  to,  and  there 
is  but  one  tract  in  the  state  answering  the  description,  although  it  is 
equally  applicable  to  another  tract  in  another  state.  (Neb.)  Leigh 
▼.  Oreen,  59& 

6.  TAZATIOK— Foredosore  of  Tax  Lien.— The  Word  "Owner/* 
as  used  in  the  Nebraska  statute  providing  for  the  foreclosure  of  tax 
liene  where  the  owner  is  not  known,  refers  to  persons  having  estates 
in  the  land,  and  not  to  enenmbraneen  ana  lienholders.  (Neb.) 
Leigh  T.  Green,  592. 

7.  TAZATIOKw— The  Owner  of  the  Load  is  Unknown,  within 
the  meaning  of  the  Nebraska  statute  providing  for  the  foreclosure  of 
tax  liens,  whenever  the  holder  of  a  tax  certificate  is  unable,  with 
reasonable  diligence  and  inquiry  in  the  neighborhood  of  the  land, 
to  ascertain  the  whereabouts  of  the  persons  appearing  to  have  legal 
estates  therein  or  to  ascertain  who  have  sneh  estates.  (Neb.) 
Leigh  V.  Green,  592. 

8.  TAXATION— Aiftdavit.— In  Proceedings  to  Foreclose  a  tax 
lien  under  a  statute  providing  therefor  when  the  owner  of  the  land 
is  not  known,  allegations  in  the  petition  and  an  affidavit  for  service 
by  publication,  on  information  and  belief,  to  the  effect  that  the  owner 
is  unknown,  are  ouffieient  as  against  collateral  attack.  (Neb.) 
Leigh  V.  Green,  592. 

9.  TAXATION— Foredosnre—Partles. — ^In  a  proceeding  to  fore- 
close a  tax  lien  under  a  statute  providing  therefor  when  the  owner  is 
unknown,  the  propriety  of  joining  as  a  party  defendant  one  having 
an  interest  in  the  land  short  of  ownership  will  not  be  reviewed  co^ 
laterally.     (Neb.)     Leigh  v.  Green,  592. 

la    TAXATION—- Proceeding  in  Bern— Dne  Process  of  Law.— A 

statute  awarding  to  the  purchaser  at  a  tax  sale  a  remedy  by  suit 
against  the  land  itaelf ,  available  whenever  the  owner  is  not  loiown, 
whereby  all  persons  claiming  interests  in  the  land  may  be  barred 
completely  on  sale  under  foreclosure,  does  not  deny  due  process  of 
law.    (Neb.)    Leigh  t.  Green,  592. 

Taw  Title, 

IL  TAXATION— New  Title. — ^A  sale  of  land  in  proceedings  to 
foreclose  a  tax  lien  under  a  statute  providing  therefor  when  the 
owner  is  unknown,  creates  a  new  and  independent  title  and  bars  all 
pre-existing  interests  or  liens.     (Neb.)     Leigh  ▼.  Green,  592. 

12.  TAX  DEED — Street  Assessment  Lien — Superiority. — ^A  pur- 
chaser at  a  sale  for  general  taxes  acquires  a  title  valid  as  against  a 
lien  for  a  street  assessment.     (Wash.)    Ballard  v.  Way,  993. 

18.  i^TtiuATirmntMTgV— .-PnrfthM^  of  Taz  Title. — ^Remaindermen 
who  have  no  .possession,  or  right  of  possession,  at  the  time  of  a  tax 
sale  of  the  property,  may  purchase  an  outstanding  tax  title  for  their 
exclusive  benefit  as  against  other  remaindermen.  (Iowa.)  Crawford 
V.  Heis,  837. 

14.  LIFB  TENANTS^— Pnrchase  of  Taz  Title  by  a  life  tenant 
does  not  vest  the  fee  in  him  as  against  a  remainderman,  and  the 
"  Am.  8t  Rtp.,  YoL  101—70 
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transaction   amounts   einiply   as   a   redemption   from   the   tax    nJ«h 
(Iowa.)     Crawford  t.  Heis,  337. 


Note. 

TazatloDy  due  process  of  law,  what  proceedings  in  aid  of  may  be  pro- 
vided without  impairing  the  right  to,  606. 

judicial  proceedings  in  aid  of,  what  maj  be  authorized,  606,  607. 

proceedings  in  rem  for  the  enforcement  of  tax  lien  or  title,  607. 

TRTJWRAFH8  AMD  TELBPHCWBa 

1.  AOTZONB,  Wlien  may  be  Treated  as  Ex  Delicto  Thongb  Based 

on  Oontracts. — An  allegation  by  the  plaintiff  of  contractual  rela- 
tions with  him  in  an  action  against  a  telegraph  corporation  for  the 
failure  to  correctly  transmit  a  message  does  not  necessarily  make  tbe 
action  one  upon  contract.  These  matters  may  properly  be  pleaded 
by  way  of  inducement  preliminary  to  the  allegation  of  facts  constitut- 
ing a  tort,  and  the  action  may,  therefore,  be  treated  as  ex  delicto 
rather  than  ex  contractu.  (Iowa.)  Ck>wan  v.  Western  Union  TeL 
Co.,  268. 

2.  PUBADCra,  Oontrlbntoiy  TXegBgBoe^  TnXlun  to  Negatfvs. — 

A  complaint  against  a  telegraph  corporation  to  recover  damages  for 
its  negligently  failing  to  transmit  a  message  correctly,  need  not  allege 
the  abs^ce  of  contributory  negligence  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff, 
where  the  statute  provides  that  such  a  corporation  is  liable  for  all 
mistakes  or  delays  in  transmitting  or  receiving  messages  over  its 
lines,  and  that  in  actions  to  recover  damages  thus  caused,  the  burden 
is  on  the  corporation  to  prove  that  the  mistake  or  delay  was  not 
due  to  its  negUgenee.  (Iowa.)  Cowan  v.  Western  Union  TeL  Co., 
268. 

5.  TELEGSAPH  OOBPOHATIOlfS. — Damages  aze  fiecoverable 
for  Mental  Anguish  and  Suffering  resulting  from  the  failure  of  a 
telegraph  corporation  to  properly  transmit  a  message.  (Iowa.) 
Cowan  V.  Western  Union  Tel.  Co.,  268. 

i.  DAMAOE8 — Mental  Suffering* — ^The  impossibility  of  providing 
any  exact  standard  or  measure  of  compensation  for  injured  feelings 
does  not  constitute  a  sufficient  reason  for  refusing  to  award  damages 
for  mental  angui  h  resulting  from  the  incorrect  transmission  of  a  tele- 
gram.    (Iowa.)     Cowan  v.  Western  Union  Tel.  Co.,  268. 

6.  DAMAaES,  Whan  not  Limited  to  the  Damages  Arising  ftom 
the  Breach  of  a  Contract. — Though  the  failure  of  a  telegraph  cor- 
poration to  eorrectly  transmit  a  message  is  a  breach  of  a  contract, 
the  damafires  to  which  it  is  liable  are  not  limited  to  the  plaintiff's 
ds  mages  for  such  breach.  The  negligence  in  the  performance  of  the 
obligation  by  which  injury  resulted  to  him  is  a  tort,  damages  for 
which  are  not  restricted  by  the  rules  applicable  to  ordinary  actions 
for  breach  of  contract.     (Iowa.)     Cowan  v.  Western  Union  TeL  Co., 

268. 

TBITANOT  IK  CX>MMON. 

OOTBKAKCnr— Title  to  Property  as  Shows  irBeoortte.— When 

persons  take  title  to  land  as  tenants  in  common  and  place  It  npen 
record,  the  act,  so  far  as  it  may  affect  purchasers  and  creditors  witk- 
out  notice,  must  be  considered  as  a  declaration  by  the  <7*f"  «^ 
the  character  in  which  they  intend  to  hold  the  property.  (Fa.  bt.; 
Cundey  T.  Hall,  938. 


Imdbx.  X107 

in  Oommoiiy  eonfiuion  of  goodi,  when  oieated  bj,  917. 


8m   Carriers;   Injunctions^   8-7. 

TITLE  OF  ACT. 

See  Statutes. 


See  Negligence,  10-12. 

TBIALw 
Bemuiirki  of  C&urt  and  CaunseL 

1.  TBIAIfc^-ObJeotion  to  Improper  Bemaiks  Hade  by  Oonnsel 

must  be  made  at  the  time  the  statement  is  made,  or  within  a  reason- 
mble  time  thereafter,  and  must  be  brought  to  the  attention  of  such 
counsel,  as  well  as  to  that  of  the  court.    (N.  H.)    Bond  t.  Bean. 

ese. 

2.  TBIAIi — Oomment  on  ETidence. — It  is  reversible  error  for  the 
court,  upon  a  dispute  as  to  what  a  witness  has  testified  to  upon  a 
material  point,  to  declare  in  the  presence  of  the  jury  what  such  evi- 
dence was,  and  that  the  stenographer's  report  thereof  Is  wrong. 
(Wash.)     State  ▼•  Olindemann,  1001. 

Instructiofu, 

See  Criminal  Law,  21,  22. 

8.  TBIAIr— Instructions. — ^It  is  not  error  to  refuse  to  give  re- 
quested instructions  already  covered  by  instructions  given.  (Wash.) 
State  V.  Clark,  1006. 

4.  TBIAIi.— Denial  of  Bequests  for  Spedflc  Instructions  is  not 
error  when  their  substance  has  been  embodied  in  instructions  al- 
ready given.     (N.  H.)    Bond  v.  Bean,  686. 

5.  TBIAL — Instructions. — The  fact  that  an  essential  element  is 
lacking  in  one  instruction  is  not  ground  for  a  reversal  of  the  judg- 
ment, if  such  element  is  supplied  by  other  instructions.  (111.) 
Beidler  v.  King,  246. 

6.  TRIALS. — Instructions  may  assume  as  established  facts  about 
whieh  there  is  no  dispute.  (Mo.)  Parks  v.  St.  Louis  etc.  By.  Co., 
425. 

7.  TBIAIfc — Instruction  Given,  stating  correct  abstract  propo- 
sitions of  law,  are  not  ground  for  reversal  of  the  judement,  unless 
they  intend  to  mislead  tiie  jury.     (HI.)       Beidler  v.  King,  246. 

8.  TBIAIf. — ^Instmctiong  Which  are  Conflicting  upon  a  material 
issue  are  ground  for  the  reversal  of  the  judgment.  (Mont.)  State 
y.  Keerl,  579. 

See  Criminal  Law;  Jury. 

TBOVEB. 

1.  TBOVEB— Sale  of  Stock  by  Broker.— If  a  Husband  transfers 
an  account  with  a  stock  broker  from  his  own  to  his  wife's  name,  she 
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may  maintain  an  action  for  trover  and  eonversion  against  the  broker, 
if  he,  without  notice  to  her,  sells  seenrities  in  the  account  for  the 
husband's  debt     (Pa.  St.)     Sparks  ▼.  Hurlej,  926. 

2,  OONVEBSIOK.— Any  IntermedaUing  with  Property  of  An- 
other, or  the  exercise  of  dominion  oyer  it,  whether  by  the  defendant 
alone,  or  in  connection  with  others,  in  denial  of  the  owner's  rig^hts,  is 
a  conversion,  for  which  trover  will  lie,  though  the  defendant  had  not 
the  complete  manucaption  of  the  property.  (Ala.)  Milner  etc.  Gob 
V.  De  Loach  etc.  Co.,  63. 

8.    TBOVEK— Defense— Bona  Fide  Pnxthaser.^ — ^It  is  no    def enBO 

to  the  action  of  trover  that  the  defendant  is  a  purchaser  for  value, 
and  without  notice  of  the  rights  of  the  real  owner.  (Ala.)  Milner 
etc.  Co.  V.  De  Loach  etc.  Co.,  63. 

4.  TBOVEB  ■  Tisvy  of  Attachment — Costody  of  Law. — ^If  the 
legal  title  to  property,  and  the  right  to  its  immediate  possession  are 
in  one  person,  the  possession  of  an  officer  under  an  attachment  writ 
against  another  person  is  illegal,  and  the  property  is  not  in  the  custody 
of  the  law  so  as  to  prevent  the  real  owner  from  maintaining  trover 
for  it  against  one  who  purchases  it  at  sale  under  such  attachment. 
(Ala.)     Milner  etc.  Co.  t.  De  Loach  etc  Co.,  63. 

TBUSTS. 

1.  TBUST,  When  not  Created  by  a  Deposit  In  Bank.— If  A  opens 
an  account  in  a  bank  in  which  he  deposits^  his  own  money 
in  his  name  ''in  trust  for  B,"  this  does  not  necessarily  create  a 

trust  in  favor  of  B,  and  a  court  is  justified  in  finding  that  no 
trust  was  thereby  created  if  there  is  evidence  of  declarations  on  the 
part  of  B  tending  to  show  that  he  had  no  interest  in  the  moneys 
deposited.     (N.  Y.)    Matter  of  Barefleld,  814. 

&    TRUSTS. — ^A  Pnrchase  of  Tmst  Property  of  the  Tmstee  is 

not  necessarily  void;  the  cestui  que  trust  has  a  right  to  aflirm  the 
sale,  and  an  affirmance  will  be  implied  from  an  unreasonable  delay 
In  making  an  election.     (Neb.)     Shelby  v.  Greighton,  630. 

See  Parties. 
Kote. 

Uhited  States^  assignment  to  of  a  debt  barred  by  the  statute  of 
limitations,  183. 
laches  cannot  be  imputed  to,  182. 
limitation  of  actions  by  when  not  suing  for  a  public  right,  181- 

183. 
limitation,  statutes  of  in  actions  where  it  is  a  nominal  plaintiif 

and  not  the  real  party  in  interest,  171. 
limitation,  statutes  of,  what  language  make  applicable  against^ 

164. 
statutes  of  limitation  do  not  affect  claims  of,  15L 

USUBY. 

1.  TTHCTBY — Ctormpt  Intent* — ^A  contract  for  interest  at  higher 
than  the  legal  rate  both  before  and  after  judgment,  without  a  cor- 
rupt intent  on  the  part  of  the  lender  to  exact  an  unlawful  rate  of 
interest,  is  not  usurious.  (Idaho.)  Anderson  v.  Creamery  etc.  Co., 
188. 

2.  USUBY  is  Matter  of  Intention,  and  to  avoid  a  contract  it 
must  appear  that  the  lender  knew  the  facts,  and  acted  with  a  view 
of  evading  the  law.     (Idaho.)     Anderson  v.  Creamery  etc.  Co.,  188. 
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TEinX>B  AND  VENDEa 
8oe  Deeda;  FraudSp  Statute  of» 

wAass. 

Bee  Aflsigiimeiit;  Bankraptej. 

WALLS. 
Bee  Negligenee,  12;  Party-wan*, 

WATERS  AKB  WATEBCOTTBSEa 

1.  WATERS  Bightg  of  Approprlator&— If  the  waters  of  a  nat- 
ural fltream  have  been  appropriated  according  to  law,  and  put  to  a 
beneficial  nee,  the  rights  thus  aeqnired  carry  with  them  an  interest 
in  the  stream  from  Hhe  points  where  the  waters  are  diverted  to  the 
sonree  from  which  the  supply  is  obtained  and  any  interference  with  the 
stream  by  a  person  having  no  interest  therein,  to  the  damage  of  the 
appropriator,  is  nnlawfol  and  actionable.  (Utah.)  Cole  ▼.  Richards 
Irr.  Co.,  968. 

2.  WATERS-^Approprlatioiir— Sources  of  Siqwly^— If  lakes  form 
a  part  of  the  source  of  sapply  of  a  creek,  and  with  the  exception  of 
one  of  such  lakes  form  a  part  of  the  natural  channel  of  one  of  the 
tributaries  of  snch  creek,  prior  appropriators  of  the  waters  of  the 
creek  are  entitled  to  the  same  nsufrnctnary  rights  to  the  waters  which 
natunlly  flow  and  collect  in  snch  lakes,  and  which  eventually  find 
their  wav  into  the  main  channel,  as  they  have  to  the  balance  of  the 
natural  now  of  creek.     (Utah.)     Cole  v.  Richards  Irr.  Co.,  962. 

8.  WATERB— TTblawfol  Interf erenee  with^-A  Oonstitiitloiial 
provision  that  ''all  existing  rights  to  the  use  of  any  of  the  waters 
of  this  state  for  any  useful  or  beneficial  purpose  are  hereby  recog- 
nized and  confirmed,''  puts  it  beyond  the  power  of  any  person  to 
lavrfully  go  upon  a  stream  of  water  in  which  he  has  acquired  no  right, 
and  inteiSere  with  existing  rights,  or  to  destroy  or  cut  off  the  source 
of  supply,  of  such  stream,  although  it  consists  of  a  pond  or  a  lake. 
(Utah.)    Cole  t.  Richards  Irr.  Co.,  962. 

Boundaries  when  Lake  Recedes, 

4.  BOUNDARIES  Where  Water  of  Lake  BecedeSr— When  an  ir- 
regularly shaped,  non-navigable  lake  without  outlet  or  inlet  drys  up, 
it  is  not  proper  to  divide  the  bed  among  riparian  owners  by  estab- 
lishing central  points  and  lines,  and  extending  the  side  Unes  of  ripar- 
ian tracts  from  where  they  cross  the  meander  line  to  such  points  and 
lines.     (Minn.)     Scheifert  v.  Briegel,  309. 

6.  B0X7NDARIES  Where  Water  of  IiSke  Recedes^— When  the 
waters  of  a  non-navigable  lake  recede  and  disappear,  each  riparian 
proprietor  owns  that  part  of  the  lake  bed  included  in  the  triangle 
made  by  projecting  lines  from  the  points  where  the  side  division 
lines  respectively  cross  the  marginal  line  to  the  center  of  the  lake; 
but  if  the  lake  is  of  irregular  shape  and  vrithout  outlet  or  inlet,  the 
inequalities  occasioned  by  the  broken  shore  line  should  be  equitably 
adjusted  between  the  contiguous  owners  by  disregarding  the  irregu- 
larities, or  by  treating  the  lake  as  composed  of  separate  bodies  of 
water.    (Minn.)     8cheifert  v.  Briegel,  899. 

See  Highways,  8. 
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WAfB. 
0«e  ButmoitiL 

1.  OONBTrnno^fAL    LAW— ^tatfrylag    DMUDy    Wmi. 

itatnte  prohibiting  private  penions  from  earrying  deadly  ireapona 
within  the  limits  of  any  city,  town,  or  Tillage  in  l£e  state,  is  nneoii- 
■titntional  and  void.     (Idaho.)    In  re  Briekey,  215. 

2.  CX>K8TlTUTiOMAL    XiAW^Oaciytag    DeMiy    Weapooa. — A 

itatnte  prohibiting  the  carrying  of  eoneealed  deadly  weapons  is  • 
proper  exereise  ol  the  poliee  power,  and  is  TsUd,  b«t  a  statnte  pro- 
hibiting the  mere  eanrying  of  firearms  is  void,  as  the  right  to  do  so 
la  goaranteed  by  the  state  and  national  eonstitntions.  (Idaho.)  In 
re  Briokey,  215. 


What  i$  •  WifL 

1.  WILI%  WHAT  ZB-^Onrrsyaiioe  In  Consitanitlon  of  SuypuKtb 

An  oral  agreement  between  a  son  and  his  parents  that  he  shall,  sa 
eonsideration  of  carrying  on  their  business  uid  psoriding  for  their 
support,  become  Tested,  npon  their  death,  with  the  ma  to  t1i« 
family  homestead.  Is  testamsntaiy  in  cbaxaeter.  (Ntsb.)  Tsske  t* 
IMttberiMr,  ftlA 

2.  Vmj^  WHAT  m.— TIM  8ols  Test  Iff  Wbiflh  to  AscwtaJn 
whether  an  instrument  or  agreement  puri>orting  to  affect  the  titlo 
to  land  is  testamenary,  is  to  inquire  whether  it  undertakes  to  Test 
any  present  interest  to  title  therein.  (Keb.)  Tesks  t.  Dittbssner^ 
61A 

R0vocaHm  9f  WiO. 
8.    WILLS— Serooation—ftaad  Fveraiftfaig  Destametten  of  WHL 

Fraud  on  the  part  of'  the  testator's  wife,  who  is  sole  dsTisee  under 
his  will,  in  falsely  representing  to  him  that  it  has  bem  destroyed, 
whereby  he  is  preTcnted  from  destroying  it  or  executing  another,  is 
not  ground  for  the  rcTOcation  of  such  will.  (Ky.)  Tries  ▼•  BUp- 
ton,  351. 

4.  WUJiB—BeTOcaUon^— Courts  cannot  substitute  for  the  plain 
requirement  of  the  statute  the  supposed  desire,  intention,  or  CTen 
unaccomplished  attempt  of  a  testator  to  destroy  or  rcToke  his  will. 
(Ey.)    mee  t.  Shipton,  851. 

See  ConTcrsion. 

WBIT  OF  ASSIBTAJrCB. 

See  Assistance,  Writ  oi^ 

WBIT  OF  FSOUIBITIOX. 

See  Prohibition,  Writ  ol 

Z-&AY  PIOTUBSa 
See  ETidence,  1« 
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